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Summary 

The National Policy Statements will influence the development of a green economy in 
Britain and could accelerate progress towards greater energy security. Bottlenecks in the 
planning process have been extremely costly and prolonged in the past, as it has been 
necessary to debate national policy before large infrastructure projects could be consented. 
The NPSs offer an opportunity to state that policy clearly. If introduced correctly, the NPSs 
will help to make Britain an attractive place to invest in clean low carbon energy. However, 
if the NPSs are too cumbersome, or if they facilitate high carbon electricity generation, then 
they could make the goals of Britain’s energy policy harder to achieve. 

The revised draft National Policy Statements incorporate many of the changes proposed by 
our predecessor Committee, which examined the original draft last year. The process for 
consultation and debate, the thoroughness of the Assessments of Sustainability and the 
accuracy of the Government’s assessment of the need for new energy infrastructure have all 
been improved. There are, however, a number of areas that need further work. 

The Government’s energy policy objectives are rightly ambitious. In order to cater for 
increasing energy demand, achieve the decarbonisation of the electricity sector by 2030 and 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions by at least 80% by 2050, the Department of Energy and 
Climate Change estimates that £200 billion must be invested in the energy sector by 2020. 
This is a huge and difficult challenge. The NPSs are intended to give confidence to 
investors and to expedite the planning process for Nationally Significant Infrastructure 
Projects. This important new tier of planning policy must be coordinated with other policy 
developments in the energy sector. Accordingly we recommend that the NPSs are 
developed and designated alongside Electricity Market Reform and the design of the 
proposed National Planning Framework. If Britain is to achieve its energy aspirations, this 
must be a joined up process. 

While we endorse the Coalition Government’s new ratification process for the NPSs and 
the change to ministerial decision-making in consenting infrastructure projects, Ministers’ 
decisions must be accountable. The process of ratification must allow the House of 
Commons to have a real say in the development of the NPSs. Accordingly, we propose a 
full day of debate on the suite of energy NPSs, with individual debates and votes on each 
one.  

We consider that a mechanism is needed for more strategic spatial guidance in the 
development of nationally significant energy infrastructure. The Government rejected the 
suggestion for this made in our predecessors’ Report. New capacity must be able to link up 
with sufficient transmission networks and both must be developed in a coherent manner 
which integrates environmental, social and economic concerns. For example, electricity 
generation needs to be able to connect to the grid and carbon capture and storage must 
have access to suitable geological storage sites. This is especially true given the large 
amount of new capacity and network infrastructure that will be needed in the next ten 
years. This guidance could be provided by the National Planning Framework. In addition, 
in order to control the visual impact of new energy network infrastructure, we propose a 
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strengthening of the standing of the Holford Rules in the NPSs

It is absolutely crucial that NPSs encourage the right kind of investments. The “need case” 
for new capacity has been tightened in the revised draft NPSs, but there is little indication 
of the types of new capacity required. We are extremely concerned that this could lead to a 
second “dash for gas”, as investors turn to this cheap and speedy option. This could delay 
or even marginalise the development of renewables and make it impossible to achieve our 
greenhouse gas emissions reductions targets by locking Britain into a fossil fuel dependent 
pathway for decades to come. The NPSs must explicitly require the Secretary of State to 
judge the need for new capacity on the basis of the capacity and kind of projects already 
consented, so that no more fossil fuel-based generation is consented than is strictly 
necessary. The level of investment necessary for the UK’s energy infrastructure will entail 
big changes is our energy mix which will have significant implications for our natural 
landscape and the NPSs must mitigate the negative impacts of these changes as far as 
possible. 
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1 Introduction 

Reform of the planning system 

1. The Planning Act 2008 introduced a new system for issuing planning consent for 
nationally significant infrastructure projects (NSIPs) to be administered by a new body, the 
Infrastructure Planning Commission (IPC).1 It was intended that the IPC would be guided 
in its decisions by National Policy Statements (NPSs) which would provide clarity on the 
main issues that the IPC should take into account when considering planning applications. 
It is now proposed by the Government—in the Localism Bill—that the IPC will shortly be 
abolished and decisions will then be taken by the relevant Secretary of State, with advice 
from a new Major Infrastructure Planning Unit (MIPU).2 The NPSs are intended to set out 
national policy on key strategic planning topics, including energy policy areas, and to 
provide certainty for potential investors about the long-term policy environment. 

2. In this report we consider the Government’s revised proposals for six energy NPSs. 
These are: 

• Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy (EN–1); 

• National Policy Statement for Fossil Fuel Electricity Generating Infrastructure 
(EN–2); 

• National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN–3); 

• National Policy Statement for Gas Supply Infrastructure and Gas and Oil Pipelines 
(EN–4); 

• National Policy Statement for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (EN–5); and 

• National Policy Statement for Nuclear Power Generation (EN–6). 

3. Before the NPSs can be used to guide the determination of planning applications, they 
must be “designated”, in these cases by the Secretary of State for Energy and Climate 
Change. It is a requirement under the Planning Act 2008, that prior to designation (i.e. 
coming into effect) each NPS must be subject to: 

• public consultation; 

• an Appraisal of Sustainability; and 

• parliamentary scrutiny.3 

 
1 Planning Act 2008, section 1 

2 See paragraphs 46–51 below. 

3 Planning Act 2008, sections 5–7 
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Consultation and parliamentary scrutiny 2009–2010 

4. The six draft National Policy Statements on energy (NPSs) were first published for 
consultation in November 2009. Section 9 of the Planning Act 2008 requires a period of 
Parliamentary scrutiny of the NPSs. On 10 November 2009 the Liaison Committee 
National Policy Statements Sub-Committee designated the Energy and Climate Change 
Committee to consider the draft energy NPSs as the main element of the parliamentary 
scrutiny stage in the House of Commons. Our predecessor Committee examined these 
original draft NPSs in detail between January and February 2010. It received written and 
oral evidence from a wide range of organisations. The Committee published its Report on 
23 March 2010 with a significant number of recommendations for changes to the NPSs 
and the designation procedure.4 

5. The House of Lords debated the draft NPSs in its Grand Committee on 23 February 
2010 and 9 and 11 March 2010.5 Following the Grand Committee debates, Members of the 
House of Lords laid resolutions to amend some of the NPSs. A debate was held in the 
House of Lords on 29 March 2010, but all five motions were withdrawn.6  

6. The Government published a response to the House of Lords debates and to our 
predecessor Committee’s Report in October 2010.7 

Publication of the revised draft National Policy Statements on Energy 

7. As a result of comments received in response to its consultation, the Government made 
changes to the draft NPSs and in particular to the accompanying draft Appraisals of 
Sustainability (AoSs). Revised versions of both the NPSs and the AoSs were published for 
public consultation on 18 October 2010, with the deadline for responses set at 24 January 
2011. The Government has given an undertaking that prior to designation, each NPS will 
in future be subject to a formal ratification process in Parliament. The proposals for how 
this will be done are contained in the Localism Bill, published in December 2010. Prior to 
those proposals being enacted, if Parliament agrees them, the Government has indicated 
that it will seek a non-statutory resolution of the Commons before designation of any NPS 
in its final form. It acknowledges that further revision of the revised proposals for the six 
energy-related NPSs may be necessary before the final version is put before Parliament for 
debate and votes on the individual statements.8 Designation, if they are approved by 
Parliament, is planned for Spring 2011.  

8. The Government held three national events on the revised draft energy NPSs in Bristol, 
Manchester and London. These events were intended to explain to the public the changes 

 
4 Energy and Climate Change Committee, Third Report of Session 2009–10, The proposals for national policy statements 

on energy, HC 231-I 

5 HL Deb, 23 February 2010, cols GC247–292, HL Deb, 9 March 2010, cols GC45–92, HL Deb, 11 March 2010, cols GC135–
182 

6 HL Deb, 29 March 2010, cols 1191–1225 

7 Department of Energy and Climate Change, The Government’s response to Parliamentary Scrutiny of the draft National 
Policy Statements for Energy Infrastructure, October 2010 

8 HC Deb, 1 December 2010, cols 910, 926 
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that had been made to the original draft NPSs, to hear views on the changes, and to 
encourage people to respond to the consultation.9  

Parliamentary Scrutiny of the revised draft National Policy Statements on 
energy 

9. On 28 October 2010, the Liaison Committee re-designated the current Energy and 
Climate Change Committee to consider the revised draft energy NPSs. We decided to 
focus our scrutiny on the changes made to the NPSs and AoSs and took oral evidence from 
Charles Hendry MP, Minister of State, and officials, Department of Energy and Climate 
Change, Friends of the Earth, the RSPB, the Campaign for the Protection of Rural England, 
the Renewable Energy Association, the UK Business Council for Sustainable Energy, the 
Royal Town Planning Institute, the Nuclear Industry Association and Peter Atherton, 
Head of European Utility Sector Research for Citigroup Global Markets. We also received 
written evidence from the Stop Hinckley Campaign and RenewableUK.  

10. During our inquiry, in response to our predecessor’s recommendation,10 the 
Government scheduled a debate on the draft energy NPSs on 1 December 2010.11  This 
helped inform our deliberations. We are grateful to all those who gave evidence to us or 
took part in the House of Commons debate. 

 
9 Ev 37 

10 HC (2009–10) 231, para 5 

11 HC Deb, 1 December 2010, col 889 
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2 Background 

The Government response to the previous Committee’s 
recommendations 

11. Our predecessor committee proposed a number of improvements in thirty 
recommendations and conclusions, which are summarised below with the Government’s 
response. The Government’s response to our predecessor’s Report and its commentary on 
the revised NPSs set out changes that had been made as a result of the initial consultation, 
and also the Government’s reasoning where recommendations were not accepted. The 
most heavily revised documents were the Appraisals of Sustainability for EN–1 to EN–5. 
These are examined in detail in part three of this report. 

EN–1 

12. The Government accepted most of the previous Committee’s recommendations 
relating to the over-arching Energy NPS, EN–1, which was substantially revised to take 
into account concerns raised by Parliament and the consultation. However, the 
Government disagreed with our predecessors’ conclusions on the Government’s low 
carbon objectives and the recommendations for the NPS applicants to conduct full life-
cycle carbon assessments and for the Committee on Climate Change (CCC) to be a 
statutory consultee for individual planning applications.12 The Government argued that 
there was no need for full life-cycle carbon emissions assessment of proposed new plants 
because the Environmental Impact Assessment Directive already required applicants to 
provide an environmental statement which sets out impacts on the climate. The CCC was a 
statutory consultee for the NPSs but the Government asserted that, it need not have a role 
in assessing each application.13 The Government also disagreed with our predecessors’ 
recommendation that it produce a hierarchy of preferred generation technologies,14 as it 
claimed that “a broad mix” of energy technologies was needed and that the development of 
new energy structure should be a “market-led process”.15 Thirdly, the Government rejected 
our predecessors’ recommendation that the IPC could continue to receive evidence on the 
overarching case for need—the Government wished the IPC to avoid having to make 
decisions on these kind of preliminary questions.16  The changes made to EN–1 are 
examined in detail in part five of this Report. 

EN–2 

13. Our predecessors recommended that the Government provide greater clarity on how it 
expected the IPC to assess applications against requirements for carbon capture readiness 

 
12 HC (2009–10) 231, paras 36, 37 

13 Department of Energy and Climate Change, The Government’s response to Parliamentary Scrutiny of the draft National 
Policy Statements for Energy Infrastructure, October 2010, paras 4.33–4.43 

14 HC (2009–10) 231, para 38 

15 The Government’s response to Parliamentary Scrutiny of the draft National Policy Statements for Energy Infrastructure, 
paras 4.44–4.47 

16 HC (2009–10) 231, para 42 and The Government’s response to Parliamentary Scrutiny of the draft National Policy 
Statements for Energy Infrastructure, paras 4.48–4.51 
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and storage. They also recommended that the NPS should include provisions for a pipeline 
network for the transmission of carbon dioxide in order to support the development of 
carbon capture and storage.17 The Government accepted the need for greater clarity and 
amended EN–2 accordingly. It also committed to develop another NPS to deal with carbon 
dioxide pipelines. However, it stated that it is currently “scoping a CCS roadmap which will 
consider how we build the right infrastructure for CCS”. Until this is completed, it does not 
propose to bring forward an NPS on this topic and will rely on EN–4 on oil and gas 
pipelines to provide a steer to the IPC on generic pipeline issues to be considered.18 The 
changes made to EN–2, and the reaction from organisations, are examined in detail in part 
five of this Report. 

EN–3 

14. Our predecessors recommended that the draft NPS on renewable energy be revised to 
require applicants for biomass power stations to make a full assessment of the 
sustainability of their fuel sources. They also recommended that Government guidance be 
reassessed to ensure that only waste that cannot otherwise be economically recycled or 
reused is used as feedstock for energy from waste production.19 The Government rejected 
these recommendations but revised the NPS to take account of the latest position on the 
Renewables Obligations Certificates for biomass sustainability as it believed sustainability 
controls were better introduced under an incentive regime rather than through planning.20  

15. Our predecessors also recommended that the draft NPS on renewables should set out 
how technologies such as wave and tidal energy generation will be dealt with in the future. 
The Government agreed and revised EN–3 to explain that some technologies were not yet 
covered by the NPSs as they are not yet commercially viable. When such technologies 
become commercially viable, either a new NPS will be drafted or EN–3 would be revised to 
include them.21 

EN–6 

16. The Government accepted our predecessors’ recommendations for the NPS on nuclear 
power generation. This included the recommendation that the NPS should contain more 
detail on what “interim storage” would entail as, under the original draft NPS, highly-
radioactive waste could be stored on-site for up to 160 years. They also expressed concern 
over progress towards identifying a geological disposal facility underground for waste and 
recommended that the Government set milestones on the path to achieving this.22 The 
Government revised EN–6 as it does not expect interim storage to be required as long as 
160 years—instead it estimates that a long-term storage facility will be available from 

 
17 HC (2009–10) 231, paras 48 and 51 

18 The Government’s response to Parliamentary Scrutiny of the draft National Policy Statements for Energy Infrastructure, 
paras 4.57–4.60 

19 HC (2009–10) 231, para 55 

20 The Government’s response to Parliamentary Scrutiny of the draft National Policy Statements for Energy Infrastructure, 
paras 4.61–4.67 

21 Ev 35 

22 HC (2009–10) 231, paras 70–72 
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around 2130 (50 years after the likely end of electricity generation for a new nuclear power 
station which would begin operations in 2018 and end 60 years later). This would mean 
that interim storage could still be required for 110 years.23 The Government has set up a 
high-level implementation board to identify a site for long-term storage. This board will 
publish an annual report which will include progress towards meeting milestones.24 

17. The Government also accepted our predecessors’ recommendations on providing 
clarity on the role of the IPC, the role of nuclear regulators and the interaction between the 
regulatory and planning regimes.25 In addition, the independence of the IPC—and its 
ability to refuse consent for any of the 10 nuclear sites described by the Government as 
necessary—has been revised to be more clearly expressed, as has the Government’s opinion 
on Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest.26 The changes made to EN–6 and the 
evidence taken by us are examined in detail in part five of this Report. 

How the NPSs fit into the existing planning regimes 

18. The previous Committee made several recommendations relating specifically to 
planning issues. They proposed that NPSs should take greater account of spatial issues and 
that the Government should provide clarity on how NPSs fit into the planning system as 
the position was “at best ambiguous”.27 The Government confirmed that it was taking 
forward its work on a consolidated national planning framework, but that this was unlikely 
to be produced until after the NPSs were ratified.28 Similarly, the Government decided to 
discuss the issue with interested organisations before making a decision on whether it was 
necessary to produce more sector specific guidance on good design.29 We return to the 
revisions made to the NPSs to clarify the role of the NPSs in the wider planning system in 
part four of this Report. 

 
23 The Government’s response to Parliamentary Scrutiny of the draft National Policy Statements for Energy Infrastructure, 

paras 4.75–4.81 

24 The Government’s response to Parliamentary Scrutiny of the draft National Policy Statements for Energy Infrastructure, 
paras 4.82–4.87 

25 HC (2009–10) 231, para 74, The Government’s response to Parliamentary Scrutiny of the draft National Policy 
Statements for Energy Infrastructure, paras 4.88–4.89 

26 HC (2009–10) 231, para 83, The Government’s response to Parliamentary Scrutiny of the draft National Policy 
Statements for Energy Infrastructure, paras 4.93–4.95 

27 HC (2009–10) 231, paras 83, 90, 92, 101, 106  

28 The Government’s response to Parliamentary Scrutiny of the draft National Policy Statements for Energy Infrastructure, 
paras 4.98 

29 HC (2009–10) 231, para 128, The Government’s response to Parliamentary Scrutiny of the draft National Policy 
Statements for Energy Infrastructure, para 4.126 
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3 Changes to the Planning Act 2008 and 
Parliamentary scrutiny 

19. The Government has made several changes to the draft NPSs with the stated aim of 
improving democratic accountability for planning decisions. It has introduced a new 
ratification procedure; it has revisited the Appraisals of Sustainability; and it has 
announced major changes in the consent process set out in the Planning Act 2008, which 
will be taken forward in the Localism Bill. This section examines the changes to the 
Planning Act, the new ratification procedure and outstanding issues relating to the 
Appraisals of Sustainability. 

Revised Appraisal of Sustainability 

20. The Government cited the perceived weaknesses in the first Appraisals of Sustainability 
as the reason for re-consulting on all the draft National Policy Statements. The Minister 
told us that “It was pointed out to us that the Appraisal of Sustainability was not as clear 
and as forceful as it needed to be. We agreed with that representation, and, as that was in 
the overarching national policy statement on energy, we decided it was sensible to re-
consult on all of them”.30 

21. The Appraisals of Sustainability are intended to fulfil the requirements of the EU 
Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive (SEA Directive).31 According to Friends of 
the Earth, non-compliance with the Directive potentially leaves the NPSs “open to legal 
challenge on designation”.32 

22. The AoSs indicate that the energy NPSs should speed up transition to a low-carbon 
economy; that they will contribute positively to economic competitiveness and security of 
supply; but that Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects (NSIPs) will have some 
negative effects on biodiversity, landscape and heritage. There may also be cumulative 
negative effects on water quality and health at the regional level.33 

23. The original AoSs compared the effect of implementing established policies within the 
framework of an NPS against a business as usual scenario. The previous Committee 
reported that the section comparing NPSs to “reasonable alternatives”, as required by the 
Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive, did not give proper consideration of 
alternatives.34 Article 5(1) of the SEA Directive states that: 

Where an environmental assessment is required under Article 3(1), an 
environmental report shall be prepared in which the likely significant effects on the 
environment of implementing the plan or programme, and reasonable alternatives 

 
30 Q 1 

31 Council Directive 2001/42/EC 

32 Ev 43 

33 Department of Energy and Climate Change, Appraisal of Sustainability for the revised draft Overarching National 
Policy Statement for Energy (EN-1): Main Report, October 2010 

34 HC (2009–10) 231, para 125 
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taking into account the objectives and the geographical scope of the plan or 
programme, are identified, described and evaluated.35 

24. The revised AoSs include consideration of a wider range of alternatives in order to 
compare the likely environmental, social and economic effects (positive and negative) of 
the revised draft NPSs with other options. This includes strategic alternatives for the overall 
goals of energy policy—to maintain safe, secure and affordable energy supplies, together 
with moving to a low-carbon economy and reducing carbon emissions by at least 80% by 
2050. Alternatives include placing a greater emphasis on greenhouse gases mitigation or 
adopting a different approach to putting transmission and distribution lines underground, 
or “undergrounding”. The AoSs do not reassess the overall policy objective, but the balance 
of contributing objectives for reaching the overall goal. The Government makes the case 
for the plans set out in EN–1 to EN–6 on the grounds that the alternatives would perform 
less well against one or more of the criteria of affordability, security of supply and climate 
change mitigation.36 

25. According to the AoS for the revised draft EN–1, placing more emphasis on low-cost 
energy would be likely to have an adverse effect on energy security (through increased 
imports and less diversity of supply); increase carbon emissions; have a worse effect on the 
built and natural environment; but have beneficial effects on the economy and human 
health in the short term (as more income is made available for other spending).37 Placing 
more emphasis on CO2 reduction would have a positive effect on the environment and 
may compare favourably from a human health and well-being and economic perspective, 
but this alternative would be difficult to achieve through the planning system without 
risking security of supply.38 Placing more emphasis on reducing other environmental 
impacts would be beneficial for the natural and built environment, but present risks to 
energy security.39 

26. Evidence submitted to the Committee by the RSPB suggested that “contrary to 
European Commission guidance on the application of SEA, alternatives to the NPS policies 
are not addressed in the same way and to an equivalent level of detail”.40 They argued that 
the handling of alternatives contravenes the Government’s own guidance and that “the 
appraisals deal with alternatives in such a brief and cursory way that they repeatedly fail to 
give meaningful information about their likely impacts on the environment”.41 

27. When we raised this point with the Minister, he replied that: 

 
35 Council Directive 2001/42/EC, Article 5(1) 

36 Department of Energy and Climate Change, Appraisal of Sustainability for the revised draft Overarching National 
Policy Statement for Energy (EN–1): Main Report, October 2010, para 3.8.6 

37 Department of Energy and Climate Change, Appraisal of Sustainability for the revised draft Overarching National 
Policy Statement for Energy (EN–1): Main Report, October 2010, Alternative A1 

38 Department of Energy and Climate Change, Appraisal of Sustainability for the revised draft Overarching National 
Policy Statement for Energy (EN–1): Main Report, October 2010, Alternative A3 

39 Department of Energy and Climate Change, Appraisal of Sustainability for the revised draft Overarching National 
Policy Statement for Energy (EN–1): Main Report, October 2010, Alternative A4 

40 Ev 39 

41 Ev 39 
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The approach that we take to consultation is very often that the Government express a 
preference, and a desired way forward [...] but then we will often set out the other 
alternatives and why we believe our chosen way is a better way of achieving that. 
Consultation on one option doesn’t sound to me much like a consultation, however, so 
there clearly have to be other options within it.42 

28. We welcome the improvements that have been made to the Appraisals of 
Sustainability since the publication of the first draft NPSs, but we note the continuing 
dissatisfaction in some quarters. We recommend that to avoid charges of non-
compliance in the future, the Government  publish guidelines on how, in carrying out 
Appraisals of Sustainability for future NPSs, it intends to ensure fulfilment of the 
requirements of the Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive. It should then 
consult separately on this statement of principles and practice. For the present, we 
consider that the Appraisals of Sustainability will pass muster. 

Designating the National Policy Statements 

29. Before they can be used to decide planning applications, the NPSs must be “designated” 
by the Secretary of State. The Planning Act 2008 requires NPSs to undergo parliamentary 
scrutiny before they are designated, but the Coalition has proposed a further step in the 
Localism Bill that each NPS should be “ratified” by Parliament.  

30. Following the results of the first consultation, on 15 July the Minister of State, 
Department of Energy and Climate Change told the House in a Written Ministerial 
Statement that the Government would hold a further consultation on the draft energy 
NPSs.43 On 18 October, the Secretary of State announced that consultation and laid the 
revised draft NPSs before the House.44 He specified that the relevant period for scrutiny 
under Section 9(6) of the Planning Act 2008 would end on 31 January 2011. Standing 
Order No. 152H (Planning: National Policy Statements) stipulates that the designated or 
appointed Committee must report to the House at least 39 days before the end of the 
relevant period, in this case Thursday 23 December. However, in order to allow us to 
complete our scrutiny of the revised draft NPSs, the House agreed a motion that the 
designated date should be the fourteenth day before the expiry of the relevant period.45 We 
are grateful for the Government’s co-operation in enabling the House to grant us this 
added time. 

31. The Government accepted our predecessors’ recommendation that the revised draft 
NPSs be subject to a debate in the main Chamber. This took place on Wednesday 1 
December.46 

32. Previously, the Government had suggested that “Committees will have at least four to 
six weeks after the end of the three-month public consultation period to complete their 

 
42 Q 51 

43 HC Deb, 15 July 2010, col 40WS 

44 www.energynpsconsultation.decc.gov.uk 

45 HC Deb, 8 December 2010, col 490 

46 HC (2009–10) 231, para 5 



This
 is 

an
 em

ba
rgo

ed
 ad

va
nc

e c
op

y. 

Not 
to 

be
 pu

bli
she

d i
n a

ny
 fo

rm
 

be
for

e e
mba

rgo
 tim

e. 
See 

att
ach

ed
 Pres

s 

no
tic

e f
or 

em
ba

rgo
 de

tai
ls 

14 
 

 

work […] It means that the interval between the proposal being laid and the Committee 
producing its report will not be less than four months and will usually be longer than 
that”.47 Friends of the Earth made this point in their submission to the Committee.48 This 
did not happen. In the case of the revised draft NPSs, which were laid before the House on 
18 October, the consideration period is 14 weeks (until the end of the relevant period on 31 
January) and the public consultation is running alongside our scrutiny. The Localism Bill, 
which contains amendments to the Planning Act arrangements which are material to our 
inquiry, was not published until 16 December. 

33. We recognise that on this occasion a foreshortened period for scrutiny was  
acceptable, given that the draft Statements had been subject to full scrutiny by our 
predecessor Committee. However, we reassert the general expectation that the period 
of parliamentary scrutiny follows the public consultation period. 

The formal ratification procedure 

34. The Government has committed itself to providing an opportunity for the House to 
vote on each NPS prior to formal designation in order, as it sees it, to improve the 
democratic accountability of the process of deciding on new major infrastructure 
projects.49 The procedure for ratification is laid out in Section 109 of the Localism Bill as a 
set of amendments to the parliamentary requirements under Section 5(4) of the Planning 
Act 2008. The Localism Bill was published on 13 December 2010.  

35. Under Section 109 of the Localism Bill, a new “consideration period” is created. The 
consideration period consists of twenty one sitting days of the House. For the proposed 
parliamentary requirements to be met, the consideration period must pass “without the 
House of Commons resolving during that period that the statement should not be 
proceeded with” or with the statement being “approved by resolution of the House”. 
According to new Section 9(8) of the Planning Act, which would be introduced by Section 
109(13) of the Localism Bill, the consideration period cannot take place until after the end 
of the relevant period set out in Section 9 of the Planning Act and after the Secretary of 
State has laid before Parliament a statement setting out his response to any resolution or 
recommendations made as part of the parliamentary scrutiny. Only after this process is 
complete can an NPS be designated by the Secretary of State for the purpose of informing 
planning decisions. 

36. We welcome the ratification procedure set out in the Localism Bill for adding a 
formal stage of parliamentary ratification before a Statement can be finally designated. 
We note, however, that the proposal is for a form of modified negative resolution 
procedure. Consequently, there is no guarantee that the House will vote on each 
individual National Policy Statement, although it is always open to the government to 
ensure a vote, and, under the new procedures for backbench business a committee or an 
individual Member could request one. We are not persuaded that this entirely fulfils 

 
47 HC Deb, 20 May 2009, col 1537–38 

48 Ev 43 

49 Department of Energy and Climate Change, The Government response to Parliamentary Scrutiny of the draft National 
Policy Statements for Energy Infrastructure, October 2010, para 1.12 
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the Minister’s assurances to us, though we can also see the possibility of cases where a 
full vote on a relatively minor revision seems excessive. We would expect the Backbench 
Business Committee to give a sympathetic hearing to any request for a debate and vote 
on an NPS in circumstances where the government of the day appeared to be trying to 
avoid one. 

The informal ratification procedure 

37. Until the Localism Bill receives Royal Assent, there will be no statutory requirement for 
NPSs to be ratified, but the Government has committed itself to mirroring the process set 
out in the Localism Bill in an informal ratification procedure by making “[…] a 
commitment not to designate NPSs without going through an informal ratification process 
in which it will consider any votes to be binding”.50 

38. On 16 December, the Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change, Rt Hon Chris 
Huhne MP, announced DECC’s consultation on Electricity Market Reform.51 He 
described a substantial undertaking, which could involve a number of major changes in 
energy policy. Friends of the Earth suggested to us that “perhaps it would be better if the 
NPS were ratified at the same time as the Localism Bill is passed”.52 This could provide 
coherence to the process and, secondly, ensure that the NPSs reflect up-to-date energy 
policy, “rather than having them ratified in 2011 and being almost immediately out of 
date”.53 CPRE added that “the same is true for the national planning framework, which is 
also being consulted on at this stage” and that “There is an opportunity to tie those things 
together”.54 UK Business Council for Sustainable Energy agreed that “if we are to have a 
new national planning framework […] and a radical rationalisation of planning policy 
statements, that all creates a further period of uncertainty. So rationalisation and 
ratification of the NPSs become even more critical to delivering that stable policy 
framework, particularly in the short term”.55 

39. We believe that although early ratification of the energy NPSs has some advantages 
completing the process in advance of the decisions on electricity market reform, the 
passage of the Localism Bill and the determination of the new planning framework 
could fail to provide the coherence and certainty that are part of the fundamental 
rationale for NPSs in the first place.  

Debating and amending the NPSs 

40. In the debate on 1 December, the Minister told the House that “We are in the course of 
a three-month consultation, which will finish on 24 January. There will quite possibly be 

 
50 Department of Energy and Climate Change, The Government response to Parliamentary Scrutiny of the draft National 

Policy Statements for Energy Infrastructure, October 2010, para 4.3 

51 HC Deb, 16 December 2010, col 1064 

52 Q 125 

53 Q 125 

54 Q 125 

55 Q 166 
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amendments to the NPSs after that, which will be in the final version put before the House 
for debate, assessment and a vote”.56 

41. As with delegated legislation, there is no procedure for the House to amend a draft NPS 
directly. We and others can suggest amendments, the Minister may choose whether or not 
to incorporate them in a revised Statement, but then (under the proposals in the Localism 
Bill) the House will have to accept the Statement as a whole or reject it as a whole. If the 
House rejects a Statement whole, a Minister may come back with a further revision, but it 
will not be clear on what specific grounds the Statement was repudiated. The previous 
Committee recommended that each NPS “[…] be subject to a debate in the main Chamber 
on an amendable motion, offering the possibility of a vote”—or even a series of votes.57 
The Minister told the Committee on 30 November that whilst a reasoned amendment to 
the motion might be possible, amendment to the text of the NPSs would not be 
encouraged:  

You’ll vote on each of the six NPSs. You will have a chance to vote individually on 
them, but my understanding at this point is that it will be an unamendable motion 
[…] perhaps a formal amendment could be accepted by Mr Speaker. But what would 
be difficult in the planned structure would be to allow, as in the Committee stage of a 
Bill, potentially many hundreds of amendments to be considered. There cannot be 
amendment in detail, but if people choose to put down amendments, it will be up to 
Mr Speaker to decide whether to accept them.58 

42. The Minister also told the House that “On the question of how the process will move 
forward, we have assumed that there will be a debate about the national policy statements 
overall and, at the end of the day, votes on the individual statements, but we do not 
anticipate the scope for hundreds of amendments to them”.59 

43. The revised draft NPSs include a large number of changes from the original drafts. 
CPRE pointed out that “minor changes in wording can have major impacts” and stated 
that “We are concerned that democratic scrutiny of the revised draft NPSs has been made 
more difficult by these changes being summarised as drafting changes, ostensibly used 
simply or clarify, rather than changes in policy, which deserve public scrutiny”.60 Other 
witnesses also attested to the importance of points of detail in the practical effects of the 
NPSs. Written evidence from RenewableUK also suggested that “there remain a number of 
points of detail that need to be addressed and have not been changed from the original 
draft. These points, as detailed in our February 2010 response, contain detailed policy 
guidance that has the potential to unravel the development process”.61 

44. On the question of the form of debate on the NPSs, the Minister of State told the 
Committee that “I think the Committee would have a chance to feed into that structure. 

 
56 HC Deb, 1 December 2010, col 910 

57 HC (2009–10) 231, para 5 

58 Qq 2, 4 

59 HC Deb, 1 December 2010, col 926 

60 Ev 41 

61 Ev 47 
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No firm decision has been made. If you thought it would be important to be able to discuss 
them individually, I think that the Committee could make its views known to the Leader of 
the House”.62 

45. We recognise that the process of amendment and scrutiny cannot continue 
indefinitely. Nor do we see it as a practicable proposition that the body of a National Policy 
Statement should be able to be amended line by line—they are not legislation and are not 
drafted in legislative language. However, we do think that the House should be given the 
opportunity to specify grounds for rejection of a proposed Statement and if necessary to 
determine the majority view on any such grounds. The House must have ample 
opportunity to discuss the NPSs in detail. We recommend that the Government makes 
sufficient time for a full day’s debate on the revised draft NPSs, centred on EN–1 (with 
perhaps a four to six  hour debate), but with a business motion providing time for an 
individual debate or at least an individual decision on each of the technology-specific 
NPSs. We urge  the Chair to consider, where practicable, the scope for consideration of 
reasoned amendments on each Statement where these constitute a detailed rather than 
principled ground for rejection. We further recommend strongly that there is provision 
in a business motion for a separate vote on each of the six energy NPSs. 

The decision-making process 

46. The second major change between the original and the revised draft NPSs will be in the 
decision-making process for individual planning applications. Since the first NPS 
consultation, the Government has announced that it will abolish the Infrastructure 
Planning Commission (IPC) and replace it with a Major Infrastructure Planning Unit 
(MIPU) within the Planning Inspectorate (an executive agency of DCLG).63 

47. During the transitional period the IPC will continue to examine applications and will 
act as the decision maker where the relevant NPSs have been designated. If the NPS has not 
been designated, the IPC will make a recommendation to the Secretary of State who will 
make the decision. For applications under active consideration by the IPC when it is 
abolished, transitional provisions will enable MIPU to continue the examination without 
interruption. Applicants will not have to restart the process and the statutory timetable for 
decision-taking should match the current regime. 

48. MIPU will assess planning applications on the basis of the NPS policy framework and 
final decisions will be taken by the Secretary of State on the basis of recommendations by 
the MIPU. According to a circular letter from Sir Michael Pitt, chairman of the IPC, “the 
expertise, processes and special character of the IPC will be retained by creating a Major 
Infrastructure Unit as part of a revised Communities and Local Government (CLG) 
structure that includes the Planning Inspectorate”.64 The Minister, Charles Hendry MP, 
told the Committee that the transition from IPC to MIPU would not cause any delays in 
the planning process and that it would not create significant costs: 

 
62 Q 3 

63 HC Deb, 29 June 2010, col 35WS 

64 Norton Rose, Major infrastructure projects under the Coalition Government, 4 June 2010  
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In some areas there will be savings from that. In terms of the work, the 
recommendation will be carried across the Department. We believe that, with our 
existing resources, we can scrutinise that to make a final decision. At that point, some 
of the overheads will be reduced.65 

49. The Minister suggested that ministerial decision-making would increase the 
democratic accountability of the process, as Ministers could be questioned more effectively 
by Members and by Select Committees than the IPC could.66  We considered whether the 
transfer of responsibility for deciding individual applications from the IPC to the Secretary 
of State potentially introduced political considerations in the application process as 
Ministers would act in a quasi-judicial capacity in considering planning applications. 
However, the Minister insisted that decisions would not be made on a political basis.67  

50. The change from decision-making by the IPC to the Secretary of State seeks to balance 
impartiality against democratic accountability and gives the decisive weight to the latter. 
This carries clear risks of decisions being either actually motivated by prejudice or 
irrelevant considerations or being perceived to be so. It is important to mitigate this risk. 
We recommend that the Localism Bill should set out explicit criteria against which the 
Secretary of State may choose to exercise his or her discretion in deciding a planning 
application against the advice of the IPC or MIPU. This decision should rest with the 
Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change. In addition, the Secretary of State 
should be required to publish his or her reasons for going against the advice of the IPC 
or MIPU. 

51. We consider that the transitional period in which the IPC will decide planning 
applications for major energy infrastructure, between the designation of the NPSs and the 
enactment of the Localism Bill is undesirable. We conclude that the potential hiatus 
between the designation of any NPSs and the transfer of decision-making powers away 
from the IPC provides a further reason why the ratification process should be timed to 
follow royal assent to the Localism Bill so that all future planning applications are 
decided by the same statutory authority. 

 
65 Q 12 

66 Q 9 

67 Q 22 
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4 NPSs and the planning system 
52. The suite of energy NPSs forms a new tier in the set of planning documents. Their 
purpose is to define government policy for the purpose of making timely and necessary 
decisions on applications for planning consent for major infrastructure developments. 
There is also a duty under section 19(2) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
2004 for local planning authorities to have regard to national policies when preparing 
development plans, so the NPSs form a part of the wider planning system.  

53. This section considers how the revised NPSs will function as planning documents, 
considering how they fit into the planning system and whether they require a more spatial, 
strategic approach. Changes to the Planning Act are considered in the subsequent section. 

Strategic spatial planning 

54. Section 5(5) of the Planning Act 2008 sets out the power for NPSs to include criteria 
relating to specific locations but the Government has chosen to make only EN–6, on 
nuclear energy, site-specific. Instead, the Government intends that the NPSs would rely on 
the market to locate significant infrastructure projects. Our predecessor Committee 
suggested that “there are ways in which the non-nuclear NPSs could take greater account 
of spatial issues”, such as strategic improvements in transmission networks, in order to 
“provide valuable guidance and an incentive to bring applications forward in the most 
appropriate locations” without constraining the choice of sites available.68  

55. The Government rejected this idea, stating that “developers are best placed to decide 
where energy infrastructure should be based”. It also argued that including strategic 
guidance for locating NSIPs could cause “planning blight” elsewhere.69 This statement was 
challenged by witnesses. The Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) told us that “a 
more spatially explicit framework” would improve the investment environment for large 
infrastructure projects, reduce delays and guard against inadvisable developments. The 
NPSs, they believed, should “be much more explicit about where things should or should 
not go,”. 70 CPRE cited the example of Triton Knoll substation off the east coast of England 
which, they say, has been planned without regard for the 40 km of power lines that would 
be necessary to connect it up to the grid. 71 

The planning system 

56. Our predecessors considered a national spatial strategy as one means of providing a 
level of strategic spatial guidance for the NPSs, concluding that “the Government has not 
fully explored the potential for some form of English national spatial strategy”.72 

 
68 HC (2009–10) 231, para 90 

69 Department of Energy and Climate Change, The Government response to Parliamentary Scrutiny of the draft National 
Policy Statements for Energy Infrastructure, October 2010, para 4.97 

70 Q 151 

71 Q 151 

72 HC (2009–10) 231, para 92 
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57. Since then, the Coalition Government has elaborated on its plans for a National 
Planning Framework, covering all forms of development and setting out national 
economic, environmental and social priorities. This will form the context for NPSs and is 
due to be released in April 2012.73 The Department for Communities and Local 
Government claims that the Framework will give local people and communities “far more 
ability to determine the shape of the places in which they live by radically reforming the 
planning system”.74 RSPB were concerned that “there is still a degree of uncertainty about 
how the NPSs will relate to the rest of the planning system”.75 They suggested that “it will 
be very important for [the National Planning Framework] to relate quite closely to the 
national policy statements” and “that there continues to be some uncertainty”.76 CPRE 
recommended that the National Planning Framework should be considered and finalised 
at the same time as the Localism Bill in order to provide coherence to the reforms of the 
planning process.77 

58. In addition, a National Infrastructure Plan was announced alongside the June 2010 
Budget Report, which stated that “the Government will publish a national infrastructure 
plan that will set out goals for UK infrastructure. This will include priority public and 
private sector investments and proposals for delivering and supporting investment on a 
cross-sector basis”.78 Beneath this national level of planning policy, Clause 89 of the 
Localism Bill would formally revoke the Regional Spatial Strategies (RSSs) and repeal Part 
5 of the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009 under 
which they were made. 

59. RenewableUK argued to us that “It is essential that the objectives of the [Planning] Act 
are not compromised by the planning reforms currently proposed by the Government”. 
They added that “there is a real risk that root and branch reform of the town and country 
planning system in England could significantly delay the determination and deployment of 
smaller scale […] renewable energy infrastructure below 50 MW”.79 

60. The Government has set out on important, but potentially disruptive or even 
conflicting, reforms of the planning system in relative isolation from one another. We 
conclude that the National Planning Framework could provide strategic spatial 
direction to the National Policy Statements. The various changes to the planning 
system must be complementary. We therefore recommend that the development of the 
National Planning Framework and the National Infrastructure Plan, and the 
enactment of the Localism Bill, should be coordinated. The Localism Bill should not be 
enacted until the national planning framework and the national infrastructure plan are 
completed and active. 

 
73 HC Deb, 20 December 2010, col 143WS 

74 HC Deb, 17 November 2010, col 807W 

75 Q 151 

76 Q 151 

77 Q 125 

78 HM Treasury, Budget 2010, June 2010, para 1.83 

79 Ev 47 



This
 is 

an
 em

ba
rgo

ed
 ad

va
nc

e c
op

y. 

Not 
to 

be
 pu

bli
she

d i
n a

ny
 fo

rm
 

be
for

e e
mba

rgo
 tim

e. 
See 

att
ach

ed
 Pres

s 

no
tic

e f
or 

em
ba

rgo
 de

tai
ls 

21 
 

 

 

The visual impacts of infrastructure projects 

61. Many of the developments which may be approved under the NPSs will have 
substantial visual impact on natural landscape and townscapes. We are particularly 
concerned by the Government’s handling of networks infrastructure such as  overground 
electricity lines, towers, poles, new substations and other above ground installations. 

62. The assessment of impacts in EN–5 shows that there are major and uncertain negative 
aesthetic effects of networks infrastructure development in the short, medium and long 
term.80 This is defined as “Problematical because of known sustainability issues; mitigation 
difficult and/or expensive; effect considered to be of national/ international significance”.81 

The Appraisal of Sustainability for EN–5 notes that the development of linear features such 
as transmission lines has “the potential for negative effect in the short term during 
construction and in the medium to long term, particularly if construction occurs in 
sensitive areas. These effects may be cumulative where they coincide with substantive new 
developments (power stations)”.82 The AoS for EN–5 also recognises that the “electricity 
networks infrastructure has the potential to affect designated and non-designated ecology 
over a large area through, for example, disturbance and habitat loss and fragmentation”.83 

63. Part 2 of the AoS for EN–5 considers the option of “undergrounding” more 
transmission lines. This could raise transmission costs and would have  uncertain effects 
on soil, water, ecology and archaeology. However, the long term effects of undergrounding 
on landscape, townscape and visual impacts would be extremely positive. This Part also 
explores how applying the presumption of “undergrounding” would affect particular types 
of designated landscape. This would reduce the visual impacts of energy networks 
infrastructure, while limiting any possible adverse economic and ecological impacts of  
undergrounding. The Government concluded that “decisions on undergrounding are best 
taken within a more flexible policy framework using case by case evaluation”.84  

64. One example of a small change between the original draft NPSs and the revised drafts, 
which has the potential to have a large impact, concerns the rules covering the visual 
impacts of power lines. CPRE argued that, despite very significant public concern about the 
impact of overhead power lines on the countryside, protection for Areas of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty and National Parks has actually been reduced in the revised drafts.85 The 
“Holford Rules” on overhead wires were to be the “basis of the approach” in the original 
NPSs. The Holford Rules are guidelines on overhead line routing, which were first 
formulated in 1959 by Sir William Holford, who was a part-time member of the Central 

 
80 Department of Energy and Climate Change, Appraisal of Sustainability for the revised draft National Policy Statement 

for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (EN–5), October 2010, para 3.9 

81 Department of Energy and Climate Change, Appraisal of Sustainability for the revised draft National Policy Statement 
for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (EN–5), October 2010, para 1.1 

82 Department of Energy and Climate Change, Appraisal of Sustainability for the revised draft Overarching National 
Policy Statement for Energy (EN–1): Main Report, October 2010, para 4.10 

83 Department of Energy and Climate Change, Appraisal of Sustainability for the revised draft National Policy Statement 
for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (EN–5), October 2010, para 3.2 

84 Department of Energy and Climate Change, Revised Draft National Policy Statement for Electricity Networks 
Infrastructure (EN–5), October 2010, para 1.6.5 
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Electricity Generating Board. Under the revised draft, decision-makers must simply “bear 
them in mind”.86 

65. RenewableUK identified a contradictory approach to cables, noting that in “EN–3 there 
are a number of references to burying cables to a sufficient depth (greater than 1.5m below 
the sea bed) which is extremely prescriptive and would be extremely difficult and costly to 
achieve on hard substrate”.87 

66. We recommend that the NPS on transmission networks should revert to the 
formula that the Holford Rules are the “basis of the approach” toward cables. We 
further recommend that in some areas the situating of cables underground is necessary 
to reduce the visual impacts of energy networks infrastructure. These areas should 
include, but not be limited to, National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty. This should be qualified by recognition that particular economic or 
environmental circumstances could make the placing of cables underground 
impractical in certain areas. 

 
86 Revised Draft National Policy Statement for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (EN–5), para 2.8.5 

87 Ev 47 
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5 The need for new capacity and the 
climate change implications 

67. The Government believes that the need for new energy infrastructure is so acute that it 
will not be necessary to consider in detail whether there is a demonstrable need for each 
individual proposed development. Part 3 of EN–1 establishes the “need case” for new 
Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects (NSIPs) for energy in England and Wales. It 
sets out the national need for: 

• new electricity infrastructure projects, including renewable, nuclear and fossil fuel 
electricity generation; 

• new electricity network infrastructure; 

• nationally significant gas infrastructure; and 

• new nationally significant oil infrastructure projects. 

The revised need case 

68. Our predecessors recommended that the Government should strengthen the need case 
set out in EN–1.88 Since the original draft NPS, the need case in EN–1 has been revisited in 
line with this recommendation, both in terms of the period covered by the Government’s 
assessment and the level of need. The revised NPS extends the need assessment, which 
previously focused on the period up to 2025, to take into account the up-to-date modelling 
and DECC’s Pathways to 2050 analysis. The revised NPS also tightened the assessment of 
need for new gas capacity, in line with the Committee’s recommendation.89 DECC’s central 
projection for UK gas demand in 2020 is now around 70 billion cubic metres (bcm) per 
annum compared with around 85 bcm in 2010. 90 However, on central assumptions about 
domestic gas production and use, net import demand for gas is now estimated to rise from 
around 31 bcm in 2010 to 37 bcm in 2020 and 53 bcm in 2025.91 

69. The Committee heard different views on the robustness of the revised need case. 
RenewableUK welcomed the expression of need for renewables in the NPSs.92 On the other 
hand, Friends of the Earth thought that the need case was far off the mark.93 The following 
two sections explore two issues highlighted to use as remaining outstanding in the 
Government’s handling of the need case. 

 
88 HC (2009–10) 231, para 12 

89 HC (2009–10) 231, para 29 

90 Department of Energy and Climate Change, The Government response to Parliamentary Scrutiny of the draft National 
Policy Statements for Energy Infrastructure, October 2010, para 4.27 

91 Department of Energy and Climate Change, The Government response to Parliamentary Scrutiny of the draft National 
Policy Statements for Energy Infrastructure, October 2010, para 3.84 

92 Ev 46  

93 Q 129 



This
 is 

an
 em

ba
rgo

ed
 ad

va
nc

e c
op

y. 

Not 
to 

be
 pu

bli
she

d i
n a

ny
 fo

rm
 

be
for

e e
mba

rgo
 tim

e. 
See 

att
ach

ed
 Pres

s 

no
tic

e f
or 

em
ba

rgo
 de

tai
ls 

24 
 

 

Relative need  

70. EN–1 sets out a static need case: the need for individual infrastructure projects is 
assessed against the overall need case set out in EN–1 without regard to the amount of 
capacity already consented or under construction. Or, as CPRE put it, “‘need’ is still, for the 
purposes of the IPC, considered to be a simple, monolithic ‘need: yes’ or ‘need: no’”.94  

71. Part 3 of the EN–1 points to several challenges that the UK must face in order to 
achieve energy security as well as climate change mitigation. These including the need to 
replace capacity that is ageing or due to be closed under the EU Large Combustion Plant 
Directive (LCPD) and the need to bolster capacity to balance an increase in the supply of 
energy from intermittent renewables alongside increasing demand.95 Current generating 
capacity is roughly 85 GW and 22 GW is expected to be taken offline by 2020.96 Alongside 
this capacity challenge, the UK is committed to producing at least 15% of its electricity 
from renewables by 2020 and to reducing greenhouse gas emissions by at least 80% by 
2050 under the Climate Change Act 2008. 

72. In response to these challenges, EN-1 includes an assessment of the generating capacity 
that will be required over the next decade and a half. 

Figure 1: Generating capacity requirements, according to EN–1 

Current generating capacity 85 GW 

Requirement by 2025  113 GW 

Of which new build 59 GW 

Renewables to meet UK renewables targets 33 GW 

Other capacity required 26 GW 

Renewables already under construction 2 GW 

Non-renewables already under construction 8 GW 

Balance expected of non-renewables 18 GW 

Source:  Revised Draft Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy (EN–1) 

73. According to EN–1, the IPC should gauge applications for development consent for 
energy infrastructure “on the basis that the need for those types of infrastructure has been 
demonstrated by the Government and that this need is urgent”.97 The requirements 
summarised in Figure 1 form the basis of that assessment of urgent need. However, 
witnesses argued that individual applications should be assessed not on these figures alone, 
but on the basis of these figures relative to the amount of new capacity already in the 
pipeline.98 CPRE argued that the IPC and MIPU and ultimately the Secretary of State 

 
94 Q 153 

95 Directive 2001/80/EC 

96 Department of Energy and Climate Change, Revised draft overarching National Policy Statement for energy (EN–1), 
October 2010, paras 3.3.22 and 3.3.7 

97 EN–1, para 3.1.3 

98 Q 133 
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should be aware of infrastructure projects that are already underway when considering 
whether to consent to another application. This would mean that the assessment of need 
for new capacity would become less as more projects are approved. 99 

Carbon Capture and Storage 

74. A number of witnesses focused on carbon capture and storage (CCS) as an important 
tool in the UK’s efforts to meet its greenhouse gas emissions targets by reducing the 
emissions into the atmosphere of greenhouse gases from fossil fuel generating plants (i.e. 
coal-fired and gas-fired power stations and perhaps also biomass-powered plant). The 
emissions would not be reduced by CCS, but the gases would be captured and stored 
indefinitely. The Minister of State, Charles Hendry MP, told the Committee that the 
Government “are putting a great deal of resource into making sure it does work, but the 
plan B can be a range of alternatives”. These included biomass, gas, pump storage and 
“other technologies that can come in to take up the slack”.100 Friends of the Earth also  
claimed that it would be possible to decarbonise the economy without CCS using “more 
energy efficiency, greater renewables than the Government are saying, greater 
decentralised energy, a real effort put into storage technologies and interconnectors with 
Europe [... and] there would have to be some role for using unabated gas plant at peak 
times”.101 

75. The NPSs place a significant emphasis on CCS and carbon capture readiness (CCR). 
The revised draft overarching NPS (EN–1) clarifies that all combustion power stations of at 
least 300 MW capacity will be required to be Carbon Capture Ready (CCR). The 
Government plans to introduce an Emissions Performance Standard (EPS) to prevent new 
coal-fired power stations from being built without CCS.102 This is a significant undertaking, 
because coal remains a relatively cheap and abundant energy source that is easy to store, 
making it an important part of the UK’s energy mix, in terms of both affordability and 
security of supply. The Minister, Charles Hendry MP, told us in our inquiry on EPSs that 
“We see an important role for coal [...] We have 60 plus years of coal supplies which are 
readily accessible [...] we think this is an area where we should be leading, and therefore we 
think that actually provides a great opportunity for a renaissance of coal in the UK”.103 
Section 4.7 of EN–1 describes CCS as an “emerging technology”, but makes little reference 
to any commercial and technological uncertainties associated with carbon capture.104 

76. However, Peter Atherton of Citigroup Global Markets told the Committee that it is 
“clear from what’s happened with the UK process that [investment in CCS] is unattractive 
to most companies”.105 When asked about the second, third and fourth CCS demonstration 

 
100 Q 94 

100 Q 94 

101 Q 132 

102 Department of Energy and Climate Change, Revised draft overarching National Policy Statement for energy (EN-1), 
October 2010, para 3.6.6 

103 Energy and Climate Change Committee, First Report of Session 2010–11, Emissions Performance Standards, HC 523, 
December 2010, Q 121–122 

104 EN–1, para 4.7.1 

105 Q 181 
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projects that the Government intended to support, he went on to tell the Committee that 
“There is no evidence that the major, UK-based facilities have any appetite to build those 
three; that is for sure”.106 We examine the market for investment in energy infrastructure in 
paragraphs 96–105 below. 

77. We conclude that there is a worrying lack of contingency arrangements should key 
technologies, such as carbon capture and storage, not prove viable. Without carbon 
capture and storage, the effort required to meet our energy security and climate change 
targets would be almost insurmountable. We recommend that section 4.7 of EN–1 
should include clearer recognition that carbon capture and storage is economically and 
technically unproven and that it should lay out a contingency plan for decarbonising 
the economy without carbon capture and storage. 

Carbon implications of a new dash for gas 

78. Estimates in EN–1 indicate that 59 GW of new build may be required by 2025 [see 
Figure 1]. EN–1 says that “the Government would like a significant proportion of this 
balance to be filled by new low carbon generation”, but it is ultimately left up to the market 
to determine what kind of energy is brought forward.107 Friends of the Earth argued that 
the way in which the need case in the revised draft NPSs is formulated could lead to a “new 
dash for gas”, similar to the rush toward the use of natural gas in the 1990s after UK energy 
markets were liberalised, because of the relative cheapness of natural gas and the speed 
with which gas-fired capacity can be brought online.108 They claimed that on top of a 
substantial amount of gas already in the pipeline, there was a further 20 GW of potential 
gas capacity being considered by the IPC already.109 This capacity, if built, could meet all 
the projected need and leave little room for the development of renewables. 

79. In order to mitigate the risk that new conventional generation would crowd out 
renewables, the previous Committee recommended that “A potential future option could 
be the introduction of a hierarchy of preferred generation technologies to guide more 
directly the IPC’s decision-making”.110 The Government did not agree with this 
recommendation, responding that “The implementation of the Planning Act 2008 [...] does 
not represent a departure from the established view that the development of new 
infrastructure is a market-led process,” and that the NPSs did not constitute “a move 
towards setting detailed targets for the construction of particular types of infrastructure”.111 
When we asked witnesses about their view of the argument that the implementation of a 
hierarchy of technologies would be more costly than a market-led process, Simon Bullock 

 
106 Q 182 

107 Department of Energy and Climate Change, Revised draft overarching National Policy Statement for energy (EN–1), 
October 2010, para 3.3.22 

108 Q 133 

109 Q 133; Ev 43 

110 HC (2009–10) 231, para 38 

111 Department of Energy and Climate Change, The Government response to Parliamentary Scrutiny of the draft National 
Policy Statements for Energy Infrastructure, October 2010, para 4.45 
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of Friends of the Earth responded that “I believe that the Minister, in his evidence, stated 
that it would be. I don’t see any evidence from him that that would be the case”.112 

80. We recognise that gas will continue to play a role in the UK energy mix. Gas plant 
provides low-cost, flexible generation that can be brought online quickly and reliably. 
Limited generation by unabated gas may be important at times of peak demand in order to 
balance an increasing amount of intermittent generation from renewable sources. A dash 
for gas, however, would have considerable implications for the UK’s climate change 
mitigation targets, especially in the event that CCS does not become commercially or 
technologically viable. Unabated, a new supercritical gas power station—an integrated 
gasification combined cycle (IGCC) plant—would emit approximately 350 grams of 
carbon dioxide per kilowatt hour (gCO2/KWh).113 The Committee on Climate Change has 
suggested that there is limited scope for investment in unabated gas capacity beyond 2020 
in their recommendations for the fourth carbon budget under the Climate Change Act.114 
According to their analysis, the carbon intensity of the whole energy sector needs to be less 
than 70 gCO2/kWh by 2030.115 

81. In order to mitigate the risk of a second dash for gas, witnesses recommended that the 
NPSs should include an interim goal of decarbonising the electricity sector by 2030. This is 
in line with the advice Committee on Climate Change that the sector should be 
substantially decarbonised by 2030.116 As Friends of the Earth made clear: “It is the total 
emissions under the curve over the whole 40 years between now and 2050 that matter, not 
just the end point”.117 This means that way the UK responds to the need case in EN–1 will 
have an impact on climate change. The objective of decarbonisation of the electricity sector 
by 2030, said Friends of the Earth “gives a clear steer that we need to be decarbonising 
really fast through the 2020s and that some generating mixes would not be compatible with 
that target”.118 The Minister told the Committee that “[…] we would expect the system to 
be substantially decarbonised by 2030”.119 He acknowledged that much of the effort 
required to achieve this goal would be made through other policies, such as electricity 
market reform, and not through the NPSs.120 

82. In their response to the previous Committee’s Report, the Government stated that it 
would “be watching both the flow of applications for consent to the IPC and the outcome 

 
112 Q133 

113 Q 66 

114 Committee on Climate Change, The fourth carbon budget: reducing emissions through the 2020s, December 2010, p 
297 

115 Committee on Climate Change, Building a Low Carbon Economy, December 2008 

116 Committee on Climate Change, The fourth carbon budget: reducing emissions through the 2020s, December 2010, 
chapter 6 
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118 Q 154 
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of those cases to determine whether they are in line with the expectations about future 
infrastructure development on which the NPS policies were based”.121  

83. We welcome the Government’s acceptance that the assessment of need for a project 
application should not be made in isolation from an awareness of projects already 
complete, underway or consented. However, we believe that this approach should be 
incorporated in the overarching National Policy Statement, EN–1, and not relegated to 
an assurance in the Government’s response document. The IPC and MIPU should have 
a duty to provide the Secretary of State with the information necessary to make his 
decision on each application. During the transitional period in which the IPC is the 
decision-maker, it is important that it should also have regard to the flow of projects 
and capacity already consented. 

84. We are concerned by the risk that the NPS need case may have a perverse impact on 
the development of new capacity, by encouraging too much new gas plant. We 
recognise the continuing importance of gas-fired generation in the UK but are worried 
that, as drafted, the NPSs could lead to a second “dash for gas”. This would make it very 
difficult for the UK to meet its renewable energy and greenhouse gas emissions 
reduction targets, especially if carbon capture and storage does not prove viable in the 
short term. To avoid this contingency, in deciding individual applications, the 
Secretary of State must take into account the volume and kind of capacity already 
consented or under construction.  

85. We remain adamant that the recommendation of the Committee on Climate 
Change that the electricity sector should be substantially decarbonised by 2030 should 
be set out in EN–1 as an explicit goal for consideration in planning applications. 

Nuclear energy and radioactive waste 

86. The draft nuclear NPS (EN–6) was revised by the Government and now lists eight sites 
(as opposed to the ten in the original draft) that the Government deems to be potentially 
suitable for the deployment of new nuclear power stations before the end of 2025.122 The 
Government believes that these identified sites could be used for 16 GW of new nuclear 
power (with some sites hosting more than one plant) and that the industry is keen to invest 
in new plant.123 There are currently three consortia interested in investing in new-build 
nuclear.124 EDF Energy plans to build four new nuclear plants in the UK, with the first two 
at Hinkley Point, followed by two at Sizewell, subject to the right investment framework 
being in place. Centrica are partners in the project (the 80/20 joint venture), though EDF 
will run the reactors.125 Each of these European Pressurised Water Reactors (EPR) will 
generate around 1,600 MW of electricity.126 E.ON has formed a joint venture with RWE 

 
121 Department of Energy and Climate Change, The Government response to Parliamentary Scrutiny of the draft National 

Policy Statements for Energy Infrastructure, October 2010, para 4.46 

122 Ev 36 

123 HC Deb, 1 December 2010, col 900 and Q 73 

124 Q 83 

125 EDF, New nuclear opportunities, accessed December 2010, newnuclearopportunities.edfenergy.com, Centrica, Our role 
in nuclear, accessed December 2010, www.centrica.co.uk 

126 Centrica, The need for nuclear, accessed December 2010, www.centrica.co.uk 
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npower to develop new nuclear power stations in the UK. Their current aim is to be 
operating their first new power station in the UK by around 2020.127 ScottishPower and 
Scottish and Southern Energy also plan to construct new nuclear power plants in the UK. 
Last year, the consortium acquired a purchase option on the Sellafield site from the 
Nuclear Decommissioning Authority. The partners are currently preparing a detailed plan 
to install a new nuclear plant on this site with a capacity of 3,600 MW.128 

87. With new nuclear power stations taking approximately six years to build, the very 
earliest that a new power station could be brought online would be 2018.129 Three sites in 
the original NPS (Dungeness, Braystones and Kirkstanton) have since been confirmed as 
unsuitable.  

88. In addition, the Government has committed itself to finding a long-term “geological 
disposal facility”. It is committed to making the voluntarist and partnership approach to 
site selection work through the Managing Radioactive Waste Safely (MRWS) process. It 
will establish a reconfigured Geological Disposal Implementation Board to be a high 
profile oversight group, chaired by DECC Ministers and involving key stakeholders. An 
executive steering group has also been established, chaired by the Chief Executive of the 
Office for Nuclear Development, to provide leadership and oversight of geological disposal 
and hold the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) to account as the 
implementation body responsible for delivery.130 

89. The Minister told us that: 

We are very committed to the approach of the previous Government, who took a 
voluntarist approach to finding a community prepared to host this. That, inevitably, 
is a gentle process. There have been three expressions of interest from within 
Cumbria—two from district councils and one from the county council—and we are 
taking those forward.131 

The nuclear NPS states that the Government has satisfied itself that:  

• geological disposal of higher activity radioactive waste, including waste from new 
nuclear power stations, is technically achievable;  

• a suitable site can be identified for the geological disposal of higher activity 
radioactive waste; and  

• safe, secure and environmentally acceptable interim storage arrangements will be 
available until a geological disposal facility can accept the waste. 132   

 
127 E.ON, Nuclear, accessed December 2010, www.eon-uk.com 

128 Scottish Power, Iberdrola to Invest €4.8 Billion in the United Kingdom over the Period 2010–2012, Press Release, 
September 2010, www.scottishpower.com 

129 Q 59 

130 Q 123 

131 Q 123 

132 Revised Draft National Policy Statement for Nuclear Power Generation (EN–6) 
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90. Therefore, the Government has decided that it has adequately addressed the question 
of whether effective arrangements will exist to manage and dispose of the waste that will be 
produced from new nuclear power stations and that the IPC should not consider this 
further.133  

91. The Government’s Response to the previous Committee’s report stated that “On the 
basis of the NDA’s current indicative timetable, a Geological Disposal Facility (GDF) is 
expected to be available to take spent fuel from new nuclear power stations from around 
2130”.134 According to the Government’s new high-level timeline, the possible first 
consignment of legacy waste to a facility will be in 2040.135 

92. However, we received evidence that cast doubts on the Government’s belief that a 
geological disposal facility would be identified and made operational by 2130. According to 
the Stop Hinkley Campaign, international experience is not as advanced as the 
Government suggests: as Friends of the Earth pointed out, there wasn’t an operational 
geological disposal repository anywhere in the world.136 Sweden, widely cited as an 
exemplary model, has not even got to the stage of receiving regulatory approval for its 
plans. Whilst there have been expressions of interest, the UK does not have a clear 
volunteer “host” community for a geological disposal site or a confirmed geological 
formation. 

93. In response to the previous Committee’s recommendations, the Government revised 
the nuclear NPS so that it clarified the onsite facilities necessary to manage radioactive 
waste. It also reviewed the estimate that 160 years of on-site storage might be needed before 
waste could be transferred to the long-term storage site. However, with waste being stored 
for 50 years after the end of the nuclear power station’s life (an operational lifetime being 
around 60 years), on-site storage would still need to be found for 110 years. Friends of the 
Earth were concerned that the Government appeared to be accepting the risk associated 
with interim storage of radioactive waste on sites such as Sizewell where there was chance 
of flooding over the next 120 years.137 

94. Whilst we acknowledge the changes that the Government has made to the nuclear 
NPS, it must make clear that interim storage facilities for up to 110 years of radioactive 
waste will be necessary for new build nuclear plant. 

95. We welcome the arrangements to set milestones for the work to identify a 
Geological Disposal Facility for the long-term storage of radioactive waste. We 
conclude that the Government should continue to report progress made by the Nuclear 
Decommissioning Authority towards identifying a facility, including providing us with 
copies of the annual report to be published on milestones reached. 

 
133 Revised Draft National Policy Statement for Nuclear Power Generation (EN–6), para 2.11.3–2.11.4  

134 The Government’s response to Parliamentary Scrutiny of the draft National Policy Statements for Energy 
Infrastructure, October 2010, para 4.79 

135 Q 120 

136 Ev 45 and Q 140 

137 Q 141 
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Investment in new capacity  

96. DECC has estimated that £200bn will be needed to meet supply and sustainability 
targets by 2020 as demand grows and a large amount of ageing plant is taken offline. 
Estimates from other sources are higher. For example, the report The €1trn decade—
revisited, calculated that UK investments for renewal of utility infrastructure (including 
water) would require €320bn to meet government environmental targets and 
replace/renew  the asset base (this equates to £220bn compared to the Government’s 
estimate of £200bn investment required).138 The report argued that roughly €10bn was 
invested each year currently, but it calculated that the UK would face a shortfall in 
investment of €139bn in investment in utilities (including water) in the next decade.139 The 
report also drew attention to possible problems with skills, organisational capacity and 
supply chain hold-ups for investment in new UK capacity. The supply chain difficulties 
were attested by the witnesses in our one-off evidence session with the “Big Six” generating 
companies, who pointed to a skills shortage in the nuclear industry in particular.140 Peter 
Haslam of the Nuclear Industry Association, on the other hand, told us that there was a 
strong skills base in the UK which would transfer between decommissioning sites and new 
build sites. He also referred to Government initiatives such as the National Skills Academy 
for Nuclear which intended to improve the skills base.141 

97. The NPSs are intended to help deliver that investment by streamlining the planning 
process for major infrastructure projects and providing certainty for investors. The 
Minister told the Committee that:  

[…] the United Kingdom is now one of the most interesting places in the world for 
new nuclear. One can look at the companies keen to build here and without subsidy, 
and we hope that that is going to be a key part of the mix going forward.142 

He continued:  

I think that the thoroughness with which [the NPSs] address those issues gives 
investors a significant amount of security. Investors know which factors may be 
considered to be material, and which factors will not be considered to be relevant to 
an application. We have sought to do that in order to give that degree of security and 
structure.143 

98. Jane Smith, on behalf of the UK Business Council for Sustainable Energy, and Peter 
Haslam, of the Nuclear Industry Association, agreed that the NPSs would be key in 
providing a stable, long-term policy framework to attract investment.144 Peter Haslam 

 
138 Peter Atherton (et al), The €1trn decade—revisited: costs up, risks up, but governments are still in denial, Citigroup 

Europe, 29 September 2010 

139 Peter Atherton (et al), The €1trn decade—revisited: costs up, risks up, but governments are still in denial, Citigroup 
Europe, 29 September 2010, pp 21–23 

140 Oral evidence taken before the Energy and Climate Change Committee on 7 December 2010, HC 670 

141 Q 199 

142 Q 66 

143 Q 30  

144 Q 166 [Jane Smith] 
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argued that it was vital to have long-term planning policy for the nuclear industry and that 
the NPSs, together with the expected electricity market reforms, would enable projects to 
go through on time without undue delay (unlike, for example, Sizewell B which had 
suffered significant delays in the planning process).145 

99. However, other witnesses painted a different picture to us. Malcolm Chilton of Covanta 
Energy Ltd, representing the Renewable Energy Association believed that the NPSs would 
“probably improve matters slightly”, but that it was difficult to attract bank funding for 
renewable projects at the moment and that investors would first be assessing the interim 
arrangements whilst the new system bedded in.146 Matt Thomson of the Royal Town 
Planning Institute questioned whether “from a planning perspective”, the revised NPSs 
would provide greater certainty for energy investors. He thought that the weakness with 
NPSs as they stood was that they did not provide guidance on how decision makers should 
weigh up proposals for energy infrastructure against competing uses for the land.147 

100. The UK has signed up to the EU Renewable Energy Directive, which includes a UK 
target of 15% of energy from renewables by 2020. Under the Climate Change Act 2008, UK 
emissions must be reduced by at least 80% by 2050, compared to 1990 levels. According to 
EN–1, all commercial scale (at or over 300 MW) combustion power stations have to be 
constructed Carbon Capture Ready (CCR) and new coal-fired power stations are required 
to demonstrate Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) on at least 300 MW of the proposed 
generating capacity. The Government plans to introduce an Emissions Performance 
Standard (EPS) to prevent coal-fired power stations from being built without CCS. EN–1 
now notes that new coal-fired power stations will need to meet the EPS.148 

101. The complete chain of CCS has yet to be demonstrated at commercial scale on a 
power station. Whilst there is optimism that the technology involved in CCS will be 
effective, very little is known about the costs of CCS. There is uncertainty about the future 
deployment of CCS and whether this will be achieved economically. The Government is 
supporting the cost of four commercial-scale CCS demonstration projects. The 
Government has committed £1bn to the first project at Longannet. Only Scottish Power is 
left in the competition for this project.149 

102. Peter Atherton, one of the authors of The €1trn decade—revisited, told the Committee 
that the UK was attractive to investors due to the support mechanisms for renewables and 
because the governments in other European countries had revised subsidies for renewables 
(for example Germany, Spain and Czech Republic). However, investors were wary of the 
political risk of the UK government being unable to maintain its current policy position 
and then following others on the continent in withdrawing subsidies in the future.150 In 
addition, due to difficulties in the utilities sector in the last 18 months, many companies 
had far less investment capacity today than they would have had previously. Mr Atherton 

 
145 Q 180 

146 Q 166 [Malcolm Chilton] 

147 Q 166 [Matt Thomson] 

148 Revised Draft Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy (EN–1), para 3.6.6 

149 Q 75 

150 Q 167 
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felt that whilst the NPSs would be “part of the mix”, investors were more interested in risk-
reward: the construction risks and power price risks.151 He believed that, due to the UK’s 
infrastructure needs, companies were being challenged to roll out “frontier” technologies 
such as CCS, new nuclear and offshore wind “far faster than they would naturally do 
them”.152 

103. Whilst the first contract for a demonstration CCS plant is being awarded, Mr 
Atherton told us that there was “no evidence that the major UK-based facilities have any 
appetite” to build the other three CCS plants that the Government desired.153 Whilst there 
were projects on CCS taking place around the world, Mr Atherton told us that companies 
were struggling to find an economic way to do it in the UK.154 He believed that the most 
straightforward way for the Government to increase investment in an unproved 
technology such as CCS would be for the Government to create a regulated asset and 
transfer the commercial risk from the developer to the consumer/taxpayer.155 

104. On the subject of new nuclear build, Peter Haslam and Jane Smith thought that the 
NPSs and electricity market reform would encourage the necessary level of investment to 
get 16 GW of new nuclear online by 2025 as envisaged by the Minister.156 Peter Atherton 
disagreed and argued that it would be “extraordinarily unlikely and extraordinarily 
challenging” due to five risks discouraging investors: planning, construction, power price, 
operation and decommissioning with the greatest risks of these being construction and 
power price, especially in the UK where the private sector was being asked to take on those 
risks alone.157 

105. We conclude that whilst the NPSs could encourage long-term investment in 
essential energy infrastructure, investors may find the commercial risks of new 
technologies in particular too high. Consequently the level of investment in new energy 
infrastructure will not be sufficient to meet our energy security and environmental 
targets. Mechanisms within electricity market reform such as capacity payments and 
“contracts for difference” will be vital in ensuring there is adequate private sector 
investment in the UK’s energy market. As part of our inquiry into electricity market 
reform we will call on the Government to set out how it will encourage the investment 
of at least £200billion over the next decade. 

 
151 Q 169 

152 Q 181 

153 Q 182 

154 Q 184 

155 Q 178 

156 Q 187 

157 Q 188 
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6 Conclusion 
106. The suite of six National Policy Statements on energy provides an important new tier 
in the planning process at a time when the need for investment in new nationally 
significant infrastructure projects is acute. We welcome the improvements made in the 
revised draft NPSs, where the Government has accepted our predecessor Committee’s 
recommendations. It has, however, rejected a number of important recommendations 
regarding need, spatial planning and decarbonisation. The changes introduced in the 
Localism Bill have raised several new issues, which we have considered in this report. 

107.  The energy NPSs are intended to contribute toward energy security and climate 
change mitigation by expediting significant investments in new energy infrastructure. 
However, we believe that they do not place enough emphasis on the decarbonisation 
agenda. 

108. The need case for new infrastructure has been improved in the revised draft NPSs. 
However, it is important that individual applications for planning consent should be 
assessed on the basis of need relative to the amount of capacity already consented. Failure 
to do this would risk encouraging a second “dash for gas”, as developers hurry to take 
advantage of low-cost, high-speed opportunities. While we see a continuing role for abated 
gas in baseload, as well as peak-time use of unabated gas capacity, the development of too 
much gas capacity could crowd out opportunities for renewables to form a substantial 
component of the energy mix. This could cause the UK to miss its greenhouse gas 
emissions reduction targets. The Government recognised this risk in its response to our 
predecessors’ Report. The overarching NPS must make it clear that decisions will be made 
in the light of consents already granted for other capacity. 

109. While we accept that a prescriptive approach to the location of new projects could 
undermine the Government’s market-based approach and introduce new costs, we 
conclude that  more strategic coordination for new energy infrastructure is necessary, 
given the massive scale of investment required. This could take place through the new 
National Planning Framework. 

110. We recommend that the timing of the NPSs and other significant planning policy 
developments should be coordinated. In particular, the NPSs must be in harmony with 
the changes introduced in the National Planning Framework and in the Electricity 
Market Reform process. Ill-timing could create uncertainty rather than certainty for 
new energy infrastructure investment. To this end delaying ratification of the NPSs for 
a few months would allow them to be coordinated with the other significant planning 
reforms underway Furthermore, the ratification procedure needs to ensure that 
consent for the NPSs is real and detailed, not just a symbolic vote on a take it or leave it 
basis.  

111. Other changes introduced in the Localism Bill also pose potential difficulties. We 
consider that the abolition of the IPC, the creation of MIPU and the transfer of authority 
for decision-making on applications for planning consent improves the democratic 
accountability of the process but raises new questions about the impartiality of decision-
making by Ministers. Under new arrangements, the Minister will be able to decide 



This
 is 

an
 em

ba
rgo

ed
 ad

va
nc

e c
op

y. 

Not 
to 

be
 pu

bli
she

d i
n a

ny
 fo

rm
 

be
for

e e
mba

rgo
 tim

e. 
See 

att
ach

ed
 Pres

s 

no
tic

e f
or 

em
ba

rgo
 de

tai
ls 

35 
 

 

 

against the advice of the MIPC or the IPC. We recommend that the Government 
publishes criteria against which the Secretary of State may choose to exercise his or her 
discretion and the reasons for going against the advice of the IPC or MIPU in 
individual cases. This matters not just for this Parliament but for decades and even 
centuries to come, as there are very long-term consequences of decisions on energy 
policy taken now. It is vital that this issue is addressed or much of the anticipated gain 
of the NPS system may be squandered by the reintroduction of political uncertainty in 
a field where investment planning horizons are twenty or more years ahead. 

112. A lot of work needs to be done in order to meet the Government’s investment 
objectives and their greenhouse gas emissions reduction and energy security goals. The 
evidence presented to us suggests that, at the moment, the level of investment required will 
be difficult to achieve. The National Policy Statements will form an important component 
of this project, but their contribution will be compromised unless the important changes 
outlined in this Report are made. Other challenges remain, including the improvement of 
skills and institutional capacity in the energy sector. We will return to many of these issues 
in our Electricity Market Reform inquiry, announced on 23 November 2010 and we will 
monitor these developments carefully alongside the other changes in the planning policy 
process. 
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Conclusions and recommendations 

Changes to the Planning Act 2008 and Parliamentary scrutiny  

1. We welcome the improvements that have been made to the Appraisals of 
Sustainability since the publication of the first draft NPSs, but we note the continuing 
dissatisfaction in some quarters. We recommend that to avoid charges of non-
compliance in the future, the Government  publish guidelines on how, in carrying 
out Appraisals of Sustainability for future NPSs, it intends to ensure fulfilment of the 
requirements of the Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive. It should then 
consult separately on this statement of principles and practice. For the present, we 
consider that the Appraisals of Sustainability will pass muster. (Paragraph 28) 

2. We recognise that on this occasion a foreshortened period for scrutiny was  
acceptable, given that the draft Statements had been subject to full scrutiny by our 
predecessor Committee. However, we reassert the general expectation that the 
period of parliamentary scrutiny follows the public consultation period. (Paragraph 
33) 

3. We welcome the ratification procedure set out in the Localism Bill for adding a 
formal stage of parliamentary ratification before a Statement can be finally 
designated. We note, however, that the proposal is for a form of modified negative 
resolution procedure. Consequently, there is no guarantee that the House will vote 
on each individual National Policy Statement, although it is always open to the 
government to ensure a vote, and, under the new procedures for backbench business 
a committee or an individual Member could request one. We are not persuaded that 
this entirely fulfils the Minister’s assurances to us, though we can also see the 
possibility of cases where a full vote on a relatively minor revision seems excessive. 
We would expect the Backbench Business Committee to give a sympathetic hearing 
to any request for a debate and vote on an NPS in circumstances where the 
government of the day appeared to be trying to avoid one. (Paragraph 36) 

4. We believe that although early ratification of the energy NPSs has some advantages 
completing the process in advance of the decisions on electricity market reform, the 
passage of the Localism Bill and the determination of the new planning framework 
could fail to provide the coherence and certainty that are part of the fundamental 
rationale for NPSs in the first place. (Paragraph 39) 

5. We recommend that the Government makes sufficient time for a full day’s debate on 
the revised draft NPSs, centred on EN–1 (with perhaps a four to six  hour debate), 
but with a business motion providing time for an individual debate or at least an 
individual decision on each of the technology-specific NPSs. We urge  the Chair to 
consider, where practicable, the scope for consideration of reasoned amendments on 
each Statement where these constitute a detailed rather than principled ground for 
rejection. We further recommend strongly that there is provision in a business 
motion for a separate vote on each of the six energy NPSs. (Paragraph 45) 
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6. We recommend that the Localism Bill should set out explicit criteria against which 
the Secretary of State may choose to exercise his or her discretion in deciding a 
planning application against the advice of the IPC or MIPU. This decision should 
rest with the Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change. In addition, the 
Secretary of State should be required to publish his or her reasons for going against 
the advice of the IPC or MIPU. (Paragraph 50) 

7. We conclude that the potential hiatus between the designation of any NPSs and the 
transfer of decision-making powers away from the IPC provides a further reason 
why the ratification process should be timed to follow royal assent to the Localism 
Bill so that all future planning applications are decided by the same statutory 
authority. (Paragraph 51) 

NPSs and the planning system 

8. The Government has set out on important, but potentially disruptive or even 
conflicting, reforms of the planning system in relative isolation from one another. 
We conclude that the National Planning Framework could provide strategic spatial 
direction to the National Policy Statements. The various changes to the planning 
system must be complementary. We therefore recommend that the development of 
the National Planning Framework and the National Infrastructure Plan, and the 
enactment of the Localism Bill, should be coordinated. The Localism Bill should not 
be enacted until the national planning framework and the national infrastructure 
plan are completed and active. (Paragraph 60) 

9. We recommend that the NPS on transmission networks should revert to the formula 
that the Holford Rules are the “basis of the approach” toward cables. We further 
recommend that in some areas the situating of cables underground is necessary to 
reduce the visual impacts of energy networks infrastructure. These areas should 
include, but not be limited to, National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty. This should be qualified by recognition that particular economic or 
environmental circumstances could make the placing of cables underground 
impractical in certain areas. (Paragraph 66) 

The need for new capacity and the climate change implications 

10. We conclude that there is a worrying lack of contingency arrangements should key 
technologies, such as carbon capture and storage, not prove viable. Without carbon 
capture and storage, the effort required to meet our energy security and climate 
change targets would be almost insurmountable. We recommend that section 4.7 of 
EN–1 should include clearer recognition that carbon capture and storage is 
economically and technically unproven and that it should lay out a contingency plan 
for decarbonising the economy without carbon capture and storage. (Paragraph 77) 

11. We welcome the Government’s acceptance that the assessment of need for a project 
application should not be made in isolation from an awareness of projects already 
complete, underway or consented. However, we believe that this approach should be 
incorporated in the overarching National Policy Statement, EN–1, and not relegated 
to an assurance in the Government’s response document. The IPC and MIPU should 
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have a duty to provide the Secretary of State with the information necessary to make 
his decision on each application. During the transitional period in which the IPC is 
the decision-maker, it is important that it should also have regard to the flow of 
projects and capacity already consented. (Paragraph 83) 

12. We are concerned by the risk that the NPS need case may have a perverse impact on 
the development of new capacity, by encouraging too much new gas plant. We 
recognise the continuing importance of gas-fired generation in the UK but are 
worried that, as drafted, the NPSs could lead to a second “dash for gas”. This would 
make it very difficult for the UK to meet its renewable energy and greenhouse gas 
emissions reduction targets, especially if carbon capture and storage does not prove 
viable in the short term. To avoid this contingency, in deciding individual 
applications, the Secretary of State must take into account the volume and kind of 
capacity already consented or under construction.  (Paragraph 84) 

13. We remain adamant that the recommendation of the Committee on Climate Change 
that the electricity sector should be substantially decarbonised by 2030 should be set 
out in EN–1 as an explicit goal for consideration in planning applications. 
(Paragraph 85) 

14. Whilst we acknowledge the changes that the Government has made to the nuclear 
NPS, it must make clear that interim storage facilities for up to 110 years of 
radioactive waste will be necessary for new build nuclear plant. (Paragraph 94) 

15. We welcome the arrangements to set milestones for the work to identify a Geological 
Disposal Facility for the long-term storage of radioactive waste. We conclude that the 
Government should continue to report progress made by the Nuclear 
Decommissioning Authority towards identifying a facility, including providing us 
with copies of the annual report to be published on milestones reached. (Paragraph 
95) 

16. We conclude that whilst the NPSs could encourage long-term investment in essential 
energy infrastructure, investors may find the commercial risks of new technologies 
in particular too high. Consequently the level of investment in new energy 
infrastructure will not be sufficient to meet our energy security and environmental 
targets. Mechanisms within electricity market reform such as capacity payments and 
“contracts for difference” will be vital in ensuring there is adequate private sector 
investment in the UK’s energy market. As part of our inquiry into electricity market 
reform we will call on the Government to set out how it will encourage the 
investment of at least £200billion over the next decade. (Paragraph 105) 

17. We recommend that the timing of the NPSs and other significant planning policy 
developments should be coordinated. In particular, the NPSs must be in harmony 
with the changes introduced in the National Planning Framework and in the 
Electricity Market Reform process. Ill-timing could create uncertainty rather than 
certainty for new energy infrastructure investment. To this end delaying ratification 
of the NPSs for a few months would allow them to be coordinated with the other 
significant planning reforms underway Furthermore, the ratification procedure 
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needs to ensure that consent for the NPSs is real and detailed, not just a symbolic 
vote on a take it or leave it basis.  (Paragraph 110) 

18. Under new arrangements, the Minister will be able to decide against the advice of the 
MIPC or the IPC. We recommend that the Government publishes criteria against 
which the Secretary of State may choose to exercise his or her discretion and the 
reasons for going against the advice of the IPC or MIPU in individual cases. This 
matters not just for this Parliament but for decades and even centuries to come, as 
there are very long-term consequences of decisions on energy policy taken now. It is 
vital that this issue is addressed or much of the anticipated gain of the NPS system 
may be squandered by the reintroduction of political uncertainty in a field where 
investment planning horizons are twenty or more years ahead. (Paragraph 111) 
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Formal Minutes 

Tuesday 18 January 2011 

Members present: 

Mr Tim Yeo, in the Chair 

Dan Byles 
Barry Gardiner 
Albert Owen 
Christopher Pincher 
 

Christopher Pincher
Laura Sandys 
Sir Robert Smith 
Dr Alan Whitehead 

Draft Report (Revised draft National Policy Statements on Energy), proposed by the Chair, brought up and 
read. 

Ordered, That the draft Report be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph. 

Paragraphs 1 to 112 read and agreed to. 

Summary agreed to. 

Resolved, That the Report be the Third Report of the Committee to the House. 

Ordered, That the Chair make the Report to the House. 

Ordered, That embargoed copies of the Report be made available, in accordance with the provisions of 
Standing Order No. 134. 

Written evidence was ordered to be reported to the House for printing with the Report (in addition to that 
ordered to be reported for publishing on 14 December 2010. 

 

[Adjourned till Tuesday 25 January at 10.00 am 
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Tuesday 14 December 2010 

Dustin Benton, Senior Policy Officer, Campaign to Protect Rural England, 
Simon Bullock, Senior Economy Campaigner, Friends of the Earth, Simon 
Marsh, Head of Planning and Regional Policy, and Dr Ivan Scrase, Senior 
Climate Change (Renewable Energy) Policy Officer, Royal Society for the 
Protection of Birds Ev 20

Peter Atherton, Investment Advisor, Citibank, Malcolm Chilton, 
Renewable Energy Association and Managing Director, Covanta Energy Ltd, 
Peter Haslam, Public Policy Advisor, Nuclear Industry Association, Jane 
Smith, Planning Adviser, UK Business Council for Sustainable Energy, and 
Matt Thomson, Head of Policy & Practice, Royal Town Planning Institute Ev 27
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Oral evidence
Taken before the Energy and Climate Change Committee

on Tuesday 30 November 2010

Members present:

Mr Tim Yeo (Chair)

Dan Byles
Barry Gardiner
Albert Owen
Christopher Pincher

________________

Examination of Witnesses

Witnesses: Charles Hendry MP, Minister of State, Department of Energy and Climate Change, Hergen Haye,
Head of Nuclear New Build, Department of Energy and Climate Change, and Anne Stuart, Head of Planning
Reform, Department of Energy and Climate Change, gave evidence.

Q1 Chair: Minister, good afternoon and welcome to
this session. We are glad to have you back again. As
you know, a couple of members of the Committee
were colleagues of yours on this Committee during
the previous Parliament. They have promised to
remind you of all the things that you said then, and to
see if there is any compatibility with what you are
going to say this afternoon.
May I begin by drawing attention to my entry in the
Register of Members’ Financial Interests? I have an
interest in a company that is involved in renewable
energy.
Could I ask you just to take us through the informal
ratification process so that we understand exactly how
it is going to work?
Charles Hendry: Parliamentary ratification?
Chair: Yes.
Charles Hendry: First, perhaps I can say that I am
joined by Hergen Haye, who is head of new nuclear
in the Department, and by Anne Stuart, who is head
of planning reform. I hope it will be acceptable to the
Committee for them to join in on some of the answers,
especially where my comments are not entirely
consistent with what I might have said in my previous
life. I think that we have a smooth transition across
there to ensure that we have a consistent picture.
In terms of the process that we are looking at now,
there is a three-month consultation taking place on the
national policy statement. We took a view that we
ought to go through a formal re-consultation. It was
pointed out to us that the appraisal of sustainability
was not as clear and as forceful as it needed to be. We
agreed with that representation, and, as that was in the
overarching national policy statement on energy, we
decided it was sensible to re-consult on all of them—
all the six individual ones as well. Therefore, people
can have a chance to see how we’ve reacted to the
initial round of consultation, which ends on 24
January. There is then a need to put this through
Parliament formally. In terms of the technicality, we
have committed to there being a parliamentary vote.
Under the old legislation, that would not be binding,
but we have said that the Government would be bound
by it, because that is a change that we intend to make
in due course.

John Robertson
Laura Sandys
Sir Robert Smith
Dr Alan Whitehead

Q2 Chair: Do we get the chance to vote
individually? Will we actually vote on the energy
NPS?
Charles Hendry: You’ll vote on each of the six NPSs.
You will have a chance to vote individually on them,
but my understanding at this point is that it will be an
unamendable motion. You will be able to vote in
favour of or against each individual NPS.

Q3 Chair: Are there individual debates, or is it one
debate on all the NPSs and we just get up and say
what we think about them?
Charles Hendry: I think the Committee would have a
chance to feed into that structure. No firm decision
has been made. If you thought it would be important
to be able to discuss them individually, I think that the
Committee could make its views known to the Leader
of the House. We have chosen to follow up on the
advice of the previous Committee, and that is why we
have a debate tomorrow to give other Members of the
House a chance to have their views heard.

Q4 Sir Robert Smith: Why have the Government
rejected the concept of an amendable motion, under
which the House could express its views through
amendments? It might not want to reject the whole
NPS, but may see a flaw in it.
Charles Hendry: Looking at the complexity of it,
perhaps a formal amendment could be accepted by Mr
Speaker. But what would be difficult in the planned
structure would be to allow, as in the Committee stage
of a Bill, potentially many hundreds of amendments
to be considered. There cannot be amendment in
detail, but if people choose to put down amendments,
it will be up to Mr Speaker to decide whether to
accept them.

Q5 Chair: The actual process of ratification is set out
in the localism Bill.
Charles Hendry: It will be.

Q6 Chair: Are we likely to have the benefit of seeing
that before we have these debates?
Charles Hendry: Yes, my expectation is that we will.
Anne, you might wish to comment further.



This
 is 

an
 em

ba
rgo

ed
 ad

va
nc

e c
op

y. 

Not 
to 

be
 pu

bli
she

d i
n a

ny
 fo

rm
 

be
for

e e
mba

rgo
 tim

e. 
See 

att
ach

ed
 Pres

s 

no
tic

e f
or 

em
ba

rgo
 de

tai
ls 

cobber Pack: U PL: COE1 [E] Processed: [05-01-2011 15:37] Job: 007817 Unit: PG01
Source: /MILES/PKU/INPUT/007817/007817_o001_Corrected EnCC 30 November 10.xml

Ev 2 Energy and Climate Change Committee: Evidence

30 November 2010 Charles Hendry MP, Hergen Haye and Anne Stuart

Anne Stuart: It is actually my colleagues in the
Department for Communities and Local Government
who are producing it, but I know they are working
very hard to do so very soon, so I would hope that we
would have it before the end of our consultation.
Chair: Okay. That’s encouraging.

Q7 Albert Owen: May I just take up the theme that
you’re developing, Chair? I’m a little bit confused.
We will have the localism Bill and the Department for
Communities and Local Government, but will we see
your good self and other members of the DECC team
when we’re talking about the energy policy
statements?
Charles Hendry: My expectation is that it would be
the DECC team that would take the energy policy
statement through the process in the House. As we
have said, the law will not, at that point, have been
changed to require a parliamentary vote on the matter,
so we are doing this essentially as a matter of the
Government saying, “As this will be the policy we
expect in due course, if the legislation goes through,
we’d like to give colleagues a chance to vote on it at
this point.” My expectation is that it will be us leading
it, because, in terms of the nature of the debate, I think
that people—

Q8 Albert Owen: Following that logic, we are going
to have a couple of days’ debate on each NPS.
Charles Hendry: I think you would have a couple of
days’ debate on the energy NPSs, perhaps, rather than
on each individual NPS, but that is essentially a matter
for the business managers, rather than for us directly.
It is for them to see how best they can ensure that
colleagues have a chance to have their opinions heard.

Q9 Albert Owen: May I move on to the changes to
the Planning Act 2008? I know that we’ve had these
conversations in other debates before, but why did you
think that it was necessary to abolish the IPC and
replace it with the MIPU?
Charles Hendry: We felt that the nature of the IPC
did not have sufficient parliamentary scrutiny and
democratic accountability. As a part of that process of
localism and of ensuring that people’s views were
heard, we took a view that the back-office function
should continue as before—it would therefore be part
of the MIPU within the Planning Inspectorate—but
that the final recommendations should go to Ministers.
We believe that that means that people can question
Ministers more effectively. They can be called before
Select Committees. They are acting in a sort of quasi-
judicial capacity, but there is a greater degree of
democratic accountability. We believe that that makes
the whole process more robust and, in terms of the
potential legal challenges that might come through,
we think that if we have gone through that process,
we will ensure that the decisions are more robust.

Q10 Albert Owen: I understand the democratic
argument and that an elected Minister of the Crown
will make a decision. What I do not understand is
what you said about localism, because London is
hardly local to people in the north-east of England or
the north-west of Wales. I do not understand the

localism element there. Are you suggesting that the
Minister would literally listen to the views of that
locality when a particular project had been put
forward for that area?
Charles Hendry: The views of that locality will be a
relevant planning matter, but the Member of
Parliament for that area has the opportunity to
question the Minister. Making sure that the views of
local people are represented in that process is done, at
the moment, through the Select Committee, which is
the only opportunity that people have. Clearly, your
own constituents would have a chance to be heard but,
for most of the other nuclear sites, they would not
have the same chance to be heard. We believe that the
process that we are going through therefore allows
local opinion to be taken into account more effectively
and thoroughly.

Q11 Albert Owen: I understand the theory, but when
the IPC was set up—I know nothing has come
forward—there were local meetings and local
information from DECC and BIS. As a local MP, I
have already been involved in that. Although I do not
take the decisions, I have already been involved, so I
do not understand the difference.
Charles Hendry: It is a different stage of the process,
because fundamentally the point where we are making
the difference is after the internal assessment has been
carried out and a recommendation is made. Under the
current process, which was set in place by the
previous Government, the IPC would make the
decision as an independent committee, but that was
not subject to parliamentary scrutiny. The change we
will make is that that decision will be made by the
Secretary of State, who can be scrutinised by
Parliament. It is at a different stage of the process
where we will continue to encourage and hear local
views.

Q12 Albert Owen: Have you made any estimates of
the costs to abolish the previous regime, operated by
the Labour Government, of the IPC and to move to
the new one?
Charles Hendry: In some areas there will be savings
from that. In terms of the work, the recommendation
will be carried across the Department. We believe that,
with our existing resources, we can scrutinise that to
make a final decision. At that point, some of the
overheads will be reduced. Anne, you have carried out
more detailed assessment of that work.
Anne Stuart: CLG colleagues are carrying out that
sort of work as part of the preparations for the
localism Bill, because obviously it will be part of their
impact assessment, but I do not have the figures yet.

Q13 Albert Owen: But Minister, you’re saying that
there could be some savings. Is that your position?
Charles Hendry: Absolutely, but the policy is not
driven by a desire to make savings; it is driven by
having a more thorough and robust process.

Q14 Albert Owen: It is not a trick question. Will
costs be incurred by moving from one regime to
another?
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Charles Hendry: In terms of the transition, we believe
not, because together with DCLG we are looking at a
very smooth transition process. There should not be a
hiatus in decisions being made and there should not
be a transition cost involved in that process. In terms
of a fuller answer, it would clearly be DCLG that has
done the most detailed work.

Q15 Albert Owen: You talk about the transition
period. Is it your view and your Department’s that
the transition might cause delays in projects moving
forward and could have an impact on investment in
the future?
Charles Hendry: The expectation is that there will be
a time constraint on the process, which could be very
similar to that which is currently in place under the
existing IPC system. Again, that is a DCLG lead. It is
finalising its recommendations in that respect and also
looking at the transitional elements, because we are
very keen to reassure investors that there will not be
delays as a result of the transition process. DCLG will
set out the final detail on that as part of the localism
Bill.

Q16 Albert Owen: Do you not accept that when we
moved from the previous regime to the IPC, there was
a lack of projects coming forward, which was to do
with a new system being set up? Isn’t that likely to
happen again?
Hergen Haye: Not really, because it has been clearly
set out that any application that comes forward now
will be considered by the IPC, as long as the IPC
continues to exist. At the stage when the IPC is
abolished through the localism Bill, such an
application will transfer to the new body and to the
Secretary of State for final consideration. It is clearly
put out by CLG that the aspects that have already been
completed will not be undertaken again. Anyone who
puts in an application now can have confidence that
that work is not wasted.

Q17 Albert Owen: But you do accept that there were
delays before—that things were kept on hold when
there was the change to the IPC.
Anne Stuart: I don’t think that we’ve got any
evidence that people were holding things up. If
anything, there was a slight bulge of applications just
before, which is what caused the dip afterwards.
Developers had an attack of “better the devil you
know,” and put in their applications quickly, and
therefore there was less to come through in the first
months of the IPC.

Q18 Albert Owen: Moving on to the decision
making and the role of the Secretary of State in this,
are we talking about the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government making the
decisions or, in the case of nuclear power stations or
CCS, are we talking about the Secretary of State for
Energy?
Charles Hendry: A final decision is still to be made
on which will be the appropriate Secretary of State,
and that will be set out in the Bill.

Q19 Albert Owen: But don’t you think that that’s
fundamental, and that it shouldn’t be something that
you’re waiting for? If the energy industry wants to
invest, it really needs to know who’s going to make
that decision.
Charles Hendry: And it will do. The localism Bill
will set out exactly that detail, but it would be wrong
to start chipping away at elements of that Bill. If parts
of it were set out at this stage people would say,
“Okay, you’ve told us that; would you now clarify
this? If not, why not?” Part of the nature of
government is that it is sensible to package elements
together so that people see the full picture. At that
point, it will be absolutely clear which Ministers will
be making the decisions—it will be in very good time.

Q20 Albert Owen: As a Welsh Member, I am
concerned about that. Local government is devolved
in Wales, so if the Communities and Local
Government Department was making the decision,
you could have a planning department in England
making decisions about planning in Wales, whereas
now it’s pretty clear that developments of less than 50
MW are the responsibility of the National Assembly
for Wales and anything over that is the responsibility
of the Secretary of State for Energy. That clarity is
there now; shouldn’t it be carried forward? Isn’t that
something that DECC could be lobbying on?
Charles Hendry: There have been representations on
both sides of the argument. Some people have said
that it would be better if it was done by DCLG,
because it has no inherent interest in the outcome,
whereas it could be said that DECC as a Department
has a vested interest in certain plants being approved.
The alternative view is that the relevant Minister who
has the greatest policy involvement and understanding
of the issues should be the one to do it. So it is exactly
those issues, and particularly how they relate to the
devolved Governments, that have to be resolved at
this point.
But in terms of the process moving forward, when
people come to make an application, this will have
been resolved many months beforehand. There will be
no doubt in anyone’s mind by the time that the IPC
eventually goes and our new system is put in place,
because the localism Bill setting this out with absolute
clarity will by then have become an Act, and therefore
that detail will be absolutely clear to people making
an application.

Q21 Albert Owen: Do you envisage the Secretary of
State overturning the experts in the unit?
Charles Hendry: I think that it’s right that the
Secretary of State brings an independent mind to it
and looks at it properly. I think that that’s what people
would expect the IPC to do, and what they would
expect the Secretary of State to do. So, if the Secretary
of State feels that there are aspects that were not
properly taken into account in a recommendation, I
think that it would be entirely proper for the Secretary
of State to make that choice.

Q22 Albert Owen: But would he be influenced by
political pressure?
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Charles Hendry: Speaking for the team I know, they
would make the decision based on the evidence.
Albert Owen: We don’t even know who’s going to
make that decision yet—except that it’s a Secretary
of State.
Charles Hendry: The system would become
discredited if the choice was made under political
pressure. It has to be seen to be a thorough and
independent process, and that would therefore be a
fundamental part of the process moving forward.

Q23 Albert Owen: I just want a little bit on that. If
a Secretary of State makes a decision that the
industry’s not happy with and, in the spirit of localism,
the local community’s not happy with it, how will
they be able to appeal against it? Has that mechanism
been decided?
Anne Stuart: There is an appeal mechanism in the
current Planning Act, so I imagine—I haven’t seen
the final draft—that there would have to be a parallel
equivalent. At present, of course, if a Minister makes
a decision, there is an appeal by judicial review—

Q24 Albert Owen: Is that a likely avenue? If a
Secretary of State—a Minister of the Crown—has
made a decision, how can that be challenged other
than by a judicial review?
Anne Stuart: I believe that the IPC’s decisions could
be challenged, but there will be appeal provision built
in, which will have to be there because Ministers must
be challengeable in case there is some perception that
there is a mistake.

Q25 Albert Owen: I have one final question; who
else would the Secretary of State consult? He gets the
MIPU to give him the report, the recommendation is
there and he decides that he needs to consult
somebody else, perhaps. Who would that be?
Charles Hendry: The Secretary of State would be
expected to make a decision on the evidence that is
submitted to him. Once the process has started, if the
Secretary of State decided to consult somebody else,
he would also have to consult people on both sides of
the equation or that would undoubtedly lead to a
greater risk of judicial review of the decision that was
made. However, the expectation would be that the
recommendation would be made to the Secretary of
State, including the reasons, and that would be the
basis for the decision that the Secretary of State
makes.

Q26 Sir Robert Smith: Is the Secretary of State
acting in isolation, as an individual making that
decision and therefore, other Secretaries of State can
lobby the Secretary of State on the issue? Or, is it a
collective Government decision that is made?
Anne Stuart: In terms of the localism Bill, I haven’t
seen anything on that. In general, the Secretary of
State acts for the Government when making such
decisions.

Q27 Sir Robert Smith: I’m just trying to pin this
down, because it is a sort of quasi-judicial decision.
Anne Stuart: Normally, when a Minister of any kind
is making a decision of this type, which is effectively

quasi-judicial, they can listen to people who want to
talk to them but they can’t give any opinion on the
merits or otherwise of the application in front of them,
until they have made a decision. I would expect that
to be the case, whether it is somebody from industry,
a local group, or an MP or a colleague who wants to
talk to him about it.
Charles Hendry: Inevitably, we will be fairly cautious
about expressing the view of another Government
Department. If it is helpful to the Committee, we can
certainly ensure that a Minister from DCLG writes to
inform your decisions and thinking in this area.
However, I would be cautious about us, at any time,
trying to represent that, when it’s a policy—
Chair: There’s no need to be cautious in front of us,
Minister. We’re quite discreet about these things. If
you want to express a different view, we would
welcome you airing the debate, and the public can
listen.

Q28 Christopher Pincher: My question is similar to
what was already asked about the MIPU, and it relates
to the NPSs themselves. I appreciate that they are
being set up to give business and other players some
certainty as to what the policy framework will be for
a period of time going forward. As I understand it, the
Planning Act places a duty on the Secretary of State
to review each NPS whenever the Secretary of State
thinks that it is appropriate to do so. I wonder if you
could give us some indication of what triggers might
encourage a Secretary of State to look at an NPS.
Charles Hendry: Different elements could affect that.
If we look, for example, at the NPS on renewables,
we have not included tidal marine technologies
because we do not think that there is any likelihood,
in the short term, of applications coming through that
would be above the 50 MW threshold. However, as
that situation hopefully changes, and we start to see
some significant tidal applications coming through,
either a new NPS will be required or an amendment
to the renewables NPS. So, changes in technology will
change the situation.
We have considered what we see to be the energy
need up to 2025, and we have identified various
elements within that. We are not being specific on
individual technologies, but if it’s clear that some of
those will not be as substantial as we may hope,
further reflection will be needed on different ones.
Ministers have the ability to look at evidence that
comes in and ask whether that requires a change to
the NPS.

Q29 Christopher Pincher: But will example
triggers, or a non-exhaustible list of triggers be laid
down to give everybody some indication of what you
might look at and when you might look to change an
NPS? Otherwise, it gives the impression that you can
change them at will, or on a whim?
Hergen Haye: Given the rigorous process an NPS has
to go through to get established, there is a
presumption that we would like the NPSs to be robust
and hold out for quite a considerable period. It is the
issues that we don’t know about that may present a
possibility for the Secretary of State to go back to the
NPSs and ask whether the change has any
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implications for what we have put forward—for
example, if, in our progress towards 2025 and 2050
decarbonisation, findings in the annual reports of the
CCC suggested that we are not really on target in
terms of low-carbon technologies. The presumption is
that the NPSs should last for a considerable time.

Q30 Laura Sandys: I want to move on from that and
look at the actual planning process itself. On the one
hand, we are saying that the NPSs have a lot of
flexibility over a time period, but, on the other hand,
they’re there to give reassurance for the £200 billion
investment that we require. Do you think that they
give enough strategic guidance and framework to
make such investment decisions both safe and
predictable?
Charles Hendry: One has to look at them as being
part of the planning process. They are not part of the
decarbonisation process, nor are they part of moving
towards a low-carbon economy. They set the
framework for major planning decisions. I think that
the thoroughness with which they address those issues
gives investors a significant amount of security.
Investors know which factors may be considered to
be material, and which factors will not be considered
to be relevant to an application. We have sought to do
that in order to give that degree of security and
structure. If anything, in the course of the process we
have further tightened the NPSs, and we now believe
that they are more robust than they were in the initial
round of consultation, thanks to the feedback that we
received on that consultation process, to try to give as
much clarity to investors as possible.

Q31 Laura Sandys: One of the interesting things is
that we have a set of energy NPSs, but we also have
other NPSs from different Departments. In many ways
this follows on from Albert’s point—who has
hierarchy? Let me give you an example of that—
biomass. Some people, myself included, feel that food
security will be an issue in about 30 years’ time. Who
has hierarchy when we start to look at NPSs? Is, for
example, the National Security Council involved in
advising different Departments on such competing
issues. The Department for Transport, again, has its
own NPSs and it will be looking at key strategic
issues. Who overrides whom? Again we come back to
the question Albert asked. Who ultimately will then
be the arbitrator, or make the decisions, on NPSs when
there are competing interests?
Charles Hendry: These are not being worked up by
just the Department. They are being worked up in
consultation with other Departments, so we are aware
of what the Department for Transport is working on,
and it is aware of what we are working on. There
should be no inconsistency and no conflict between
the National Policy Statements in those areas. If there
is, clearly we would wish to address that and the
Government would have to establish which NPS has
precedence.
Biomass is an example of where the Government and
the Department itself would have precedence, because
on biomass it would not be the job of the IPC to look
at issues of sustainability. The Government would
determine sustainability for biomass. In the new year

we will be setting out what we believe are the
appropriate sustainability criteria for biomass in terms
of land diversion and the source of crops, and we will
ensure that they meet our standards. That will not be
part of the IPC process.

Q32 Laura Sandys: Taking that forward—you’re
looking at very long term investments—are you
working closely with the Horizon group in BIS on
some of the issues that it is looking at at the moment?
The Horizon group is, again, looking at water security,
food security and fundamental changes that are
covered by the other responsibility of your
Department—climate change—and how those will
affect both these statements and the outcomes of
these statements.
Charles Hendry: The thing that has impressed me
most about being a Minister is the extent to which
there is co-ordination between Departments. We work
extremely closely with BIS, DEFRA and all other
Departments on those matters. We are looking to
ensure that, when we reach a decision on
sustainability, every Department that has an interest in
that area will have been consulted on the way forward
and agreed to it. If there isn’t agreement between the
Departments, it will have to go through a clearing
process at the Cabinet Office. We try to make sure
that, wherever there is a potential conflict between the
ambitions of different Departments, it is sorted out
through that process.
Laura Sandys: I think that clearing process is quite
interesting from the point of view of how one goes
forward.

Q33 Sir Robert Smith: On the biomass issue—I
suppose it comes back to the tension with which the
Committee grappled last time—those are planning
guidelines for planning use, but other instruments and
levers of Government will be there to control other
agendas, such as the carbon content. How are the
Government planning to ensure that biomass is
sustainable? Is it through the financial incentive or
through actual regulation?
Charles Hendry: It would be through actual
regulation and saying that, in order to qualify for a
renewable obligation certificate, it must meet certain
criteria for sustainability. Without being able to get
the ROC support, clearly the investment would not go
ahead in any case.

Q34 John Robertson: Moving on a wee bit, how do
the new appraisals of sustainability fulfil the
requirements of the SEA directive?
Charles Hendry: We have sought to be more robust.
Hergen, perhaps you can give some more precise
detail about it, but we have looked at what was written
initially and have agreed that that was not as clear and
as forceful as it needed to be. Hergen, perhaps you
can clarify further.
Hergen Haye: The issue was the appraisal of
sustainability for the overarching energy national
policy statement in EN-1 to EN-5. There was quite a
robust AOS for the nuclear one already in place,
which was probably helped because we had specific
sites already in view with nuclear. But it was felt that
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the overarching appraisal of sustainability didn’t
adequately deal with a proper assessment of
alternatives to the policies we were putting forward.
That robustness was, frankly, lacking and, on advice,
we decided to undertake that assessment for the
overarching energy NPS and EN-1 to EN-5. The result
is being published in this revised suite of documents.

Q35 John Robertson: What new data will be
required to monitor the implementation of the NPS?
Anne Stuart: Sorry, I’m not quite sure that I follow.
John Robertson: You’ve just said that there is going
to be a different way of monitoring and looking at it,
so you must be looking at it in a different way.
Hergen Haye: I didn’t say a different way to monitor.
When we assessed the policies that we put forward,
we didn’t really evaluate other options or alternatives
to the proposals that we put forward. In a robust
appraisal of sustainability, you should also consider
alternative possibilities and options. That is the work
we have undertaken. In many ways, the conclusions
to our policy haven’t changed, but they are now more
robust because we can show and demonstrate in a
transparent way that we have actually assessed the
alternatives.
Anne Stuart: In our previous assessment, the
alternatives were based on the assumption that,
because—as I am sure you are aware—we had written
the national policy statements to reflect existing
policy, we originally thought that we couldn’t think of
alternatives to policy, because they weren’t in the gift
of NPSs themselves. When we went back, we actually
looked at those alternatives to policy and assessed the
impacts of alternative policies.

Q36 John Robertson: So will the Government
produce the guidance to assist Departments in the
future production of NPSs?
Anne Stuart: The purpose of the appraisal of
sustainability that we did was to improve the energy
NPSs, and that process went on. I am sure that I am
teaching my grandmother to suck eggs, but the SEA,
in principle, and the way in which we have done
AOSs are an iterative process. You work with the
person doing the appraisal to make sure that their
results feed back into the documents as they are being
written, so the final document already incorporates
the outcome.
The other NPSs that are being written are subject to
their own appraisal of sustainability and will undergo
the same process. Having said that, we are obviously
talking to the other Departments. We have actually
been talking about setting up a meeting in which the
people who did our appraisal can talk to the people
who are doing appraisals for other Departments, so
that we can do lessons learned.

Q37 John Robertson: Does that mean that there is
additional monitoring?
Anne Stuart: For the first time, we have published the
monitoring strategy, which is part of the latest suite
of documents, because, obviously, you always do a
monitoring strategy for any SEA appraisal.

Q38 John Robertson: Is there a cost in that?

Anne Stuart: We’re aiming to do it as far as possible
with existing strategic information. Because the NPSs,
with the exception of nuclear, are strategic and non-
locational, the AOS is also done at a strategic level.
We are therefore aiming to use existing strategic
information rather than trying to start doing major
new equip.

Q39 John Robertson: So you’re saying that you
want to get more with the same? I am trying to work
out where the departmental cuts come in and how you
are going to manage this.
Anne Stuart: The monitoring strategy will use the
sources of information we already collect. There is
a lot of information out there from Government, as
everybody knows, and we will use that to appraise the
effects of the NPSs themselves—obviously it is not
the effect of the appraisal but the effect of the NPSs—
and say, “Can we tell whether certain key indicators
have changed and do we think those key indicators
have changed as a result of NPSs, as opposed to as a
result of all the other things?”

Q40 John Robertson: The table I have in front of
me is rather complicated and has the short, medium
and long-term appraisal of whether it will be good,
bad or indifferent or, as it says here, “positive,
negative, neutral or uncertain”. On a lot of them we
have neutral and uncertain or positive and uncertain.
It strikes me that the whole table is uncertain, so why
bother putting it out?
Anne Stuart: Yes, it is uncertain because we don’t
have details of what the actual sites will be and what
the things built on those sites will be. We know there
are liable to be, for instance, large and obtrusive
things built on the landscape if you are building
energy infrastructure because most of it is quite large
and obtrusive. So we can say there is a landscape
effect. But we cannot be sure whether someone will
bring forward, say, a wind farm that they want to build
on a peat bog, which would have quite a major impact,
or a wind farm that they want to build on a brownfield
site, which might have quite a minor impact.

Q41 John Robertson: I go back to the cost. You are
doing the same or more but actually you are going to
have to do it with less because of Government cuts.
Charles Hendry: If you look at the priorities of the
Department we recognise that we have to secure £200
billion in new investment in our energy infrastructure.
That is right up there at the top of our urgent needs
for the Department to do. We recognise that in the
course of doing so costs will be incurred in order to
attract that investment to the United Kingdom. But
that is non-negotiable. That is what we have to do as a
Department if we are to guarantee our energy security.

Q42 John Robertson: I accept that, Minister, and
nobody would support you more than I do in relation
to investment. But at the end of the day, all these
things are at a cost. If we take our eye off the ball at
any time and we allow something to progress which
should not have been allowed to progress then we will
have wasted a great deal of taxpayers’ money. My
concern is about the monitoring and the cost and what
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will be required, because you have said you have no
idea what may happen in the future. Therefore you are
cutting back at a time when maybe you should not be.
Charles Hendry: In terms of how we make the
Department work more efficiently and where we
reduce our costs, we are looking across the work of
the Department and we will have to prioritise the
things that are most important. Energy security and
new plant investment is a very high priority for us so
we can be certain that that will be continued. We also
recognise that much of the costs of this work—the
planning costs—are contributed to by the industries
looking to invest in that area themselves. The only
way to try to address your issue more fundamentally
would be for us to say, “We want this number of
nuclear power stations, this number of gas power
stations, this number of turbines, this amount of
biomass”, and then it becomes completely prescriptive
and a potential nightmare. The one thing that would
happen immediately is that the costs of all those
technologies would go up because industry would say,
“Well, I didn’t know you wanted that much. Now you
want that much I can’t possibly deal with it without
having some more support.” Our view is that we
establish an assessment of need and we recognise that
there is a range of different ways in which that can
be met.

Q43 John Robertson: My last comment would be
that it strikes me that you are putting an increased
reliance on the companies to do your work for you.
Charles Hendry: Well really it’s a belief that the
market can deliver some of these solutions but we will
need to have a clearer framework within which we
expect the market to invest and to deliver. This has to
be seen alongside the other changes that are being
made, such as the electricity reform package, which
will start to be consulted on formally in the next
couple of weeks, which will set out how companies
can expect to be compensated or to receive a return
on their investment in low-carbon generation. That’s
another part of the process. At the end of the day we
don’t believe it is right for the Government to be
prescriptive on this and to say that we want this
number from each particular technology.

Q44 John Robertson: Okay, but will you guarantee
there will be monitoring of it?
Charles Hendry: There will be monitoring, of course.
If we are not monitoring it we do not know what is
coming through the system.

Q45 Barry Gardiner: Minister, may I get clarity
here? Is it true that the European Commission
guidance on the application of the SEA stipulates that
alternative policies should be addressed in the same
way and to an equivalent level of detail? Is that what
the European Commission guidance says? It is a
straight yes or no.
Anne Stuart: I believe it says that. I think it is talking
about the alternative policies within an application.

Q46 Barry Gardiner: And you have made efforts to
include greater alternatives?

Anne Stuart: Yes. You then, obviously, do more work
on your chosen alternative because that is the one you
will end up with.

Q47 Barry Gardiner: Sorry, that sounded like a
“yes” and a “no.” Yes, the guidance says that they
should be considered in the same way and to the same
extent and level of detail, but then you wanted to add
a rider, “But of course, we are not going to do that.”
Anne Stuart: Sorry, I mean not as part of the appraisal
of sustainability. What I meant is that we didn’t write
NPSs for all the alternatives. We had lots of
alternatives, but once we had assessed them—

Q48 Barry Gardiner: But the alternatives are not
addressed in the same way and to an equivalent level
of detail, are they?
Charles Hendry: In what respect?

Q49 Barry Gardiner: In the guidance, it says that
the application of the SEA directive means that the
alternatives to the NPS policies should be addressed
in the same way, in the same manner and to the same
level of detail. That is not the case, is it, in what you
are doing?
Anne Stuart: We have done that in the context of the
SEA directive. Once you have chosen the alternative,
you are not required to carry on doing everything on
the rejected alternatives. We have worked on the
nuclear one.
Hergen Haye: I would say that we did very carefully
consider the alternate scenarios. Obviously, one could
stipulate lots and lots of different scenarios.

Q50 Barry Gardiner: It is not about stipulating lots
of different scenarios. If you are setting up genuine
alternatives, you have to give them the same level of
consideration, and you have to show the same level
of argumentation and reasoning for one as for the
other. One may be your preferred alternative, but you
have to give each a fair crack of the whip.
Hergen Haye: And that has happened.

Q51 Barry Gardiner: You say that has happened.
Is it also the case that the Government’s own guidance
is that consultation of the public should always be at
a stage when the options are still left open?
Charles Hendry: The approach that we take to
consultation is very often that the Government express
a preference, and a desired way forward—a “minded
to” approach, essentially—but then we will often set
out the other alternatives and why we believe our
chosen way is a better way of achieving that.
Consultation on one option doesn’t sound to me much
like a consultation, however, so there clearly have to
be other options within it.

Q52 Barry Gardiner: Indeed. And you don’t feel
that the alternatives have actually been ruled out in
the body of the appraisals?
Charles Hendry: I don’t. In terms of the way we have
looked at how we need to move forward, we have
examined a broad mix of technologies but we haven’t
been completely specific within that. We have said
that we expect renewables to be a very key part of the
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new generation capacity but that leaves a very
substantial amount for other technologies, which we
would hope to be low carbon. We have not ruled out
technologies as part of this process, however.
Hergen Haye: Maybe to add to that, that is why, in a
sense, we are consulting. That is why we have put
unfortunately rather a lot of documentation out there,
to show how we come to our conclusions and what
the alternatives we have considered are, so that
members of the public or interest groups can come
forward and question that robustness. We would, as
part of the consultation, look very seriously at any
submission we receive to see whether we made
mistakes.

Q53 Barry Gardiner: Good. Well, have you
received the submission from the RSPB, from which
I have been reading?
Anne Stuart: On the latest consultation? I have not
seen anything from the RSPB.

Q54 Barry Gardiner: The RSPB said that the
appraisals “deal with alternatives in such a brief and
cursory way that they repeatedly fail to give
meaningful information about their likely impacts on
the environment. Further, little effort has been made
to integrate the revised findings into the content of the
NPSs. Thus the appraisals do almost nothing to
increase the level of environmental protection
provided for by the NPSs.” Do you recognise that?
Anne Stuart: Forgive me, but that sounds like their
comments on the last set of appraisals, before they
approved it.

Q55 Barry Gardiner: I can assure you that it’s in
relation to the 30 November 2010 session.
Anne Stuart: They haven’t sent us that, I’m afraid, so
I haven’t been able to comment on it.

Q56 Barry Gardiner: Perhaps you could have a
good read of it and then provide a note to the
Committee as to what your views are.
Anne Stuart: I’ll ask them to provide it to us, because
we certainly haven’t received it.

Q57 Dr Whitehead: I would like to move on to the
overarching national policy statement for energy. You
have made a number of changes to the policy
document compared with the previous one. In
particular, you’ve taken the needs analysis beyond
2025 towards 2050. Do you think you’ve laid enough
emphasis in that on low-carbon generation and on the
cumulative impact of emissions from the
infrastructure decisions being made now?
Charles Hendry: I think that the Department’s been
very clear about the process in setting out various
pathways towards 2050, looking at the legal
requirement on us to reduce our carbon emissions by
80% by 2050 and what sort of different scenarios
could enable us to get there. So I think that all the
approaches that we’ve taken work towards that 80%
legally binding requirement.

Q58 Dr Whitehead: In the document itself, you
calculated that 26 GW of required new electricity

capacity, over and above the 33 GW that would need
to come from renewable sources, would be effectively
determined by industry. Bear in mind that already
there is 9 GW of capacity in planning permission, a
good proportion of which is gas. Quite a lot of gas is
already in the planning pipeline. It may look to the
outside observer as if this is a charter for gas.
Charles Hendry: Again, one has to look at this as part
of a wider policy approach. The planning approach is
one element of it, and giving guidance for the sort of
application which could be considered and the right
way to consider it, but alongside that, one’s got to
look at the electricity market reform packages, when
we publish those shortly, because they will very
clearly indicate how we are going to be incentivising
people to invest in low-carbon technologies.
In terms of the figures that you’ve put out, yes, we
believe that there’s a need for 59 GW of new capacity
to 2025. A significant proportion of that, 33 GW, we
hope will be renewables, of which 2 GW is under
construction. The other 26 GW would include nuclear
and, hopefully, other low-carbon technologies. We
cannot be clear at this stage exactly what, for example,
coal with carbon capture can contribute. We don’t
know for certain how the technology will work or
what the cost will be of implementing it, so we have
to maintain within there some degree of flexibility.
The other thing that I think we should take account of
is that our expectation is of a massive increase post-
2025 of electricity generation as we decarbonise heat
and move towards electric heating and electric
vehicles. We need more base load if we’re going to
have more electric trains. Beyond 2025, there’s going
to be a very significant need for additional electricity
generation, rather than what is simply required to
replace that which is coming out of commission.

Q59 Dr Whitehead: But doesn’t the need case that
you put here not only overstate the need for gas
generation but, by doing that—for example,
suggesting that the 9 GW of projects that have
obtained planning permission but may not be built be
discounted in terms of calculations—rather embed gas
in the structures, so that the arguments that you put
forward for additional electricity generation will be
overshadowed by the fact that we will have a new
generation of gas, according to the need arrangements
that have been put forward in this document?
Charles Hendry: I absolutely believe that we need
new gas in the system. If you look at the other areas
involved as we move towards a low-carbon economy,
the time scales mean that we have to have investment
in new gas in the meantime. The first time that nuclear
could be brought on stream is 2017 or 2018. Coal with
carbon capture is still going to be at a trial stage by
the end of this decade. The massive roll-out of
renewables, particularly offshore, is going to be at the
end of this decade and beyond. The development of
tidal technologies will be in the 2020s.
In terms of the pressure on us to replace a great deal
of the plant that is coming out of commission, we lose
a third of our coal in the next few years and much of
the rest by the end of the decade, and most of our
nuclear by the end of the decade. In terms of the new
generation capacity that is there, gas has to have a role
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to play in that. We also have to look at—this is not a
planning issue so much; it’s a policy issue—how we
decarbonise that by the 2030s. We have a short-term
need to secure new gas generating capacity, but we
have to look at that at the same time in terms of how
one might drive forward decarbonising it in due
course. That’s why we’re also looking, for example,
at CCS on gas as part of the pilot projects.

Q60 Dr Whitehead: You’ve perhaps gone beyond
the question of there being a need for some new gas
towards the fact that most of the balance of the
required additional capacity could well come from
gas. You specifically made reference in NPS 1 to a
balance of 18 GW coming from non-renewable
capacity, which, for reasons I’ve outlined, could well
be almost entirely gas. The suggestion that those 18
GW might come from other things is a function of the
time scale as to when those other things might come
on stream. The default in those circumstances may
well be gas, and there doesn’t appear to be any
mechanism in this document, bearing in mind what
you have said about decarbonisation, easily to
overcome that—
Charles Hendry: But one has to separate, then, the
two parts of the policy. This is about planning rules;
this is about what is permitted to be built. Alongside
it, though, one would be looking at how one charges
for carbon, so the Treasury-led consultation that takes
place shortly on putting in a carbon tax—a carbon
floor price—will be part of that process. We’ll be
doing work alongside that, looking at how one
incentivises investment in low-carbon technologies
more generally and looking at a range of options for
how that should happen.
No one is going to be committing at this stage to
investing in new gas plant until they know the
financial circumstances. That’s the other part of this
programme, which we start to consult on in the next
few weeks. Yes, a great deal has been consented, but
from the contact that I have with the energy
companies, I would say that those investments are far
from certain. Under the regime that we inherited, the
default mechanism would be gas, without any doubt,
but what we are saying is that if we’re going to
encourage investment more generally in low-carbon
technologies, a different financial structure is going to
be necessary as well.

Q61 Dr Whitehead: But meanwhile you’ve changed
the projections for gas demand in this document.
Charles Hendry: Based on the most up-to-date figures
available to us.

Q62 Dr Whitehead: So is it your view, bearing in
mind those changing views on gas demand, that these
NPSs would need to be kept up to date?
Charles Hendry: We will constantly have to keep up
to date the estimates for where we think gas demand
is going to go. In terms of energy security, if we are
going to be increasingly dependent on imported gas—
the expectation is that we will be and that 65 to 75%
of our gas by 2020 could be imported—that means
we have to have assurances about what storage, what
pipeline infrastructure, and what LNG infrastructure

will be necessary. While we’re not saying that is
necessarily our desired outcome, what we should be
saying is that, if that is the outcome in terms of how
much gas does end up coming into the system, how
do we ensure that we have the security-of-supply side
covered as well?

Q63 Dr Whitehead: But doesn’t this, in cumulation,
simply disappoint, frankly, the recommendation of the
Committee on Climate Change that the power sector
should be substantially decarbonised by 2030, unless,
as you say, there is perhaps a very high level of CCS
applied to gas in the run-up to that period?
Charles Hendry: I think we would expect the system
to be substantially decarbonised by 2030. I think that
if people were investing in a new gas plant now, they
would undoubtedly in the next 20 years recoup the
investment that they have made many times over.
After 2030, I think the Committee on Climate Change
would envisage some of them to be either retrofitted
with carbon capture technology at that time or used as
a peaking plant, which will still be an important part
of the mix. We will still need that on cold winter days
or to provide back-up for renewables. So they will
have a continuing role.
Dr Whitehead: Unabated peaking plants?
Charles Hendry: Looking at gas, they still have a
limited number of operating hours when it can
contribute to that process.

Q64 Chair: Can I just pursue this point? You referred
to a substantial increase in electricity requirements
after 2025 because of heat, and electric vehicles, and
we all understand that. Then you said that people
investing in new gas capacity will have recouped their
investment by the time it is necessary to substantially
decarbonise the generation process. I am not quite
sure how those fit together, because some of this new
gas capacity is not going to be built in the next couple
of years, but in the latter part of the coming decade.
We still have no certainty that CCS is going to work
on a commercial basis. So you could have a huge
amount of gas capacity built between 2015 and 2020
that becomes unusable after 2030.
Charles Hendry: And that is exactly the discussion
that we will be having around the emissions
performance standard—about how it should be
implemented, whether it should be on coal or on gas
as well and whether there should be a requirement to
retrofit. Those are exactly the areas that we need to
explore. If people do not have the certainty, it is very
hard to see how they will secure an investment
decision. They need to understand what the long-term
environmental requirements will be.

Q65 Chair: Substantially decarbonising means
getting the emissions per kilowatt down to about 60
or 70, doesn’t it?
Charles Hendry: In terms of the initial drive, the EPS
has been clearly looking towards coal, particularly
unabated coal, and saying, “We don’t believe that
there’s a future for unabated coal in this country at
all.” It is then about looking at whether that should be
applied to gas in due course. An alternative to that—
the Committee on Climate Change has been exploring



This
 is 

an
 em

ba
rgo

ed
 ad

va
nc

e c
op

y. 

Not 
to 

be
 pu

bli
she

d i
n a

ny
 fo

rm
 

be
for

e e
mba

rgo
 tim

e. 
See 

att
ach

ed
 Pres

s 

no
tic

e f
or 

em
ba

rgo
 de

tai
ls 

cobber Pack: U PL: COE1 [E] Processed: [05-01-2011 15:37] Job: 007817 Unit: PG01
Source: /MILES/PKU/INPUT/007817/007817_o001_Corrected EnCC 30 November 10.xml

Ev 10 Energy and Climate Change Committee: Evidence

30 November 2010 Charles Hendry MP, Hergen Haye and Anne Stuart

this—is asking whether the plant can be used for a
number of operating hours, so it is there to provide
back-up capacity rather than having to build a new
plant that will not be used on a full-time basis. But at
the same time, if you look at what has happened with
the large combustion plant directive, where there was
a very clear end date by which plants have to comply
with certain emission standards, the company has to
decide whether there is enough life left in the plant to
justify retrofitting it with the FGD technology to meet
the emissions level. Those same commercial decisions
will need to be made. But I absolutely accept that until
there is clarity in this area, it is hard for businesses to
make a commercial decision on the right way forward.

Q66 Chair: I think the clarity needed is whether the
Government are serious about achieving the objective.
The sums just don’t add up. If you say you’ve got to
get down to average emissions of 70 per kilowatt hour
by 2030, and unabated gas is about 400 to 500, there
could hardly be any role, apart from a tiny bit of peak
demand, for unabated gas. A company that is thinking
of building after 2015 is not going to convince
investment. The anxiety that we have is that the
challenge is much more urgent than what the policy
is capable of delivering at the moment.
Charles Hendry: I don’t agree with that. We have
been putting in place the most substantial reform of
the market in 30 years. We believe that the existing
system simply would not attract investment. What we
don’t know at this stage is where the investment will
be coming through, but we believe that the United
Kingdom is now one of the most interesting places in
the world for new nuclear. One can look at the
companies keen to build here and without subsidy, and
we hope that that is going to be a key part of the mix
going forward.
We have committed £1 billion to CCS, which is more
than any Government anywhere in the world have
committed to a single plant, and I think that shows
that we are determined to lead in that technology. We
have extremely ambitious plans for renewables, and
we’re looking at the right financial structure to drive
forward the development of offshore wind, biomass,
any other renewable technologies and further
development of onshore wind.
We also recognise that there is a need for gas in that
mix. Gas has often been the missing part of the energy
narrative. The typical emissions level of a new
supercritical gas power station—an IGCC—would be
350 grams per kilowatt hour. Clearly, with carbon
capture and storage, that can be brought down
significantly further. Advancing technology will bring
improvements as well. But we are certainly within this
20-year window. There is no doubt that, given the
much lower capital costs of investing in gas and other
alternative technologies, people can recoup the cost
over that 20-year period. By the spring of next year,
at the end of the EMR process, which will set out the
whole of the future funding strategy and will also look
at the emissions performance standard, people will
have complete clarity on what the market is going be
like looking forward.

Q67 Chair: And that is coming out on 16 December.

Charles Hendry: It is coming out before Christmas.

Q68 Barry Gardiner: Minister, are you a supporter
of AV?
Charles Hendry: Of the alternative vote? No, I’m not.

Q69 Barry Gardiner: So why are you going for it
when it relates to gas? Gas is the AV strategy here,
isn’t it? It’s everybody’s second best. It doesn’t
achieve the carbon savings that we need. What you
are doing here, by adopting this strategy, is pursuing
a route that you think is likely, but you only think that
it is likely because you are not prepared to give clear
policy signals on nuclear as a Government, because
of the political problems that you have as a
Government, over it. It was very interesting to hear
the CBI stressing today that they need much clearer
signals from the Government on nuclear in order to
get over this problem.
Charles Hendry: I find that absolutely extraordinary.
I can go into the AV system and why I am not a fan
of it, but the Chairman may think that that was a
slight diversion.
In terms of what we have done on nuclear, we have
re-consulted on the national policy statements, which
we accepted from the previous regime, and which had
not been as robust as they needed to be. That is a key
step forward. We have taken a process of regulatory
justification through the House. Bizarrely, that was
opposed by the shadow Business Secretary, the
shadow Chancellor and the shadow Education
Secretary, who actually opposed, in one of the biggest
votes—500-plus to under 100—the regulatory
justification process. That was a key legal milestone
as part of that process. We have looked at the nature
of subsidy. We have defined what that would be, and
industry is happy with that. We are much more
urgently taking forward how one assesses the full
lifetime cost of dealing with nuclear waste and spent
fuel, and doing that in a way that industry is content
with. We are looking at the whole process of a carbon
floor price, which industry has told us is important.
We are looking at other financial drivers to support
investment in low-carbon technologies.
When you look at that in the context of seven months
in government, it is an enormous amount of progress
on nuclear. Nobody can look at this Government and
say that we have not been driving forward that
agenda, to the extent that I think that we are the most
exciting place in Europe, and probably one of the
most exciting places in the world, for new-build
nuclear.
That is one part of the strategy. We are also taking
forward policies to make it more attractive to invest
in renewables and to invest in coal with carbon
capture, but we still see that there is going to be a
need for new gas as part of that process. Investors are
keen to do it, but they need to understand what the
market system is. We have had seven months to start
putting that in place. It is a shame it wasn’t done years
ago, but, nevertheless, we are doing it now.

Q70 Dr Whitehead: So, on the basis of that
argument, what proportion of the balance of 18 GW to
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come from non-renewable capacity would you think
would come from new nuclear?
Charles Hendry: We, in this process, have identified
sites that would allow for 16 GW of nuclear.

Q71 Dr Whitehead: Sixteen out of the 18 by 2025?
Charles Hendry: But look at that not just in terms of
what the need is for 2025; one has to look at the
greater electricity demand that is going to be in the
system as we electrify the transportation system and
the heating system moving forward from that.

Q72 Dr Whitehead: To be clear, a strategic view
would be that, out of that balance of 18 GW, 90%
would come from nuclear by 2025.
Charles Hendry: The 18 GW doesn’t take account of
what is fully under construction at the moment, but,
in terms of the way that we are looking to take this
forward, we believe that there is interest in building
16 GW of nuclear power. That is what the potential
investors have told us. We believe that that is an
important part of the balance going forward. We
believe that coal with carbon capture will be a modest
part of that by the earlier 2020s, but we want to see
that moving forward thereafter. One shouldn’t just see
this as 2025; this is for what our electricity need is
going to be up to 2050, and so 16 GW of nuclear
coming through over that time scale would go
towards that.

Q73 Dr Whitehead: That’s about two nuclear power
stations every year from 2018 to 2025.
Charles Hendry: That is what those in industry say
they are keen to invest in and build, in order to give
us a balanced portfolio.

Q74 John Robertson: Minister, it is not often that
you and I agree on things, but we do agree with each
other about nuclear, which is an interest of mine as
chair of the all-party group on nuclear energy. I want
to jog your memory a little. You used to sit in the seat
where Barry Gardiner is sitting today, and we were
talking about gas and CCS. You were vehemently
fighting for the trial periods—gas being one of them.
We know that the first one is on coal, but the other
three have not yet been given out. What are you doing
to ensure that one of them will be about gas?
Charles Hendry: We’ve announced that we are keen
for gas to be part of the project. We did a market-
sounding exercise to see the sort of projects that
industry was interested in investing in. What came
through clearly was a strong interest in gas and in
some pre-combustion facilities, and a great interest in
greater collaboration between companies than was
allowed on project one. Therefore, we have opened up
the competition for the next project to gas as well.

Q75 John Robertson: Let me raise something that I
raised last week with your Department, which I
imagine you were told you about. I have heard
complaints from companies that are involved with the
project in Scotland saying that feet are being dragged
at the moment, and that the No. 1 trial is behind
schedule. Is that true? If so, what is happening with

the other three projects? How far behind schedule
are they?
Charles Hendry: The competitions are completely
separate. In the first competition we are down to one
company, Scottish Power at Longannet. It is in
discussions with the Government about how it would
use the £1 billion to deliver the outcome that we are
keen to have. There is a feed process looking at the
actual costs, structures and technologies involved. It
was keen to continue that work, which will go through
to the spring. Therefore, we are looking to see how we
can secure closure on that competition. The additional
competition will be for three further plants. We will
shortly be announcing exactly what the criteria for
those will be, and stating whether we will announce
that all in one go and look for different applications
for different types of projects to come through.

Q76 John Robertson: Do you have a timeline for
each one of those projects?
Charles Hendry: We are looking for the Longannet
one to be operational by 2014 to 2015, which is what
Scottish Power tells us it believes it can deliver. The
others would depend on the technology. They will
predominantly be new build plant. If it is a full-scale
coal plant with carbon capture and storage, that will
realistically happen in 2017 or 2018. If it is a pre-
combustion facility, it could be much quicker.

Q77 John Robertson: Let me jog your memory once
again. The document I have in front of me is the
Energy and Climate Change Committee’s proposal
third report. Funnily enough, your name is on it. You
were very happy to go along with the fact that we
wanted to listen to the Committee on Climate Change
and make it part of the process. Why have you
changed your mind?
Charles Hendry: We haven’t. We asked for its advice.
It said that gas should be part of the process and we
responded by saying, “We’ll make it part of the
process.” That is listening very carefully.

Q78 John Robertson: Let me rephrase that. You’ve
disregarded the recommendations.
Charles Hendry: In what respect?

Q79 John Robertson: Let me see what is written
here. The question I was to ask you was: why did you
choose to disregard the Committee’s
recommendations concerning the possible role that the
Committee on Climate Change could play in guiding
the consent and review processes for national
significance in energy infrastructure projects?
Charles Hendry: Because, as I was explaining earlier,
this is about the planning process and not about the
sustainability and the low-carbon aspects. We worked
very closely with the Committee on Climate Change,
and ensured that we asked it for appropriate
recommendations. We took very close advice in
relation to how we should be decarbonising the
economy. That is separate from the planning process.
We believe that the Government should be setting the
sustainability criteria. That is a matter for Government
policy, and there should be a separate process to guide
that planning process.
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Q80 John Robertson: But do you take regard of
what the Committee says?
Charles Hendry: Certainly—we’ve asked it whether
the 2020 renewables objectives are reasonable and
whether we could even aspire to go further. Members
of the Committee came back and said they believe
that they are about right. We have asked them to do
further work for us, which will include
recommendations on planning systems.

Q81 John Robertson: Okay. Why did you reject the
Committee’s recommendation on a hierarchy of
technologies to guide the implementation of the
NPSs?
Charles Hendry: We don’t believe that it is right for
the Government to specify exactly what we want in
each area. That would be the only way that one could
deliver that hierarchy. We do want new nuclear and
we want coal with carbon capture. We do want
renewables. We don’t yet know what each of those
technologies can deliver. We don’t know which
industries and markets will come forward as bids are
made for new generation capacity. The one thing that
we do know for certain is that, if we say we want this
much, they will come back to us and say, “Well, if
you want that much, you’ll have to pay more for it.”

Q82 John Robertson: That is exactly what you said
to Alan Whitehead in relation to the energy production
required from nuclear. You told us about 18 GW, 16
of which are going to nuclear. You are, therefore,
putting them in a position where they must deliver.
Charles Hendry: We’ve identified sites and industry
we believe are appropriate for new nuclear
investment. We have taken some sites in Cumbria off
the list, which we felt were inappropriate for new
nuclear investment, but other sites could come
forward. It is not an exclusive list. If people want to
come forward with an application to build a new
nuclear facility on a site not on that list, they are
entirely free to do so. It is more challenging to do so
than on a site that has been approved by the
Government as being site-appropriate. We are not
saying that we are committed to 16 GW of nuclear,
but this process has identified sites.

Q83 John Robertson: So would I be right to assume
that it is a minimum of 16 GW?
Hergen Haye: In the sites that we have identified, we
were guided by the possibility in terms of what can
be constructed. More importantly, we were also
guided by what industry is saying it would like to
invest in. Collectively, the three consortiums identified
some 16 GW of new-build nuclear. That is their plan,
but that is not to say that it will happen. There are
many drivers that will influence their investment
decisions. As you know, it is an extensive and
expensive process to build nuclear plants, so we can
only rely on what industry has announced so far. We
want to make it possible, but we don’t know whether
it will be 16, or more or less. As the Minister has
said, it is for energy policy to determine whether there
should be the possibility, through planning, for the
IPC not to reject another technology that makes an
application.

Q84 John Robertson: In that case, what’s plan B?
What happens if they don’t get to 18? What happens
if it’s 14 or 12? What are you going to do?
Charles Hendry: There is flexibility in the system, but
we are in a situation in which we face a mountain
to climb, because of the failure to secure adequate
investment in the past. It has been clear for some years
what is coming out of commission, and it would have
been better if more was under construction now. You
and I would agree that the five-year moratorium on
nuclear was unhelpful to that process. We have to start
from the position that we are in, and we have to be
realistic and put in place a financial structure that we
believe will attract investment in a whole range of
technologies. We have to recognise that this is not the
best place to have started from, and it would have
been better if we didn’t have to climb up such a cliff.

Q85 Chair: Some of these nuclear sites may have
two or three plants on them?
Charles Hendry: Yes. Absolutely.

Q86 Laura Sandys: I want to pursue the issue about
the Committee on Climate Change, because it is not
even being made a statutory consultee on the NPSs.
Anne Stuart: The Committee on Climate Change is a
statutory consultee on the NPSs, but it is not a
statutory consultee on individual applications. So it
has been invited, and it has made some helpful
comments on the NPSs themselves. We are not
proposing that the IPC should consult it on every
individual application that comes in, because, as the
Minister has said, that is more a matter of individual
planning decisions than the policy area in which it
would normally be involved. That doesn’t mean that,
if it had strong feelings about a particular application,
they couldn’t put forward views and that those views
wouldn’t be listened to very carefully, but we
wouldn’t expect it to do that in every case.

Q87 Laura Sandys: The issue is that we have many
different objectives and the planning process is meant
to deliver those objectives, one of which is our carbon
targets. So in many ways it seems strange that, as an
adviser to Government and as an independent body, it
is not part of that debate, because climate change is
as much a security risk and should be as much a part
of this process as the energy security and energy
generation aspect. Would you reconsider that?
Charles Hendry: On individual planning applications,
I think we would completely overload them if, every
time that there was an application for a wind farm, a
grid connection, a gas plant or whatever it happens to
be, they were formally consulted.

Q88 Laura Sandys: So they’ve actually said they
don’t want to be?
Charles Hendry: I don’t know whether they’ve
formally said they don’t want to be, but our view is
that the role which they can most constructively play
is in overall strategic policy for how we move towards
a low-carbon society, decarbonise and meet the 2050
and 2020 targets. We think that there are other policy
drivers which help to deliver that. We know that there
are legally binding targets on us for 2020 and 2050,
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and therefore the policy drivers which we’ve put in
place are geared towards that. We don’t need to
consult on every individual application along the way.

Q89 Laura Sandys: And the proposals that you’ve
put forward, they’ve come back positively? They feel
that these will drive investment in the right direction?
Charles Hendry: They’re supportive of the work here,
and they’re also supportive—they’ll be producing
their own report, I think, in the next few days—of
looking at the market reform mechanisms and exactly
what is necessary to stimulate new investment in
these technologies.

Q90 Dan Byles: Minister, you’ve said quite clearly
that there is no place for unabated coal. Would it be
fair to say that if CCS turns out to be economically
and technically not feasible, we will see an end to
coal-fired energy production in the UK?
Charles Hendry: There is no future for coal without
carbon capture in this country. The technology is
taking this forward to try and ensure that we develop
appropriate technologies that allow coal to be part of
the mix.

Q91 Dan Byles: But that’s still assuming that CCS
will work, which is not a given. I think that’s why
we’re investing £1 billion in seeing whether it does
work, but it’s still the case at the moment that there is
no commercial CCS coal-fired power station working
anywhere in the world.
Charles Hendry: Absolutely. There are projects that
do individual elements of it, and the challenge now is
to bring those together. We don’t see any
technological or technical reason why that shouldn’t
be possible. The key element, therefore, is going to be
at what cost we can deliver that.

Q92 Dan Byles: Exactly. Is it economically feasible
and not just technically feasible? Would you be
comfortable presiding over the end of coal-fired
energy production in the UK, from an energy security
point of view, if that’s the outcome if CCS does not
turn out to be feasible?
Charles Hendry: I think that’s why we have to have
a broad mix of technologies coming forward. Each
technology has its own contribution, which it makes
in a different way. Nuclear, by definition, is base load.
One doesn’t want to be turning it on and off; one
wants it to be running 24 hours a day, seven days a
week. Renewables, inevitably, are going to be
flexible—that’s an inherent part of the process.
Therefore one needs some balancing technology,
which can be coal—but clean coal—gas or biomass,
which have the variability elements. One has to look
at the whole range.
That is also why we’re looking at other areas in terms
of how one gets additional back-up capacity:
interconnectors to Norway or elsewhere in Europe.
We’re looking at how we work with other countries,
and an all-islands approach around the UK to free up
resources that could otherwise be stranded. We’re
looking in a more holistic way than perhaps has
happened before at how we make sure that we have
enough supply to meet the demand.

Q93 Dan Byles: I’m still nibbling away at plan B. I
know we’ve asked you before, but what if CCS
doesn’t work? It seems to me that we’re betting a huge
amount on CCS working. Do you think that the
emissions performance scheme will be flexible
enough to cope if CCS doesn’t turn out to be
economically feasible for coal or for gas? It seems to
me that gas or coal—or something—has to be in the
mix. As you said, we can’t survive with nuclear and
renewables alone; it simply won’t work. If we’re
basically saying that unabated gas is going to be used
only for peak production—if that’s the only scenario
in which you’d consider that continuing—if CCS
doesn’t work, we have a problem, don’t we?
Charles Hendry: We don’t have a problem on our
own; this is a global problem. If one looks forward
to 2050, hydrocarbons—coal and gas—will still be a
critical part of the world’s energy infrastructure.
That’s why there is so much work going on around
the world to try to make sure that CCS does work and
is made affordable. It’s encouraging that countries
such as China are putting an enormous amount of
resource into this area as well, because it is clearly
one of the countries in which it can make the most
significant difference.
We are absolutely committed to making sure this
works. We’re committed to being a global leader in
the technology and we will put everything that we can
into ensuring that it does work and that it’s something
that Britain gains out of commercially as well. We
don’t start off from a position of saying, “What if we
fail?”, because that tends to increase the prospect that
you will fail. We’re starting off with a determination
to succeed.

Q94 Dan Byles: But I don’t think it’s unreasonable
to suggest that there should be some contingency
planning in case we do fail. We’ve asked you and the
Secretary of State, “What is the plan B if CCS doesn’t
work?” The answer continually comes back, “It must
work.”
Charles Hendry: We are putting a great deal of
resource into making sure it does work, but the plan
B can be a range of alternatives. It could be biomass,
which has the same flexibility that coal can have but
is obviously a sustainable resource. It could be gas. It
could be much greater use of pump storage. For
example, our chief scientist has identified 13 pairs of
Scottish lochs where you can use cheap electricity to
pump up to the higher loch and then release the
power—a huge amount of capacity at a few seconds’
notice—and therefore compensate for some of the
variations that would otherwise be there.
We don’t see an individual element that would be the
plan B, but we are certainly looking broadly across
the whole of the energy spectrum to ensure that if
any particular element doesn’t happen—that could be
nuclear, carbon capture or a large roll-out of
renewables—there are other technologies that can
come in to take up the slack.

Q95 Dan Byles: If the individual CCS plants do turn
out to be feasible, we’re also going to require some
sort of CO2 transportation network or grid. At the
moment there is no NPS covering CO2 pipelines or
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CO2 transportation. Do you anticipate bringing
forward one to cover that some time soon?
Charles Hendry: Under the current system, the IPC
would make a recommendation on a CO2 pipeline as
part of the planning process more generally. We’ve
taken the view that that’s one area of technology that
is not sufficiently advanced to have its own NPS at
this stage, but clearly as that technology comes
forward—and we’re looking at strategic infrastructure
of that nature because one would want to build
oversized pipelines rather than every individual
facility having the same pipeline connection—we’ll
need to review whether an NPS of its own would be
important to deliver that.

Q96 Dan Byles: And would that include offshore
CO2 transmission as well as onshore CO2 pipelines?
Charles Hendry: It would include both.
Anne Stuart: Offshore pipelines would be under a
different planning regime, because unless the localism
Bill changes the current IPC Planning Act regime—I
suppose it’s possible—it will not cover the offshore
element of the pipe, which is one of the things that
we’re still working out to make sure that things go
smoothly.

Q97 Chair: When you say that there’ll be a global
problem if we can’t make the CCS technology work
at scale, that is clearly true, but of course it’s a global
problem that’s a lot more painful for some countries
than others. We don’t need to look very far to see that
the difficulties that they will have in France under that
eventuality will be much fewer than ours.
Charles Hendry: Without doubt. Individual countries
have chosen their different energy paths over decades.

Q98 Chair: And we could still do so. If we chose to,
we could still decarbonise our electricity generation
by 2030 without having to rely on CCS.
Charles Hendry: By pursuing a more aggressive
nuclear approach.
Chair: Exactly.
Charles Hendry: I think that there’s also a technical
capability for delivering. If one looks at the fact that
by 2023 all of our nuclear plants except Sizewell B
are due to have closed, the initial plants will simply
be replacing capacity that is coming out of the system,
and it won’t be until well into the 2020s that one
potentially starts to add to that. There is a physical
speed at which this can be done. I think that most
people look at the plans for new nuclear in this
country and think that they are extremely ambitious.
It will therefore be challenging to achieve them, let
along to go much further.

Q99 Chair: But what we’re saying is that you can’t
build enough new nuclear in 20 years, even though
there is an established technology that is widely used
in other countries, but somehow, magically, we’re
spending £1 billion researching a technology that no
one in the whole world has ever made to work, and
it’s going to be so successful that in the space of about
five or six years after we’ve suddenly discovered it
that we’re going to be able to do all we need to do. If
a business adopted that sort of strategy, and said that

it was going to bet the farm—the whole business—on
the possibility that its research works and that it was
going to ignore proven technology, it would be
shelved and the City would sell the shares.
Charles Hendry: That’s exactly why we’re not putting
all our eggs in one basket. That’s why we’re taking a
broad approach to different technologies. If we aren’t
doing the work on CCS, other countries will take it
forward. We might well end up applying it in any
case. We have a fantastic opportunity in this country
because we have some of the best sequestration sites
in the world. We’ve got people who are used to
working in those conditions. We’ve got an oil and gas
industry that can play a very important part in making
it happen offshore. We do have a real opportunity to
lead in that area. If we don’t do it, I think that some
others will take it forward and we will end up having
to buy the technology in.
But we’re not saying that it should be only CCS;
we’re saying that CCS is part of the equation. We
want it to work, but nuclear should be part of the
equation, renewables should be part of the equation,
and the Government should not be saying, “We’re
ruling out technologies that at this stage offer a great
deal of promise.”

Q100 Sir Robert Smith: I declare my entry in the
Register of Members’ Financial Interests as a
shareholder in Shell. Do the French have a strategy
for replacing all their nuclear in time and at a cost that
we could afford?
Charles Hendry: You might have to ask the French
Energy Minister to answer that question. Clearly,
taking account of the life span of a nuclear power
plant—they started this programme 30 years ago—
they have significant opportunities looking forward.

Q101 Sir Robert Smith: For plan A to work, it
doesn’t just need a good planning regime; it is the
Department and partners coming up with the
competition. How is the Department taking forward
the regulatory regime so that people know how they
are going to have to operate if they are successful?
Charles Hendry: For CCS?
Sir Robert Smith: Yes.
Charles Hendry: We have set up a CCS development
forum, which is based very much on the nuclear
development forum, to look at where the barriers to
investment are and to bring together the key players
in the industry from the oil and gas side, the generator
side and the people who might be involved in the
carrying of the CO2. They are looking, therefore, at
where they see the barriers. We are consulting on
whether that approach should be done through a
regulated Government monopoly—for example a new
carbon management authority—or whether one can
leave it to a more flexible system. We are looking
at exactly those issues for what will be necessary to
encourage investment to go forward more generally.

Q102 Sir Robert Smith: One final thing. Coal can
be flexible at the moment, but if it is post-combustion
CCS, my understanding is that that makes it a pretty
base load-type operation, because, for a CCS plant to
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operate, it has to be operated in a fairly consistent
fashion. It is not a flexible response.
Charles Hendry: Its flexibility is diminished. It uses
a great deal of its output—perhaps a quarter—to run
the plant itself. Once it starts to operate, a great deal
of extra output is required to get the CCS plant
operational as well. It is not an absolutely smooth
transition and process in that respect. I think one
might also need to look at that system and say that
there may be times of peak demand when one would
want every single element of output going into the
national grid. Therefore, one would say that the CCS
facility should be switched off in that period because
it would seem to be counter-productive to energy
security needs otherwise.

Q103 Laura Sandys: Moving a little away from
planning structures and so on, when we start looking
at energy security, your response to Alan’s point was
that more than 60% of gas will be imported. We have
serious exposure to a world that looks relatively
insecure in many ways in which we are going to be
importing 35% of LNG and where trade groups are
starting to become a little more vulnerable with piracy.
Who is doing the cost analysis of that insecurity, and
is the National Security Council also looking at the
risks that we face? Ultimately, a Government have to
keep the lights on, and if we end up in a situation in
which certain politicised Governments are selling us
energy, we will be very vulnerable. In many ways, I
come back to the Chair’s point that there are tested
technologies that can deliver—particularly nuclear.
We are exposing ourselves to a period of risk when
the politicisation of energy is increasing.
Charles Hendry: But we also have to recognise the
time scale involved in building a new plant. If the
go-ahead was given tomorrow morning, with the full
planning process approved, it would still take six
years to build a new nuclear plant. Most of the others
don’t have their investment packages ready and do not
have board approval. EDF at Hinkley Point C would
hope to be on power by the end of the decade—
2017–18—and others would follow quite quickly after
that, but there is no possibility of doing anything
before that time. The businesses involved simply
cannot make it happen.

Q104 Laura Sandys: What is the risk profile
between now and 2030 of being exposed to that
amount of imported energy from countries that might
use it in a political fashion, or certainly with
financial leverage?
Charles Hendry: We need to take different responses
to address the energy security issue, which you quite
rightly highlighted. I have given licences for new gas
storage facilities that would double our national gas
storage. One of those hasn’t yet got the final
investment decision, but they will be significant
infrastructure investments.
In answer to your question, the National Security
Council does look at this and the Secretary of State is
a permanent member of the National Security
Council. Part of its remit is to look at our critical
national infrastructure and to make sure that is well
protected and well looked after. We are taking

measures in the energy Bill coming through this
winter that will put a much greater obligation on the
gas suppliers to ensure that they have adequate supply
to meet the demand that is there, with punitive charges
if they fail to do so. We believe that that will drive
additional investment in storage, pipelines and LNG
facilities. What we are trying to do is to respond to
the threat that is out there of greater gas imports
coming from a wider range of countries.
Norway will still be our most important trading
partner. I’ve had contact and discussions with my
Norwegian counterpart to find out whether we can
encourage them to build a new pipeline to the United
Kingdom. We are looking at how we can share in
those different aspects. I am going to Qatar in a
week’s time to make sure that they understand our
need for the tankers to continue to come to Milford
Haven, rather than going elsewhere around the world.
If there is a silver lining in the issue, it is the fact that
we are doing this at a time when the outlook for gas
is benign. We are finding that the development of
shale gas in the United States has completely stopped
their imports of LNG gas. The gas price has been
relatively low—it is spiking at the moment, but it has
been relatively low—and we are therefore moving
into a period of fairly plentiful gas, but that will not
make us complacent. We will be driving forward
measures to enhance our gas security.

Q105 Barry Gardiner: Given the winter
supplementary estimates, I just want to take the
opportunity to ask the Minister, while he is here, what
he feels about the £52.5 million increase due to the
British energy liabilities provision, compared with the
main estimate earlier this year? Does the Minister
want to comment on that for us?
Charles Hendry: We have looked at the national
policy statements and said that there are aspects of
the waste issue that they should look at more fully,
particularly the interim waste management on site as
opposed to the deep geological disposal facility. We
believe that there is a moral imperative on the
Government both to carry forward decommissioning
and to look at a longer-term solution for waste
management in due course. We are taking forward the
voluntarist approach for a geological disposal facility.
There is a nuclear liabilities fund to assist that. The
cost of the new waste that would be contributed by the
new plant would be covered fully by the companies
responsible for creating it.

Q106 Barry Gardiner: My question related to the
winter supplementary estimates, and the increased call
that you have had of £52.5 million in relation to those
liabilities provisions for British Energy. That seems to
be a rather large hike since March this year, and it
really demands some explanation as to why it was got
so badly wrong before by those who were doing the
estimating for the Department, or what has happened
in the interim to cause such a large hike.
Charles Hendry: I am very happy to write to you
about that in more detail. It is slightly outside the
scope of this hearing.
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Chair: More than slightly. By all means, write to us
about that, but I think I’d rather stick to what we’ve
got as we are running out of time.

Q107 Christopher Pincher: If I may drag you back
to gas, Minister? We have gone over it quite
considerably in the past half an hour or so, but you
mentioned that we are looking to double our gas
storage facility. Does that mean that we’re going to
double it to two days’ worth of storage capacity? In
answer to a parliamentary question, in the past 12
months we have had as little as one day’s worth of
demand stored. What do we anticipate to be the
minimum threshold of stored gas?
Charles Hendry: We see gas storage as one of the
elements; we don’t see it as the only one. We have
storage capacity for 15 or 16 days’ worth of gas
supply at peak winter demand. If that were doubled,
at the lowest point it shouldn’t come down to two
days’ worth of gas—as one would expect in the
middle of the winter, it comes down relatively
significantly, but it doesn’t come down to those
margins that I think we all feel are much too close for
comfort. As I have said, we see gas storage as one of
the elements, but we want to secure other pipeline
connections, LNG facilities, more interruptible
contracts and more long-term contracts on pipelines—
all have a role to play. Our view is that the
Government haven’t played a sufficiently strategic
role in looking at the gas outlook in the past, and
therefore what we should be doing is being much
more engaged in securing those long-term contracts.
If that is with Norway, or with Qatar, we believe that
is an extremely secure arrangement. There are areas
where we think Government can play a useful role,
but at the end of the day storage is part of it but it is
not the only part of it.

Q108 Christopher Pincher: But if we were to have
32 days’ worth of storage, we would still have far
less storage than, say, Germany, France or the United
States. Why is that?
Charles Hendry: But one also has to look at the extent
to which they are import-dependent. Germany is
almost exclusively dependent on Russian gas. It has
imported Russian gas for 30-something years, and has
never had an interruption in that process right the way
through the Cold War. It has a very different situation
from ours.
Clearly, the French use of gas is massively lower than
ours, because 80% of French electricity comes from
nuclear and much of the rest comes from hydro. So
gas is not used for generation but it is used for
domestic and industry use. The totality, therefore, of
French gas storage is very different in terms of the
degree of usage.

Q109 Christopher Pincher: But they rely much
more on nuclear, and you’re suggesting that we rely
on a mixed supply. You have been very clear that you
are going to invest and put a great deal of effort into
making sure that CCS works, but, as we have heard,
it might not. We are investing quite laudably in
renewables, largely in wind power, which of course is
intermittent. If we are going to rebuild our nuclear

capability, that is going to take time; you have said
six years. So there is going to be an interregnum, and
there is, therefore, going to be a reliance on gas. I just
wonder whether you are putting enough emphasis in
the NPS on gas storage.
Charles Hendry: We are putting the emphasis through
other rivals. I think the most significant change is the
one in the energy security and green economy Bill,
which will put a much greater obligation on gas
companies to ensure they have enough gas to meet
demand. Again, the NPSs are about the right planning
process—the new gas storage facilities and parts of
the gas network—but what we are looking at
separately is how we really, truly address this issue of
gas security. As we move towards being increasingly
dependent on imported gas, we have to do much more
than has been the case in the past to secure those
supplies.
At the end of the day, this is left to business. I don’t
ultimately want this to be run by Government, and for
me to go into the office every morning and think,
“How much gas do I buy or sell today?” I am sure
that would quite quickly end in tears. Therefore, we
want to encourage the market to operate in this area,
but to do so within a much clearer framework set by
Government.

Q110 Christopher Pincher: In terms of transmission
of gas to where it will be used in the power stations,
are you confident that we have those stations; that we
are building more of them in the right place; and that
the infrastructure to transmit it is there? I read that the
estimate of investment required in the next eight years
is some £32 billion. Do you think that is an accurate
sum?
Charles Hendry: I think the £32 billion is the
National Grid’s assessment of what is necessary for
infrastructure in both electricity and the gas network.
We certainly have no reason to dispute those figures.
There must be more interconnections, and one of the
very positive roles the European Union is playing in
this respect is actually looking at the role of
interconnectors to give security to member states. We
are working very closely with it in that work, which
is very productive. It will be a key issue for the Heads
of Government when they meet to discuss energy
issues in February. It is about not only looking within
the United Kingdom, but how one looks
internationally at the role of interconnectors.

Q111 Christopher Pincher: And does that figure
include the cost of mitigation of effect? We have a
localism agenda too, and we do not want to disrupt
beautiful rural parts of our countryside. Does that £32
billion include mitigation? That could cost a couple
of hundred million for sure, couldn’t it?
Charles Hendry: In terms of the electricity
infrastructure, because the gas infrastructure is
predominantly buried and the electricity infrastructure
predominantly uses pylons. I am very pleased that
some new work has been commissioned through the
Institution of Engineering and Technology to look at
the cost of undergrounding, because I receive a
significant amount of correspondence from colleagues
who are very worried about pylons in the countryside
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and the fact that they are much larger than has
historically been the case. What we need to have is a
much clearer and robust piece of science that looks at
the costs of undergrounding, because we hear great
differences. Some people say it costs four times as
much; some people say it costs 14 times as much. So,
we need a much better understanding of what the
actual costs are.

Q112 Christopher Pincher: You mentioned the role
of the EU. Are you working with our European
partners to encourage them to diversify their gas
supply so that, as Laura has suggested, it does not
come from powers that may not be quite as benign as
Norway is to us? There is a trading effect, isn’t there?
If the European lights are not switched on, that affects
us economically, regardless of whether we have an
economically safe supply of energy.
Charles Hendry: We are completely interdependent
now. The Russia-Ukraine dispute, nearly two years
ago, created great pressure in the United Kingdom,
because a great deal of our gas was shipped out
through one of the interconnectors into mainland
Europe. The role of the interconnectors is extremely
important. Part of that process is also how we get new
routes to market, and how we manage to get gas from
Russia or from central Asia, and avoid the Ukraine.
The Nord Stream pipeline, the Nabucco pipeline and
the South Stream pipeline are all part of that process.
As the European Union, we have a shared vested
interest in getting gas through a more diverse range of
routes. Liquefied natural gas is clearly part of that
process as well. We are finding that that is creating
positive discussions between the suppliers and the
users. The Russians will continue to be by far the most
predominant supplier to Germany, particularly once
Nord Stream is built. One has to live with the reality
of where the gas comes from, but to ensure that some
of the constraints that have come through territorial
disputes, such as Russia-Ukraine, do not have the
same effect in the future.

Q113 Dr Whitehead: Within NPS 5, on the
electricity networks infrastructure, there certainly
seems at first sight to be a constraint on the extent to
which it may be possible to achieve sufficient
guidance from the document to bring forward strategic
transmission capacity ahead of the projects that may
want to connect to it. The guidance is normally that
an application is based on a combined project and
infrastructure, and I think that there are only one and
a half paragraphs of alternative guidance under
particular circumstances where transmission may be
in place without a project attached to it. Do you think
that that means that the whole purpose of bringing
forward transmission capacity ahead of plant could be
thwarted by the document?
Charles Hendry: I think we were right to separate out
the two areas, and I will ask Anne to comment further
on that. There are certain areas where the National
Grid, for example, is keen to put in place the
infrastructure, not on a speculative basis, but ahead of
where the development is going to be. If it is not going
to be a particularly long project to build, the National
Grid then knows that it can get its power to market at

the end of it. But on something like a nuclear plant,
we also thought that it was clear that some of the
nuclear operators would be keen to receive consent
for their plant, and sort out the complexities over that,
separate from the National Grid connections, so
seeing them as two separate elements in that process.
Anne, perhaps you could comment further.
Anne Stuart: Certainly, it was not our aim to prevent
bringing forward effectively stand-alone headlines, if
they are needed, as you say, for a strategic thing.
Possibly, the emphasis on that aspect is more in the
EN-1 in the need case, where we are talking about the
need for the strategic routes that will pick up some of
the things that are coming off the new nuclear power
stations—not the immediate wire from the plant, but
the deep reinforcements that are necessary. We would
see that as being where the justification for the need
for the plant comes. Once you’ve said that is the need,
of course, the considerations for building a line will
be very similar whether it is connected to an
individual project or whether it is a strategic upgrade
of some kind because you will still be looking at the
landscape impacts, the impacts on ecology, the
nearness to areas of outstanding natural beauty or
whatever. So we wouldn’t see most of the pure
planning considerations as being particularly different
if the need for that line is established.

Q114 Dr Whitehead: But do you accept at the same
time that because the document prioritises joint
applications and puts very specific requirements on
stand-alone applications, that may well shape a future
centralised system, when clearly many people regard
the need for an increasingly decentralised energy grid
system as paramount in terms of the different forms
of energy that will come on to the grid?
Anne Stuart: We hope that we wouldn’t be preventing
that. Obviously we have as much of an interest as
anybody in bringing forward that new grid that we
need. I keep being told that you mustn’t talk about
smart grid. It must be smarter grid now, apparently. I
am not sure why. But we certainly are not aiming to
prevent that. It is more that there is an obvious need
to connect a nuclear power station to the grid and it
is making it clear that where there isn’t that obvious
“It’s over there, it needs to be connected to here” need,
there is still a provision for lines to come forward,
either separate to the application that has already
taken place or completely independently.

Q115 Dr Whitehead: Do you think, however, that in
terms of those considerations—the question of
strategic network strength in the new lines and the
question of the relationship with the infrastructural
plant to each other—a national spatial planning
framework is now rather important? In your response
to the last scrutiny of the previous planning
statements, you said that you were considering how
best to take forward the Government’s plans for “a
simple and consolidated national planning framework
covering all forms of development.” Is that under way
at the moment? When might we expect that work to
be complete?
Charles Hendry: A national spatial strategy for all
types of generation?
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Q116 Dr Whitehead: Yes. I am merely rehearsing
what you said.
Charles Hendry: For nuclear there clearly had to be
a spatial dimension and there were sites which were
keen to be considered and we felt that in terms of the
process moving forward it was better to have a spatial
approach for nuclear. We haven’t gone for a spatial
approach for the other technologies. We are concerned
about the blight that that might bring. If we identified
and zoned part of the country in terms of where
onshore wind would be appropriate, colleagues would
for ever be saying, “Please lift that because housing
in that area has been blighted.” We haven’t gone for
a spatial approach in that respect.

Q117 Dr Whitehead: So when you say the
Government are considering how best to take forward
their plans for “a simple and consolidated national
planning framework” your consideration has resulted
in not taking it forward?
Anne Stuart: This is the difference between what we
are doing for the energy NPSs and the fact that more
centrally Government are working on the national
planning framework. Having said that, I don’t have a
date for when that will be prepared. I know a lot of
work is going on on it. I would not expect it to be a
spatial strategy of the type we are talking about with
nuclear which says, “There are places here where you
need things. There are places there where they are not
suitable.” It is more likely to be something
overarching that would stand above the NPSs rather
than something that would add additional spatial detail
to them.

Q118 Dr Whitehead: But do you not think that the
fact that we have all this new capacity of different
kinds coming on stream over the following years—we
know offshore, for example, requires different forms
of grid connection—means that that kind of
interactive, interdependent strategy may be very
important in relating the plants to the lines and the
strength of them? Minister, you mentioned, I thought
very interestingly, the identification of a number of
lochs which we could pump water up, so they would
be sort of loch Dinorwigs. That requires new
transmission, probably in advance of that coming on
stream. That is the sort of issue which, presumably,
would be part of a strategic spatial planning
framework associated with these transmission
concerns.
Sir Robert Smith: If it was in England.
Dr Whitehead: Certainly, yes. I accept that.
Charles Hendry: Certainly it needs to be strategic.
The national grid’s estimate of the £32 billion for the
infrastructure element which is going to be necessary
starts to give an indication of the scale of the
challenge. I think we have to recognise that where we
have been generating electricity in the past is not
where we’re going to be generating it in future. Once
there were historic coal-burning facilities where the
coal resources were, or next to big industrial centres;
we’re now going to be seeing plants developed where
the new resource is available. Carbon capture and
storage will be coastal, nuclear will be coastal and
offshore, and onshore wind will clearly be where the

wind resource is best. We’re going to have to have a
different system for putting in place the grid network
which will respond to that.
I think, as part of that process, we’ve got to have a
system which appeals to investors. Investors need to
know that when they build their application, they will
be able to get their power to market, but we also has
to have a strategic overview. We don’t want to have
a situation where unnecessary collections are being
required because of short-term thinking about, for
example, where an offshore wind application comes
onshore. There’s already controversy about the
connection facility to the national grid onshore, but
also, if every single one came to shore at its closest
point, point to point, the national grid would be
required to spend billions on onshore connections
which would be extremely costly—unnecessarily so—
and extremely controversial and unpopular. Having
that strategic approach, as well, is going to be part of
that, and a wide net even further offshore, looking at
key connections to Norway and elsewhere, which I
think enhances our energy security and also provides
us with ways of backing up the demand when the
supply may not be there.

Q119 Sir Robert Smith: On the nuclear changes
you’ve made, you’re now assuming that a geological
storage and disposal facility will be available by 2130.
That still means that some of the earlier nuclear power
stations, if they go ahead, will have 110 years of
storage on site. Would you still agree that that’s not
really interim?
Charles Hendry: We have changed the approach on
this, because I think we recognise that the concept of
100 years-plus is not what most of us would consider
to be interim. We have recognised, and the national
policy statements cover the fact, that a nuclear plant
must look at the storage facilities on site. We have
reduced the time span for that based on evidence
given to us by the Nuclear Decommissioning
Authority, which now believes it doesn’t need to be
left on site to cool for as long as it had previously
suggested. Therefore, that brings that period down
from 100-plus years to perhaps 50 years for the
cooling process.
The approach which has been taken has been to
assume that all of the legacy waste would be put into
a deep geological disposal facility first, and then the
waste from the new plant would come in. Therefore,
it requires that sort of time scale to be in place to
happen. To correct you, I think our assessment is that
2040 is when it would be available if things move
forward, rather than 2030.

Q120 Sir Robert Smith: Or 2130. Which century?
Hergen Haye: The plan is that the repository will be
operational from 2040, but as the Minister said, at that
stage, it will then receive waste from existing plants.
You’re absolutely correct that under the current
timetable and given current policies, the earliest for
the repository to receive waste from new build would
be approximately 2130.
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Q121 Sir Robert Smith: For the sake of these NPSs,
for a new nuclear power station, you are looking at
2130 before you see that site losing its waste?
Charles Hendry: Indeed, which would probably be
beyond the lifetime of the plant, so that has to be built
into the design process. It is talking to the companies
involved as well, and the volume of waste is now
significantly less than was historically the case. It
believes that, without question, it is a manageable
process.

Q122 Sir Robert Smith: When we were looking at
it, the IPC said that it could refuse a development on
the basis of local impacts. If a recommendation goes
to the Secretary of State that the local impacts mean
a site should be refused, could the Secretary of State
overturn that?
Charles Hendry: Anne may wish to comment further,
but my understanding is that the Secretary of State
will take a view based on the evidence and the
recommendation that is given to him.
Anne Stuart: The Secretary of State would certainly
not be purely rubber-stamping the decision placed in
front of him; he would be making a real decision.
Having said that, I think that if he wished to depart
from the recommendation he would have to give
reasons for doing so, so that it wouldn’t be purely on
a whim.

Q123 Sir Robert Smith: Finally, will you publish a
timetable for developing the road map for a safe
geological disposal site?
Charles Hendry: We’re taking that forward, and
we’ve set up a geological disposal implementation
board of which I am the chair and which met for the
first time this morning. The board will look at what is
necessary to take this to the next stage. We are very
committed to the approach of the previous
Government, who took a voluntarist approach to
finding a community prepared to host this. That,
inevitably, is a gentle process. There have been three
expressions of interest from within Cumbria—two
from district councils and one from the county
council—and we are taking those forward. From their
perspective, I think they see this as being part of a
nuclear renaissance. It isn’t simply a facility for
looking after the historical waste from the nuclear
programme; they also want to see a nuclear
renaissance in west Cumbria. We are keen to take that
work forward more rapidly, because I understand why
colleagues here and others outside want to know
where the site will be and when it will be operational.
So it is a gentle process for moving it forward, but we
recognise the need to move it faster.
Chair: Thank you very much indeed. This has been a
very helpful session, and we are grateful to you for
coming in. We look forward to seeing you again soon.
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Dan Byles
Barry Gardiner
Ian Lavery
Dr Philip Lee
Christopher Pincher

________________

Examination of Witnesses

Witnesses: Dustin Benton, Senior Policy Officer, Campaign to Protect Rural England, Simon Bullock, Senior
Economy Campaigner, Friends of the Earth, Simon Marsh, Head of Planning and Regional Policy, Royal
Society for the Protection of Birds, and Dr Ivan Scrase, Senior Climate Change (Renewable Energy) Policy
Officer, RSPB, gave evidence.

Q124 Chair: Good morning, and welcome to the
Committee. We’re grateful to you for coming in. We
have a fairly tight timetable, so we’ll scoot straight in,
if we may.
When we saw the Minister, he said that the new
ratification process improves the democratic
accountability of National Policy Statements. Do you
agree with that?
Simon Marsh: From our perspective it is critical that
there should be adequate time for parliamentary
scrutiny. That is an issue we raised when we came in
in January. We support the proposal that decisions
should now be taken by the Secretary of State. We
have campaigned for that for a number of years, so
we’re pleased to see the transition from the IPC to the
Major Infrastructure Projects Unit. It is perhaps worth
noting that, when we campaigned together on that
three years ago as NGOs, more than 30,000 people
wrote in response to the Planning White Paper.

Q125 Chair: You talk about adequate time. I know
that you are all as concerned as we are about the
urgency of investment in low-carbon electricity
generation. Delays in the planning process are
undoubtedly one of the factors that increase the cost
of any new investment. Is there now a conflict
between our objectives? We can ask for more time,
but the consequence might be to delay necessary low-
carbon investment.
Simon Bullock: I think the Secretary of State will still
be making decisions on those applications that come
forward. On the democratic accountability point, it
seems to us that there is now a three-stage process:
currently the IPC makes a recommendation and the
Secretary of State takes the decision; when the NPS
is designated, the IPC will take the decision; and after
the Localism Bill is passed, in 2012 the IPC will be
disbanded and replaced by the MIPU, which will
make a recommendation and the Secretary of State
will take the decision again. There will be an
interregnum—roughly a one-year period—in which
the Secretary of State won’t be taking decisions,
which will instead rest with the IPC.
The Localism Bill had its First Reading yesterday, and
the Government made it clear that they feel there has
to be democratic accountability. The elected Minister
must take the decision, which shouldn’t rest with an

John Robertson
Laura Sandys
Sir Robert Smith
Dr Alan Whitehead

unelected quango. We feel that perhaps it would be
better if the NPS were ratified at the same time as the
Localism Bill is passed. That would serve two
purposes: first, it would mean that the Secretary of
State would be taking the decisions throughout, so
there wouldn’t be a mixed-up, confusing system; and,
secondly, the Government have made it very clear that
the NPS should reflect energy policy. We’re about to
see major reforms to energy policy: emissions
performance standards are coming forward; electricity
market reforms are coming forward; and the
Committee on Climate Change has just issued a huge
report on the 2020s and 2030s. It seems to us that, if
the NPS were ratified at the same time as the Localism
Bill, that would allow the Government to reflect the
new changes to energy policy, rather than having them
ratified in 2011 and being almost immediately out of
date.
Dustin Benton: I think the same is true for the
national planning framework, which is also being
consulted on at this stage. There is an opportunity to
tie those things together.

Q126 Barry Gardiner: I declare my interest as a
member of the Royal Society for the Protection of
Birds. The Minister also told us that the UK needs
four pillars: energy saving, more renewables, new
nuclear and clean coal and gas. Do you think it
possible to meet our energy needs and our mitigation
targets without all four of those pillars?
Simon Bullock: Yes; Friends of the Earth is opposed
to new nuclear build. We don’t believe that the case
has been made that there are adequate, safe means for
disposing of the waste. I can go into that if that would
be of interest.

Q127 Barry Gardiner: No, that wasn’t the question
I asked you. I asked whether it would be possible to
meet our energy needs without them, not whether you
thought it was a good technology or not. So don’t tell
me about the technology; tell me about whether it is
possible to meet our energy needs.
Simon Bullock: We believe that it is possible, yes.

Q128 Barry Gardiner: In that case, tell me how.
Simon Bullock: The Committee on Climate Change’s
report has issued a lot of technical data, alongside a
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very large report from Pöyry Energy Consulting about
the possibilities for increases or different ways of
meeting the 2030 and 2050 decarbonisation targets. A
lot more could be done on renewables generation, on
energy storage and on flexibility to ensure that we
have security of supply and greener energy. We
believe that it is possible for a combination of carbon
capture and storage, a lot more effort on energy
efficiency, a lot more effort on decentralised energy
and offshore wind tidal renewables to deliver the
2030 targets.

Q129 Barry Gardiner: Do you not find that
strange—I am sure you followed the transcript of our
session with the Minister very carefully—given that
the Minister was slightly on the back foot when he
had to admit that CCS is an unproven technology, and
that quite a bit of reliance was placed on that unproven
technology? Why are you so confident that CCS will
work, and that it will be able to work in time and at a
scale to make the difference to take account of the
loss of 16 GW of new nuclear that the Minister
suggested was needed by 2025? How can you be so
confident that CCS can fill that gap, and how can it
do it at 70 grams per kWh? That is what is required
if we are to meet the 2030 targets that you support.
Simon Bullock: There are two points there. The first
is that I don’t believe the Minister has made a
convincing case that we need all this new gas and
nuclear. I think the case the Government have set out
for need in the NPS is not correct.

Q130 Barry Gardiner: Again, you are not
answering my question. My question was about CCS,
in the first place. Let’s go from there; let’s take it
in order.
Simon Bullock: I accept and agree that it isn’t certain
whether CCS will be able to be done or not. I believe,
and the Government believe, that it is technically
possible to do it and they are putting in place
demonstration programmes to try to ensure that it
works. Paul Golby from E.ON gave evidence to you
last week, and he made the very strong point that CCS
really has to work if we are serious about meeting
climate change goals globally. There is a very serious
issue with China and other developing countries—
developed countries as well—using huge amounts of
coal.

Q131 Barry Gardiner: Okay, Mr Bullock, rather
than repeating what he said let me just drill down on
what I am trying to get out of you, which is this.
Given that you don’t want nuclear—we haven’t heard
from the rest of the panel yet—if CCS were not able
within the time scale to operate at such a scale as to
produce the 16 GW plus the 2 GW that CCS coal was
due to give in that mix according to the Minister, so
18 GW by 2025, do you honestly believe that you can
get everything you need out of the alternative
renewable technologies that are available?
Simon Bullock: I’ll only repeat that yes, I believe it
is possible. I can send you a technical note on it if
you would like.

Q132 Barry Gardiner: Without CCS?

Simon Bullock: Yes. I think that there would be five
elements to it: more energy efficiency, greater
renewables than the Government are saying, greater
decentralised energy, a real effort put into storage
technologies and interconnectors with Europe to deal
with some of the peaking issues, and if CCS were not
working there would have to be some role for using
unabated gas plant at peak times. So that plant would
be 350 grams/kWh, which I think is roughly what the
best technology is at the moment, and I think there
would have to be some use of that if CCS didn’t work.
I am confident that there are no technological barriers,
and my opinion, and Friends of the Earth’s opinion, is
that it won’t be technological issues that are the
barrier to deployment of CCS; it will be cost.

Q133 Barry Gardiner: Thank you. Can you also just
tell us whether you think that specifying the
generation mix would be ultimately more costly than
leaving it to the market?
Simon Bullock: I believe that the Minister, in his
evidence, stated that it would be. I don’t see any
evidence from him that that would be the case. I think
there is a real issue, however, in that the Government
are saying they need 33 GW of new renewables to
meet the renewables target, and that is a critical
element of meeting our climate change targets. They
say that we only need 18 GW of non-renewables,
which is gas and nuclear. However, the Government’s
own figures in the NPS are showing that a vast amount
of that 18 GW is already in the pipeline—being built
or consented.
In addition to that, there are a further 20 GW of new
applications in front of the IPC right now. So we feel
that unless there are significant changes to the
electricity market, such that new gas wouldn’t come
forward—market conditions would make it less
attractive—then there will be a new dash for gas. That
will swamp, and mean that there will be less
investment in new renewables, which is a real concern
to us.

Q134 Barry Gardiner: You offered us, in your
previous answer, a note on how you would achieve
the required energy production without CCS or
nuclear, and we would be grateful if you sent that
to us.
Simon Bullock: Certainly.

Q135 John Robertson: Is it not a fact that, no matter
what is put in front of you, nuclear energy would be
written off right away and that your organisation’s
hatred of nuclear energy would make you not want to
include it under any form of any other energy mix?
Simon Bullock: No. I don’t think that is the case at
all.

Q136 John Robertson: So you would accept nuclear
energy as part of the mix?
Simon Bullock: No. I don’t, because I don’t believe—

Q137 John Robertson: So I’m right.
Simon Bullock: No. It’s not hatred. I think that was
your question, wasn’t it?
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Q138 John Robertson: So you like it?
Simon Bullock: I don’t believe, and our organisation
does not believe, that the case has been made that
there are safe ways of disposing of nuclear waste.

Q139 John Robertson: So it’s only to do with waste;
it’s actually nothing to do with nuclear energy.
Simon Bullock: No—

Q140 John Robertson: And yet, for decades, we
have safely secured waste without even having a set
policy on it. You would accept that, surely.
Simon Bullock: The waste is going to be around for
tens of thousands of years. There has to be a safe
method of disposing of it. The Government’s NPS is
saying that it will dispose of it, and the long-term
solution is to put it into geological deep store, which
it does not have, and there isn’t one anywhere in the
world. It is hoping that it is the same argument as
with CCS.

Q141 John Robertson: But other countries have
been through this as well, and they are going down
the road. It is not an immediate problem. It is not a
problem that is going to happen in the next 10 or 20
years. We’re talking 30 years before we need to have
a repository. Why does your organisation get so hung
up on nuclear energy and waste when there is proven
scientific evidence of storage?
Simon Bullock: I will give you one example of this.
In the annexes on nuclear in the NPS, it says that
they are proposing on-site storage of nuclear waste at
Sizewell until 2130, so for 120 years before the new
waste can be put into a store. At Sizewell, parts of
that site are flood zone 3, so they have a one-in-200
annual chance of sea-storm flooding. A one-in-200
annual chance may not seem a lot, but over 100 years,
that is a 40% chance of a sea flood. The Government
are saying that at that Sizewell site, where they will
be storing nuclear waste, there is a 40% chance of
there being a sea storm FLOOD. That doesn’t feel like
an acceptable risk, which is the issue for us. It is about
accepting the risk, and what we, as a society, should
be prepared to take.
I will quote from what the Government say on this,
because it is important. On whether or not that was an
acceptable risk, the Government then said, “there are
no reasonably available alternatives to this site in a
lower Flood Zone or at a lower flood risk and…all
sites are needed in order for the Government to meet
its objective.” On the one hand, the Government are
saying, “You can’t argue about need because that’s not
something you can talk about in an NPS”, but on the
other, in this case, with this very decision, they are
saying “No, the need for this site is so urgent, and
there is no other way of generating that electricity, so
we are prepared to accept that risk.” We don’t believe
that that is the case. There are alternatives to building
nuclear power stations that wouldn’t involve such a
risk.

Q142 John Robertson: Okay, but your alternatives
aren’t necessarily proven, are they? We have talked
about CCS, and we’d all love CCS to be a great
success, but we don’t know it will be—and yet we

can’t keep putting off planning for the future. Are the
needs of the nation not important? Lots of your ex-
colleagues have come at this from the opposite angle
to you, and you know that. My problem is that, as a
Member of Parliament, we have to put the needs of
the nation first, and it would appear that, in
organisations such as your own, you put your dislike
of nuclear long before the needs of the nation.
Gentlemen, I want to bring you in, because I feel like
I’m picking on Mr Bullock and I don’t mean to. I
would like to pick on the rest of you as well, perhaps.
Are we putting too much reliance on CCS or, as Mr
Bullock has said, does the cost not matter, and do we
have to go down that road no matter what? I think his
actual words were that this “has to work.” What
happens if it doesn’t?
Dr Ivan Scrase: As I understand it, there aren’t any
strong technical reasons to think that CCS wouldn’t
work. It would be very costly—

Q143 John Robertson: They say the same thing
about the storage of nuclear waste, of course.
Dr Ivan Scrase: Yes, but you still have a very toxic
substance that is going to be around for tens of
thousands of years—that is not the case with CCS—
and that is our concern.

Q144 Chair: Well, the greenhouse gas emissions
from burning coal will be around long enough to do a
lot of damage to the climate. They don’t disappear
within a few months.
Interestingly, only last week, in one of the only two
serious experiments with CCS, the company
concerned went into administration. Most of the
commercial and financial difficulties that need to be
overcome seem to me to be lightly set aside by people,
who say, “Well, it’s all going to be fine.” Mr Bullock
said that we will solve the problem by burning lots
more gas—that was the solution as I understood it.
However, that gas is emitting, at best, five times more
than the amount of emissions that will be acceptable
in 20 years’ time, so we will have a huge number of
redundant gas plants that will not be capable of being
used if we are going to hit our 2030 targets. We all
have difficulty understanding why there is this blind
faith that somehow, CCS will come on stream in five
years’ time at a price that won’t quadruple electricity
costs to consumers. What’s your answer to that—any
of you?
Dr Ivan Scrase: It’s a very sorry situation that we
have come to the point where we need such
technology as CCS. I believe that, as Simon has said,
it has to work, and there are no reasons to think that
it wouldn’t.

Q145 Barry Gardiner: Dr Scrase, we can wring our
hands about the past and we can have blind faith
because we can’t see an alternative. However, surely
the responsible thing to do is neither of those—neither
to wring your hands nor to have blind faith in the
technology “having to work”—and actually say,
“What we have to do is plan along a set of different
channels, which will enable us to have a reasonable
expectation that, with a minimum level of risk, we can
keep the lights on at a price that will be politically
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acceptable.” Does that not seem like common sense
to you?
Dr Ivan Scrase: Yes, it does, and if we had some
reassurances from the Government about how much,
for example, CCS or nuclear we would have, and if
we had some indication of where such things would
go and what the environmental impacts would be, we
would have a lot more confidence.

Q146 Barry Gardiner: With nuclear, we have; we
have had 16 GW and we have the locations mapped
out—two fewer than there were originally, but they
are mapped out.
Dr Ivan Scrase: There is no upper limit on it, and it
is only up to a certain date, but yes, there is more
clarity on nuclear. In general, outside nuclear, there is
a great lack of clarity on how we’re going to keep the
lights on. Like everyone else, we would like more
certainty on that.
Simon Bullock: I come back to the issue of CCS. It
isn’t an unconsidered view, and we are not putting
blind faith in CCS at all. It is very important that the
Government put a lot more effort in and have much
stronger policy certainty and stronger policy leaders
in place to bring in all the alternatives, and we have
not had strong policy signals on those in the past 10
years. That includes CCS. It also includes energy
efficiency and decentralised energy, where some good
stuff has happened recently.
It is not all a bad news story. Work on storage,
interconnectors, as I mentioned, demand-side
responses, smart grid—all those things are critical
elements of it. I believe that if we go for those
technologies in a really strong way—and we need to
have much stronger signals from Government to do
that—then we will be a very long way down the line
by about 2020 or 2022 to meeting those carbon
targets. If at that point we have found that CCS either
doesn’t work or is prohibitively expensive, then I
believe there will still be time to invest in other
alternatives, and that might be the time to look at
nuclear and say, “Is nuclear now an option because
we can’t go down the CCS route?” That is the
problem for us. A lot of these options are not perfect.
Friends of the Earth and I personally do not want to
see nuclear.

Q147 Chair: So Friends of the Earth’s principled
objection to nuclear actually depends on whether CCS
turns out to be viable or not, and the principles will
only change if CCS doesn’t work?
Simon Bullock: No.

Q148 John Robertson: Who pays for this? If we
keep waiting and we keep putting things off, if we
want to introduce new forms of renewables and so on
at a time when every Department is cutting back, who
is going to find the money to pay for this?
Simon Bullock: The research that the Climate Change
Committee published last week said that some of the
things that I have been mentioning around energy
storage, interconnectors and decentralised energy will
reduce the capital costs. The electricity market reform
options that the Climate Change Committee looked at

said that doing this will reduce the capital costs of
building some of these plants.

Q149 John Robertson: That’s if they work properly
and as they should. Unfortunately, the history shows
that it doesn’t, so can you get the energy of this nation
from unreliable sources?
Dustin Benton: On the question of cost, we should
bear in mind that energy saving is almost always
cheaper than using energy, and if we are really
concerned about costs then that should be the first
thing that we do. This is slightly outside the remit of
the NPSs, I admit.
Chair: Yes, I think we ought to return to the NPSs,
interesting though this debate is. We can cover it on
another occasion.

Q150 Sir Robert Smith: We have all preached
energy conservation and energy efficiency, but we
haven’t yet delivered it in the way that we should, so
I just wondered whether, in the interests of speed, Mr
Bullock, you could expand on that in your written
response.
Simon Bullock: I was preparing for an NPS session!
Chair: Laura, on NPSs.

Q151 Laura Sandys: I am not sure you have had a
chance to read all of this since yesterday when the
Localism Bill was published, but how do you see the
NPS and the Localism Bill process working together?
As John rightly said, we all have energy security and
cost of energy as our core national interest here. Do
you think the NPSs and the Localism Bill will deliver
that certainty for investment? I appreciate that you are
not in the investment sector, but do you feel that that
gives everybody the certainty that they need?
Simon Marsh: I think the issue with the Localism Bill
and the changes to the planning regime is that there is
still a degree of uncertainty about how the NPSs will
relate to the rest of the planning system. This was an
issue we had earlier in the year. I don’t think the
Localism Bill helps us particularly in that respect. We
have been promised a national planning framework,
which my colleague mentioned earlier. That doesn’t
appear in the Bill and our understanding is that that
will be a non-statutory plan, but I think it will be very
important for that to relate quite closely to the national
policy statements. I don’t know whether the intention
is to incorporate the national policy statements within
that, maybe not straight away. But it seems to us that
there continues to be some uncertainty. We would like
to see the national planning framework given the
statutory basis in the Localism Bill that it doesn’t
seem to have at the moment. There is a still a question
mark about that which needs to be resolved.1

1 Note from the witness: ‘The Open Source Planning Green
Paper (published by the Conservative Party in February
2010) proposed a simple and consolidated National Planning
Framework (NPF). Alongside the abolition of the
Infrastructure Planning Commission, it also proposed to
“integrate the National Policy Statements into our revised
and simplified system of national planning guidance”.
We understand that it is unlikely that NPSs will be integrated
in this way, at least in the first iteration of the NPF. There is
currently no formal consultation on the NPF, although we
understand that an announcement may be made shortly.’
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Dustin Benton: One way that we could increase the
amount of certainty that the NPSs provide would be
to provide a more spatially explicit framework. I am
not suggesting that we need to be as spatially explicit
as we have been on nuclear, but certainly one way to
help companies, and indeed people, who are
concerned about delays in the planning process is to
be much more explicit about where things should or
should not go. The perfect counter-factual example of
where it is not working is the Triton Knoll substation.
Because there is no strategic guidance on location, the
consultation is on the actual substation, not on the 400
kV lines that would be 40 km long, or longer, to
connect it up to the grid, and people are crying foul.
This is the sort of problem that not having a strategic
approach creates, and that is only going to create more
delay, which I do not think is in anyone’s interest.

Q152 Laura Sandys: Do you see any conflict
between the objectives of the Localism Bill, which
intends to give local communities much greater say,
and the NPSs, and how that will be arbitrated through
the Secretary of State?
Simon Marsh: I think we would recognise that. We
would broadly welcome the thrust of localism, giving
local people more say in the planning system, but at
the same time there is a need to make decisions on
nationally important infrastructure at the national
level. So we don’t have a problem with that in
principle, but it may give rise to some confusion in
the public eye. Essentially, you have two planning
systems in England, and indeed in Wales as well, and
that needs to be carefully explained.

Q153 Laura Sandys: I haven’t declared my interest;
I am a patron of the Campaign to Protect Rural
England, Kent. But there will be certain moments,
particularly with some of your organisations at grass-
roots level, when there will be something that has
been designated under the NPS that is a very
important part of our energy infrastructure. Some of
your local groups will question whether the substation
should be there, or whether certain power lines should
go in this direction or that. Will you work with your
local organisations to put that context together, or do
you feel that in your organisation’s work the
community bodies have more power than the centre?
Are you going to have a disconnect in your policies
between your grass roots and your policy units?
Simon Marsh: The short answer is that we would
seek to work with our local groups to guide them
through the planning process and how they can best
engage with that, while at the same time trying to
influence national policy on these issues as well. I do
not think that there is necessarily a disconnect,
provided that people properly understand how the
planning process works.
Dustin Benton: I think there will always be a
challenge about having large, national-scale
infrastructure that happens to take place in local areas.
People, I think, are reasonable. When things are
explained to them, and they feel that they have an
opportunity to question and have answers and to see
that the decision is made properly, then they will
consent to infrastructure. But one of the challenges

with how the NPSs are put, particularly in relation to
need—although it has been elaborated, which is very
welcome, “need” is still, for the purposes of the IPC,
considered to be a simple, monolithic “need: yes” or
“need: no”, and the answer is always yes—is the
concern that will cause locally. People will perhaps
feel that they do not have the opportunity to make
their case in a fair way, because need will simply
override what they are saying.
I certainly think that there is a case for taking what
the Government have given us in their justification of
need, and pull out the fact that there are differences in
the way in which need affects what we do. We have
need for security of supply reasons, and we have need
in relation to decarbonisation. We have need in
relation to what is actually built, so if we consent to
a lot of infrastructure, that obviously affects need, to
any reasonable person. But for the IPC, it is not clear
that it will be able to consider that. When local people,
who are involved in planning and who are concerned
about their area, see this they will feel that it is not
particularly just. The Government could very easily
take a look at that and incorporate that into how the
IPC makes its decisions. That would help to build the
good will required to deliver the necessary
infrastructure.

Q154 Chair: Do you think that the NPSs should go
further to give priority to climate change mitigation?
Simon Bullock: I think what the NPSs do not do at
the moment is give a clear enough steer as to what
happens in the 2020s and 2030s. A very strong
recommendation of the Committee last time was that
the NPS should adopt the 2030 decarbonisation target.
In my view, the Government ignored that
recommendation in their response. That point is made
even stronger now, because the Climate Change
Committee has formally said in its fourth budgetary
report that that level of decarbonisation is essential by
2030, and that is to meet a target that it says is an
absolute minimum, as well. I think that a strong thing
for the NPS to do would be to make it explicit that
the pathway to 2050 is really important. It is the total
emissions under the curve over the whole 40 years
between now and 2050 that matter, not just the end
point. That is particularly important because in their
need case the Government are saying that there is a
range of different ways in which need can be met. If
you don’t have a 2030 target, that basically says that
anything goes, and that any way of generating
electricity will be okay because, frankly, 2050 is a
long way away and we will be all right. 2030 gives a
clear steer that we need to be decarbonising really
fast through the 2020s and that some generating mixes
would not be compatible with that target.

Q155 Chair: So if there was a carbon assessment for
an individual project that showed that it was too
carbon-intensive, would that be a reason for turning
the scheme down?
Simon Bullock: I think there are two things here. We
have discussed this with DECC and I think it is fair
to say that it would not be reasonable to expect the
IPC to make a judgment on whether an individual
proposal was compatible with the entire carbon budget
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process, because loads of things are going on in all
sectors. The Committee on Climate Change can take
a view, and I think it should annually look at things
that are being approved by the IPC and see whether
that is generally compatible.
Personally, I think that the best approach would be, if
the Government say that we need 18 GW of new, non-
renewable capacity—that is what they say we need by
2025—the NPS should be clear about it. It should say,
“The IPC should not consent more than that quantity,
because it would damage our capacity in relation to
renewables.” I don’t think that’s a problem. The
Government seem to be implying that planning is
somehow separate from the rest of policy regulation,
but it is not; it is a market regulation like any other. It
is important to have that safeguard to ensure that the
renewable aspect of the electricity generation mix is
not damaged by a rash or glut of new gas projects in
the next five years.

Q156 Barry Gardiner: I think that many of us share
the concern that run-away on the one should not
impair the investment that flows into the other. How
would you respond to the argument that, if there was
cherry-picking, they would effectively say, “This or
that scheme can or can’t proceed, because there is
already too much in the area of coal, CCS and so on”?
What you are then doing is picking and choosing, in
a market situation, which company should be allowed
to make those investments and benefit from the
returns. Therefore, you would be driving competition
out of that sector that might otherwise be to the benefit
of people.
Simon Bullock: First, I am not a planner. We have
planning experts at our organisation to provide a note
on that. If you had a first-come-first-served business
for the first 18 GW of renewable capacity, it seems to
me that quite a lot of people would be trying to get it.
If there is a view that more applications will come
forward, we would want to get them forward as fast as
possible. They will be competing against each other.
Dustin Benton: Doesn’t a similar situation arise if you
allow consent as much as you like, because then you
give market operators the opportunity to pick and
choose sites from ones they have had consented? That
is hugely problematic from the perspective of
environmental protection, because if you simply
consent a large number of sites, you might as well not
have planning if you can’t actually constrain them.

Q157 Barry Gardiner: I don’t think that any of us
are countenancing approval willy-nilly. It is a matter
of whether you are doing it specifically because we
already have too much gas, coal and nuclear, and are
therefore not allowing a development because you
already have enough of it in your mix. That is what
we suggested ought to be done, so it does not fail to
look at the other environmental considerations.
Simon Bullock: Why would that be a problem?
Dr Ivan Scrase: I think that the concern you are
talking about is Government picking winners. This
has obviously been a massive failure in the past. We
are not talking about Government choosing specific
technologies or companies. Energy companies tend to
have a broad portfolio of technologies in which they

can invest. Within any sector there are a range of
competing technologies, so even within the fossil fuel
sector and the renewable sector there are many
technologies. No one is suggesting that Government
should declare, for example, that a particular design
of gas turbine is the Government’s favoured one and
go for it. That is the sort of thing that created problems
in the 1970s; nobody is suggesting that now. You can,
however, have a view on the level of broad classes of
technology that are appropriate in an energy mix,
which is what the Government are refusing to do.

Q158 Barry Gardiner: Your view, then, would agree
with Mr Bullock’s—that the Climate Change
Committee should be looking at the consents on an
annual basis to ensure they are broadly in line with
the mix it has specified.
Dr Ivan Scrase: On carbon grams, they wouldn’t
necessarily have to look specifically in great detail at
the specific technologies within any class, but yes.

Q159 Barry Gardiner: Have you done any analysis
of the detriment to investment in renewables that may
result from an over-lax consenting regime for non-
renewables?
Simon Bullock: Only to the extent of analysing the
figures that the NPS itself produces. It is saying that
you need 33 GW of renewables and 26 GW, of which
8 is already built, of non-renewables. So 18 GW of
non-renewables is to be built, and it looks from the
Government’s figures as though 14 of those are either
with consent or in the pre-IPC regime. Then there is
another 20 GW in, so already there is almost double
what they say is needed. If those have been brought
forward because the developers believe they want to
build them, the likelihood is that they will build them,
and that means that automatically there is less of a
demand or need for the 33 GW.

Q160 Barry Gardiner: Good point—not my
question, though. I am asking whether you have done
any calculations of your own on how the over-supply
in non-renewables financially will affect the
investment in renewables. It seems to me that the case
that is always most winning with Government is the
one that clearly shows the figures.
Simon Bullock: At this stage, no. We took the view
that the Government might be more convinced by
their own figures than by ours.

Q161 Dan Byles: I want to talk briefly about the
revised appraisals of sustainability. I understand that
your organisations have been critical of some aspects
of them. Do you think the revised AOSs indicate that
the Government are taking impacts on the landscape
seriously?
Dr Ivan Scrase: The revised appraisals in our view
are significantly better than they were the previous
time. We are still not happy, however, that they are
performing the function that they should as strategic
environmental assessments, which is to provide
information about the impacts on the environment of
implementing the policy and of implementing
alternatives to that policy.
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There are two major problems. The alternatives, as
they are, are very unclearly specified. One has to dig
around in an annexe and six different sections of the
appraisal to find out what might be in them. Nothing
is clearly in or out; some of them are said to be
definitely in, but then there are policy reasons for not
accepting those ingredients. Some of those that are
very important, such as energy saving, are said to be
likely to be in the alternative we are most interested
in, which is a policy to give greater protection to the
natural environment. We don’t know whether greater
energy saving is in there or not.
When it comes to assessing those effects, we come to
a section that asks what the impact of that alternative
would be on the natural environment. It simply says
that if there were policies that were more positive for
the natural environment, that would be positive for the
natural environment. That literally gives no
information. It is not quantitative and it is not
qualitative; it is nothing. It is just a tautology, really.
The Government’s own guidance on how these things
should be done says that the alternatives must be very,
very clear, and if there is a lack of clarity on what
the impacts would be, you should go back and reduce
that uncertainty.
The Government have said that their view is that this
must be a more strategic level assessment, because
it’s a strategic kind of document. There is no reason,
however, to treat the alternatives in a different way to
the plan itself, which is what the Government have
done. In doing so, they have ended up giving us no
clear indication of exactly how those impacts would
differ. We want to know. If it is a genuine alternative
under genuine consideration, we want know what sort
of impacts it will have.

Q162 Dan Byles: So do you think the alternatives
should be gone into in the same level of detail or just
a greater level of detail than they have been?
Dr Ivan Scrase: They should be gone into in the same
level of detail.

Q163 Dan Byles: Do you not think it would be
impractical to try to cover all the alternatives in the
same level of detail as the actual proposal?
Dr Ivan Scrase: No. It would involve a fair amount
of work, but it wouldn’t be impractical.
Dustin Benton: Can I just make a point on that?
Chair: Yes, but we’re running out of time, so quickly.
Dustin Benton: I will be brief. Outside the AOS, the
Government have done some things that, perhaps
unintentionally, do affect the landscape quite
negatively. The most obvious one is the Holford rules,
the wording of which has changed from stating that
they form the basis of how you site electricity

transmission infrastructure to something that simply
needs to be borne in mind. That is a dramatic
reduction.
There is a similar point in relation to protection for
AONBs and national parks, which are, of course, the
most outstanding areas of our country in landscape
terms. The introduction of a provision on the
importance of the regional economy to potential
projects, which is completely new and is not in the
relevant NPS, runs the risk of dramatically weakening
protection for landscapes. That is not something that
I think is picked up in the AOS.

Q164 Chair: On the specifics, one of the
consequences of all this investment in renewables is a
need for much more transmission capacity. National
Grid is stuck in the 1960s and seems to think that the
answer to that is lots more overhead pylons
everywhere. Is there any aspect, in any of the NPSs,
which can offer any comfort to constituents like mine,
living in an AONB, that we are not going to see
masses more overhead power lines across our most
beautiful parts of England, Scotland and Wales?
Dustin Benton: Well, the Holford rules in the
previous draft provided some comfort; I think that
they provide less comfort in this particular example.
There is a wider issue, though, which is that there is
a bias in favour of overhead lines. That appears both
in the NPSs and in the Planning Act 2008, which
specifies above-ground infrastructure as what the IPC
can consider. It is certainly worth looking at whether
that should be changed to something more neutral
about transmission infrastructure, so that when the
IPC or MIPU—whoever is deciding the future—takes
decisions, they are not constrained simply to looking
at overhead lines.
There is, however, a wider point about the way that
planning operates for transmission lines. That is
because we know we are going to need quite a lot
more transmission lines, particularly offshore. But that
provides us with an opportunity to reconfigure the
network, which is, in a sense, outside of the NPSs.
But the NPSs, because of the way they are drawn up,
simply promote the 1960s way of looking at
transmission, which is a real shame.

Q165 Chair: Would it not be helpful if we put into
the NPSs a requirement that alternative underground
or undersea transmission methods should be
considered in relation to all transmission applications?
Dustin Benton: Absolutely.
Chair: I think we’re going to have to move on to the
next set of witnesses. Thank you very much for
coming in, and we look forward to another debate on
a future occasion.
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Examination of Witnesses

Witnesses: Peter Atherton, Investment Advisor, Citibank, Malcolm Chilton, Renewable Energy Association
and Managing Director, Covanta Energy Ltd, Peter Haslam, Public Policy Advisor, Nuclear Industry
Association, Jane Smith, Planning Adviser, UK Business Council for Sustainable Energy, and Matt Thomson,
Head of Policy & Practice, Royal Town Planning Institute, gave evidence.

Q166 Chair: We need to get on. We have a tight
timetable. Good morning to you all, and thank you
very much indeed for coming in. Some of you will
have heard some of the previous exchanges. We have
a limited amount of time, and we are grateful to you.
Could you start off by saying whether you think the
revised draft NPSs have improved certainty for
investors? Will they help to achieve the very high
levels of investment needed over the next 10 years?
Malcolm Chilton: Malcolm Chilton, Covanta Energy.
I think NPSs will probably improve matters slightly,
but there are many other considerations for investors
to take into account. Investors will first be looking at
the interim arrangements while the IPC transforms
into the new system. Is that going to be carried out
properly? There are some applications in the current
IPC system, including one of my own—in fact, I think
it may be the only application in the system—and if
they are dealt with expeditiously, in accordance with
the IPC’s rules, that will help to create confidence.
There are many issues affecting investor confidence
other than the planning system. Although that is one
of the key issues, it is certainly not the only one. The
availability of investment for such projects is a much
more difficult subject; it is difficult to attract bank
funding for renewable projects at the moment. Part of
that problem may be to do with things such as the
price of carbon or the price of electricity and how they
affect renewables. So there are a number of things.
From a planning perspective, yes, this system and the
new NPSs are helpful.
Jane Smith: On behalf of the UK Business Council
for Sustainable Energy, and indeed a number of the
other large energy associations, we believe that the
NPSs are absolutely key for providing the stable,
long-term policy framework that we all need to attract
investment and deliver the sustained, multi-billion
pound investment programme that is needed to deliver
the Government’s energy policy goals.
Malcolm mentioned the need for a seamless transition
from the IPC to the Major Infrastructure Planning
Unit. But, if we are to have a new national planning
framework, which in principle we support, and a
radical rationalisation of planning policy statements,
that all creates a further period of uncertainty. So
ratification and designation of the NPSs become even
more critical to delivering that stable policy
framework, particularly in the short term.
Peter Haslam: I’m Peter Haslam from the Nuclear
Industry Association.
I endorse what Jane has just said. We’re keen to see
the National Policy Statements progress, and we think
that the streamlining of the current planning system is
vital. The UK needs to get on with building new
energy infrastructure, including new nuclear power
stations. Therefore we want to see this implemented
as soon as possible.

Matt Thomson: Matt Thomson, Royal Town
Planning Institute.
From a planning perspective, the question of whether
the revised NPSs provide greater certainty for energy
investors is debatable. One of the key things that the
NPSs need to address, apart from giving energy
investors as much certainty as they can, is giving other
investors as much certainty as they can about the
impacts that energy proposals might have on
competing uses for land. That is something we’re
looking at very carefully.
One of the key issues is that there is a lot of reliance
on the investment decisions that energy infrastructure
providers have made in the run-up to making a
proposal. Such decisions are based on their own
criteria for the appropriate sites to site a wind farm,
or whatever. That doesn’t really take into account or
give clear guidance on how the decision makers
should weigh up those investment criteria with the
other criteria that may be important to other sectors of
the community or to other investors. That is where the
weaknesses are in the NPSs as they stand.

Q167 Laura Sandys: Two Ministers have come to
this Committee on several occasions and their position
was very clear. The UK was going to be one of the
best places to invest in the energy sector. From my
understanding of the energy sector, it is highly
competitive and a lot of other major countries are
looking at the levels of investment that we require.
First, do you believe that we are one of the best or
most attractive countries to invest in? Secondly, do
you think that capital will be invested in the UK, or
will the new markets take capital away from us or
create a much increased cost of capital?
Peter Atherton: Thank you. I am Peter Atherton. I
head up Citigroup’s utility research team. For the sake
of my lawyers, I should say that I am speaking here
as an analyst, independent of whatever Citigroup’s
corporate view may be.
Chair: You sound like a member of the Government.
Peter Atherton: Sorry! We wrote a report recently
called The €1 Trillion Decade, which looked at this
very point. We wanted to tot up what the utility
sector—I am interested in the utility sector—is being
asked to spend across Europe over the next decade to
do two things: first, to replace, renew and replenish
the existing asset base as the assets get old and,
secondly, to meet all these environmental targets. The
title gives away the outcome of that. We calculated
that the total bill is about €960 billion across the five
major European markets. The UK’s share of that is
about €320 billion. It is by far the biggest. The next
biggest is France, which is around €200 billion.
Germany is around €180 billion. Several things flow
from this. Will that capital be available? Can it be
produced at the time that it is being requested, and
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what allocation questions are being taken on the
boards of RWE, E.ON, EDF etc.?
On your specific point about whether the UK is
attractive relative to the other European markets at the
moment, actually it is, interestingly enough, for two
reasons. First, our support mechanisms for renewables
etc. are very generous. There is not a lack of incentive
to build. Secondly, in a lot of European countries over
the summer period, particularly in Germany, Spain
and the Czech Republic, you’ve seen a real car crash
between the utility sector and their Governments as
those Governments have started to pull back very
heavily on subsidies for renewables. That has
happened in the Czech Republic. It has happened in
Spain. You’ve seen the nuclear tax imposed on the
German utilities, which has substantially increased the
view of political risk in those countries. The UK is in
a slightly odd position at the moment as we haven’t
built that much. Therefore the utilities are still being
encouraged to spend and invest. The incentives are
still looking good. However, from the investment
community’s perspective, you have to bear in mind
that 90% of my institutional clients are pan-European,
so what is happening in these other countries very
much impacts on their view of political risk and
therefore on the cost of capital.
On the sustainability of all these support mechanisms
for renewables, with the push to get the utility
companies to invest these vast amounts of money, the
investment community has become very concerned
about whether it is sustainable and whether, when the
bills become due, the Governments of the day will
stand behind the decisions that were made several
years ago. We have seen that in Spain, the Czech
Republic and Germany. That has substantially reduced
the appetite of investors for providing investment to
the utility sector or increasing the cost of capital; you
can do it like that. You can see it in the share price
performance. The utility sector has been de-rated by
around 25% in the last 18 months. What does that
mean in practice? It means that share prices are much
lower. Investors are requiring much higher yield from
the stocks and therefore effectively saying, “We want
much more of our investment back in returns now, in
terms of dividends, than we do in asset and capital
growth.” That practically means that the companies
have far less investment capacity today than they
thought they would have had 18 months ago.

Q168 Laura Sandys: So what you are saying is that
it is not a totally pretty picture out there, and that we
are going to be in a very competitive market—not
within the energy sector, but within other sectors—to
raise that capital?
Peter Atherton: There’s an allocation issue between
bonds and equities, an allocation issue between
investors who have money to invest in equities, and
an allocation issue within the sector, absolutely. As I
say, the attractiveness of the companies that you are
expecting to do the heavy lifting on UK investment
on renewables and new nuclear and so on is, at the
moment, very poor. The stocks that have been most
de-rated and most badly hit are E.ON, RWE, EDF
and Iberdrola. Those are stocks that have frankly been
hammered, stock-price-wise, in the past 18 months.

Q169 Laura Sandys: To go back to the proper
subject of the inquiry, do you feel that the NPSs are a
step forward in a positive direction, because planning
is often an issue?
Peter Atherton: In truth, I have never had a discussion
with an equity investor where NPSs have ever come
up. It’s part of the mix, but what matters and what
investors are always concerned with is risk-reward.
The really big risks that people are looking at are
construction risks and power price risks, and then the
rewards are offset. I warn you that it is not a question
of making the rewards more and more, because the
more you make the rewards, the less trust investors
will have that those rewards are going to be
sustainable.

Q170 Barry Gardiner: Mr Atherton, you have just
upped the Government’s estimate by £72 billion.
Dan Byles: No, that was euros.
Barry Gardiner: No, no, I have converted it; Mr
Atherton said €320 billion, and I make that about
£272 billion or £275 billion.
Peter Atherton: £40 billion of the difference, in
sterling, is water. We include water, because we are
looking at the total capex requirements, required by
the utility sector.

Q171 Barry Gardiner: But is that amount out of
your total, or is it out of the bit that you allocate to
the UK?
Peter Atherton: We include water across Europe. In
sterling, we would be talking about £260 billion, of
which £40 billion is water. Our equivalent of Ofgem’s
£200 billion is £220 billion.

Q172 Barry Gardiner: So it is only a 10% uplift.
Peter Atherton: Yes. The mix will be somewhat
different.

Q173 Barry Gardiner: I think your exchange rate is
slightly different from the one I was using.
Peter Atherton: Possibly.

Q174 Barry Gardiner: Can I ask you this? You are
an investment adviser, and I come along to you and
say, “Look, I’ve got £10 billion or £15 billion. What
I want to do is stick it all into CCS.” On current
evidence, it isn’t attracting a great deal of investment,
is it? We have one CCS investor. Are you actually
going to say to me, “For God’s sake, don’t do that; if
you want to go and invest that sort of money, there
are lots of better places that you could be investing
it”? As an investment adviser, what advice would you
give me?
Peter Atherton: It would be very simple; I would ask
you what your risk-reward was. On a CCS project that
is entirely at your own risk, what sort of cost of capital
would you be looking at, given the scale of the new
technology? We are talking about a £1 billion-type
project. You are looking at 20% IRR or 20% WACC-
type number, and if you can get that, great. If you
have a revenue line that you can predict, which will
give you that type of return, that is absolutely fine.
The problem is that you won’t, unless the Government
are willing to stand behind it, or unless there is
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somebody who will guarantee it—in which case,
obviously, your WACC would fall, anyway.

Q175 Barry Gardiner: Let me be more explicit in
my question. Why is it that the investment at the
moment is not coming forward in the same way for
CCS as it is in other areas?
Peter Atherton: If you look at the major utilities
around the world, they are doing projects on CCS, but
they may not necessarily be doing it in the UK.
Whether the UK scheme is badly designed, or whether
it requires too big a move from projects of 50 MW to
projects of a gigawatt that will cost £1 billion—that
might be part of it. But to be honest, I don’t have a
strong view on that.

Q176 Barry Gardiner: What you are saying to me
and the Committee is: “I don’t have a particular
handle on this, but it has to do with the mix between
risk and reward.”
Peter Atherton: Always.

Q177 Barry Gardiner: And it ain’t there. The risk
is too high, or it is perceived to be too high, and the
reward is too low, or it is perceived to be too low.
Peter Atherton: That must be the case, or people
would be doing it.

Q178 Barry Gardiner: So, in your view, how could
the Government go about amending that ratio of risk
to reward in CCS?
Peter Atherton: The most straightforward way of
doing it would be effectively to create a regulated
asset. You could do this with offshore wind as well if
you really wanted to change the risk-reward
dynamics. You transfer the commercial risk from the
developer to the consumer/taxpayer. In that case, the
developer is going to be happy with a much lower
return, because the cost of capital comes down and he
is guaranteed a return. So if you make it a sort of
regulated asset; you make it an asset on which the
developer is guaranteed a 6 to 8% return for 15 years,
or whatever the pay-back period is. That is the most
straightforward way to do it.

Q179 Barry Gardiner: So you nationalise some of
the risk?
Peter Atherton: You socialise the risk, yes, absolutely.

Q180 John Robertson: Do you feel the NPSs put
enough emphasis on investment? Do they encourage
investment?
Jane Smith: Perhaps I can chip in there. We think that
they do; we think that the most important thing and
the reason why investors will invest is because they
need a stable policy framework. We believe that the
NPSs are a big step forward in providing that
certainty. They also provide a lot of valuable
information for communities and their representatives,
in terms of the likely impacts and the likely mitigation
measures that come up with different technologies.
That is key. It means that when you get to a planning
application consideration, you can focus more on the
local impacts. In terms of industry, we are ready and
willing to invest—indeed, we already are investing—

and the NPSs will be a big step forward in providing
that stability and that certainty while all the other
reforms take place, not least the electricity markets
reforms. Those, of course, provide further
opportunities for incentivisation for a low-carbon
economy.
Peter Haslam: From the nuclear industry’s
perspective, we very much agree with that. It is vital
to have a long-term planning process that is
streamlined and that will enable projects to go through
on time without undue delay. In the past, there have
been major delays, particularly on nuclear projects,
the last one being Sizewell B. It is very important for
the confidence of the utilities that that doesn’t happen
again, and that they can see it won’t happen again. We
think that the NPSs are a key element in putting
together the framework that will enable new nuclear
build to take place. The other major part of that
framework, of course, is the market reform
arrangements, which we are expecting to be
announced in the next few days, I believe.
With that as the background, we are already seeing
substantial commitment to investment by the major
energy companies; for example, EDF bought British
Energy, E.ON and RWE set up Horizon, and GDF
Suez, Iberdrola and Scottish and Southern Energy
have formed NuGen. Those are three consortiums that
are very keen to engage in new builds. We think that
the industry is recognising what Government are
doing to create the right framework, and clearly we
need to see this continue. So far, the signs are good.
Malcolm Chilton: It is a prerequisite for investment,
but it is not the key investment decision. It may well
make the UK a more attractive place to look at those
investment decisions. In my own industry, I recall an
energy-from-waste plant on the Thames that took
eight years to go through its planning process. I think
most investors would see that as not really a viable
proposition. To be able to go through that process in
one to two years clearly is extremely helpful, but it is
not the key to an investment decision.

Q181 John Robertson: Mr Atherton, you are
obviously an expert in investment. CCS isn’t getting
the investment that we’d hoped. Is it likely that it will
get investment, if it is not Government money? If it
isn’t, where will the investment go?
Peter Atherton: It’s clear from what’s happened with
the UK process that it is unattractive to most
companies. There is only ScottishPower—Iberdrola—
left in, as far as I understand, so something has gone
wrong there. I have to say that this is not an area that I
have spent a huge amount of time looking at, because
relative to the €1 trillion, the CCS bid is de minimis.
It is very largely a post-2020 issue, whereas we are
much more focused on the next five to 10 years. Is it
going to happen? With a lot of these problems, you
are dealing with some very, very frontier technologies:
offshore wind, new nuclear and CCS. Companies are
being asked to do things far, far faster than they would
naturally do them. That is causing tremendous tension
and difficulties for a lot of the companies. CCS is a
really good example of that. Left to its own dynamics,
it is a 10-to-15-year research project. As for
implementation, “the second half of the next decade”
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is how the engineers always described it to me. We
are asking people at least to go straight to the very big
pre-roll-out phase within the next few years, which is
a tremendous challenge.

Q182 Ian Lavery: The Government have suggested
four demonstration CCS plants. The first one will be
awarded in December next year and will cost about
£1 billion. The other three CCS plants will hopefully
roll out between 2012 and 2014. From what you have
said, there is very little appetite for putting any private
money into CCS at this point in time—I think you
mentioned decades. The Government’s plans for the
next three plants are for the next two to four years.
Would you agree that the appetite is not there, and
that if the private finance is not there, the three
remaining CCS demonstration plants will not be built,
and will obviously not be put in place? What is your
view?
Peter Atherton: There is no evidence that the major,
UK-based facilities have any appetite to build those
three; that is for sure.

Q183 Ian Lavery: If that is the case and we are
losing three plants, even though they will be
demonstration plants, there will be a loss of energy
production. How will that gap be filled?
Peter Atherton: Sorry, I didn’t really understand.
Ian Lavery: If we’ve got, in the planning stage, three
demonstration plants—other than the first one, which
will be funded by central Government—and there
isn’t the private finance to develop them, there will be
a reduction in electricity generation. How will that
be filled?
Peter Atherton: Oh, you’re saying that the plants that
are going to shut under LCPD by 2015 may have been
converted to CCS. Our analysis is that, in terms of
megawatts, the UK is fine as regards security supply
through the closure of the LCPD plants, by and large,
unless you get unlucky with the AGRs. Don’t forget
that the UK has built about 7,000 MW; we have under
construction about 7,000 MW, of course. We have
11,000 coming off, 7,000 of gas coming on. Then we
have the renewables. Don’t forget, the reserve margin
is already at 25%. The danger happens under IED as
you push into the second half of the decade. Do you
start losing some of the AGRs? What is the running
regime under IED? How reliable is the wind when it
arrives? And so on. You begin to run into some
scenarios towards the end of the decade where reserve
margins can get pretty tight.

Q184 Ian Lavery: Is that lack of appetite for CCS
the same for CCS with coal as it is for CCS with gas?
Peter Atherton: I don’t want to say that there is a lack
of appetite for CCS, because E.ON, for example, is
doing stuff in various parts of the world, as are other
companies. What they are struggling to do is find an
economic way of doing it in the UK in the way that
the UK Government are asking them to do it.

Q185 Laura Sandys: As a follow-on from that, what
better model would there be to encourage investment,
if what the UK Government are requesting them to

deliver is a little bit more of a barrier than other
regimes?
Peter Atherton: As I understand it, some of the big
problems with CCS is not just the cost of building the
plants, but the impact it has on the output of the plant.
If you lose 34% of your electricity, how are you going
to compensate the companies for that, as well as the
cost of running the plant? I mentioned before that,
ultimately, if you want it built, and if there is a public
good to be had from doing this, then, frankly, the
public is just going to have to pay for it. That’s what
it boils down to. Clearly, it isn’t in the commercial
interest of the companies themselves to do that. Why
would you make your plant massively less efficient
and massively more expensive to run unless you get
paid for doing it?

Q186 Laura Sandys: I want to broaden things out a
little more, specifically on NPSs. From an investment
perspective, do you see there being a conflict between
the Localism Bill, which gives localities,
neighbourhoods and so on a much stronger voice, and
the NPSs? Are there issues of judicial review and
conflict of objectives?
Jane Smith: Perhaps I could start and others may chip
in. Certainly, if you look at the NPSs and the Planning
Act 2008 reforms, which the industry fully supported,
they already provide enhanced opportunity for
communities to engage much earlier in the process by
making pre-application consultations statutory.
Indeed, communities can engage throughout the
process, so there is already a much greater opportunity
for communities and statutory consultees to engage
and an enhanced role for local planning authorities.
Clearly, the Localism Bill places further emphasis on
localism, although I have yet to go through it line by
line. We will need to work through that, but we
certainly support the concept of localism. Of course
that needs to be balanced against the urgent national
need for substantial amounts of energy infrastructure.
In designing and locating potential sites, we always
look at the impact on both the environment and the
local communities, and we work closely with them
and their representatives. So I do not necessarily see
that there is a big conflict.
Matt Thomson: May I chip in? I tried to scan as much
of the Bill as I could before I got here. In comparison
with what is actually in the Bill, the emphasis on
neighbourhood control of planning has perhaps been
overstated. From what I have seen so far, and I stand
to be corrected, the neighbourhood plans will need to
demonstrate that they are in accordance with other,
more strategic plans, which presumably include NPSs
and proposals that are either already in the pipeline or
are already approved. The role for neighbourhood
plans is much more about giving the community the
power to have, as it were, the things that they need
delivered in a way that works for them, rather than
stopping things that they need, which might have been
agreed in other forums. I think that there is perhaps
less of a conflict than we were concerned about, given
some of the rhetoric ahead of the Bill’s publication.
Malcolm Chilton: Can I make a comment, too? The
new IPC applications require much more public
consultation than was normal in the past. To give an
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example from the only live application at the moment,
the public consultation section is a 1,300 page
document in its own right. The key is whether
negative local issues weigh heavily in the inspector’s
final judgment, whether the politics of the situation
outweigh the strategic benefits for the country.
We have to wait and see, but if we’re looking at the
total of renewables that we need to meet our 2020
targets, we have to remember that much of that will
be delivered from facilities providing less than 50
MW, which come under this planning regime. Most
renewables are smaller than that; land-based
renewables certainly are. Localism may impact on
such decisions, and I don’t think that has been
properly thought through yet. One of the ways in
which that might be helped is by reducing the
threshold for infrastructure applications from 50 MW
to 25 MW, which should be thought about.
Yes, there is a conflict when you try to build
infrastructure. There is always a conflict with local
people. I know that as well as anybody, because I do
it all the time. I have never tried to develop anything
anywhere that didn’t cause local controversy. That
comes with the territory. It is very difficult to debate
that issue locally and try to get people to see the
strategic benefits for the nation and set them against
their local interests. It is not something that a
developer can do. I don’t think it’s something that
local planners do terribly well, which is the reason for
what we are now doing. We still have a long way
to go.

Q187 Dan Byles: We have talked quite a bit about
the investment regime and the impact on investment
in CCS. Can we go back to nuclear for a moment?
Charles Hendry has said that 16 GW of new nuclear
has had some expression of interest or is somehow in
the pipeline. What does the investment appetite look
like for that? Do we really think, given some of the
concerns you have suggested about the problems that
the people who are expected to do the heavy lifting
on this face in investment terms, that we are going to
get 16 GW of new nuclear online in the time frames
that the Government are talking about?
Peter Haslam: We believe that we will; but that, of
course, is crucial on the NPSs going forward on track
and being implemented on time and on the
forthcoming market arrangements. As I said in
response to an earlier question, there has been a lot of
interest, and we now have three new build
consortiums that have already spent quite a bit of
money on putting together their operations to pursue
new build. Although investment decisions have not
been taken yet, we are moving towards that, but that
will, of course, be crucially dependent on what the
market reform arrangements include.
Jane Smith: I think it is also worth saying that to
deliver this level of investment is challenging but
achievable. It is similar in stature to the nuclear
programme in France in the 1970s, when they went
from approximately where the UK was at that time
with Magnox power stations and delivered a
substantial PWR construction programme over 10 to
15 years to get France to 75% reliance on nuclear. So
it is doable, but we must have the right economic and

regulatory models to go with the robust and timely
planning system to make that a reality.

Q188 Dan Byles: Do you think that the NPSs look
like they are giving us that?
Jane Smith: I think they are a good step forward.
Peter mentioned the electricity markets review, which
will clearly have a big part to play, but without the
NPSs and that stability, it is a big hurdle to get
investors to actively start moving things forward. We
risk another hiatus while all the other reforms go
through, however worthy they are.

Q189 Dan Byles: Mr Atherton, do you agree?
Peter Atherton: When was the 16 GW meant to be
online by?
Dan Byles: The Minister suggested that 2025 is
potentially in the pipeline.
Peter Atherton: The straightforward answer is no. It
is extraordinarily unlikely and extraordinarily
challenging. Equity investment in nuclear in the UK
poses tremendous challenges. There are five really big
risks: planning, construction, power price, operation
and decommissioning. The planning is a work in
progress. The reforms will, I hope, condense the
planning process and it will be relatively low risk.
The real biggies are construction and power price. On
construction, it is going to be extraordinarily difficult
to get non-recourse debt into new nuclear in the UK.
That basically means that it all has to be done on
balance sheet.
On the type of risk, if you get a Flamanville or a
TVO-type overrunning costs and time, that could wipe
out your entire equity investment in the project. There
are a lot of clever bankers working on this, so my
colleagues in the corporate finance departments will
be coming up with all sorts of very innovative ways
of trying to deal with those risks. But the construction
risk is very profound and real, and somebody is going
to have to carry out whether we are going to offload
it on to the consumer, the taxpayer or others.
Somebody has to carry the risk, so it is a profoundly
challenging risk.
You also have power price risk. Nobody has ever built
a merchant nuclear station in the world for very good
reasons, because nobody is insane enough to do it.
The industry has said to the UK Government, “We
aren’t going to do it,” which is why they are asking
for carbon price floors, capacity payments and so on.
What is that about? It is transferring risk from the
developer to the consumer in that case. They are going
to try to offload the prices, so the energy market
reforms will obviously be very important. The
corporate should take the risk of operation, and
decommissioning should be pay as you go. The
energy market review may go quite a way towards
helping deal with the power price risk. We have taken
action on the planning risk. The real big one that is
going to be a tremendous challenge to get over will
be the construction risk.
EDF is in a slightly different position from everybody
else. It is 82% owned by the French state and the
French state has an industrial policy which wants to
press forward for the EPR. EDF might be willing to
take the construction risk on, but the other players will
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need construction risk help. The Americans give it via
federal loans, cheap loan guarantees etc., and their
prime nuclear stations are regulated. It is a regulated
asset and therefore the consumer takes those risks.
In the UK at the moment, it is still proposed that the
private sector takes those risks. Fine, if you’ve got a
track record or building two, three, four, five of them
elsewhere in Europe and they are all being delivered
on time and on budget then perhaps the investment
community will take a view that that risk is now
manageable and quantifiable. But the only two that
are under way at the moment are late and well over
budget. So the perception is that that risk is going to
be pretty high.
Peter Haslam: Can I just come back on the question
of construction risk? Peter is right that the Finnish
project at Olkiluoto and Flamanville are slightly
behind time and cost. However, that is not the
experience worldwide. There are numerous projects
under way in China that are progressing both to time
and cost.

Q190 Chair: They probably don’t have many
planning delays in China, do they?
Peter Haslam: That’s one issue they don’t have.
That’s true. The key to this as far as the UK is
concerned is that we are planning to use international
designs that have already been constructed, so when
they deploy them in the UK, they will have had the
benefit of the experience in building them in Finland.
One of the problems with Olkiluoto was that there
were design changes during the construction and that
is something that hopefully would not happen here
because of the GDA process, which enables the
regulator to identify and tackle issues at the first stage
before building starts. So hopefully that problem
would not occur here. Although construction risk is
obviously an issue, I am not sure that it is quite as
bad as people suggest.
Peter Atherton: I’m afraid it is what it is. It is that
bad. I’d be happy to be shown the error of my ways,
but as of today, what is the perception of that risk?
What is the price that I’m going to apply to the cost
of capital to take account of that risk? I think my
description of how debt and equity investors will view
that risk is correct. Over time, that will change
because you get more experience. How much weight
will one place on what is happening in China versus
what we can see 20 miles across the channel in
Flamanville? Most people will look at Flamanville
and TVO, rather than at China, but China will be
another data point, for sure.

Q191 Dan Byles: Is there any consensus on the
actual cost per kilowatt-hour of new nuclear build
going forward, looking at the full lifetime costs,
including decommissioning at the end?
Peter Atherton: Which one do you want?

Q192 Dan Byles: And how does it compare with
projected CCS and offshore wind?
Peter Atherton: Everybody can do the calculations in
their own way. We have done our own.

Q193 Dan Byles: Hence my question: is there
consensus?
Peter Atherton: The biggest issue is what cost of
capital you use. Let me give you an example. On our
calculations using a 10% cost of capital, the required
revenue to meet that cost of capital for an EPR would
be just under £70 a megawatt-hour. That includes an
assumption of pay as you go for nuclear waste. If you
use a 15% cost of capital, which is far more realistic,
unless these risks of construction and power price
have been offloaded on to other people, it would be
about £93 a megawatt-hour.

Q194 Dan Byles: How does that compare with
offshore wind?
Peter Atherton: The only thing that makes new
nuclear look cheap is offshore wind, which is coming
in at around £150 a megawatt-hour. Solar is so far off
the scale we don’t even both calculating it. CCGT
gas—this is based on €30 carbon, $100 oil, and 60p
per therm—is £60 per megawatt-hour and you enter
in price coal just shy of £80, nuclear in the £90s, using
a 15% WAC, onshore wind about £80, offshore wind
about £150.

Q195 Barry Gardiner: Could we have that in
writing?
Peter Atherton: We have written numerous reports on
this that explain all our numbers and things. I’d be
very happy to send you an Excel model that allows
you to put in all your own assumptions and churns out
the number at the end.
Chair: That would be very helpful indeed.

Q196 Dan Byles: Out of interest, do you take a
different view?
Peter Haslam: Financial cost for future generations is
essentially a matter for the utilities rather than the
NIA. We are not experts on this. I noticed from the
Government’s evidence that DECC asked Mott
MacDonald to produce a report, which looked at
generation costs for the main large-scale technologies
in the UK, and that showed that, in the short term,
gas-fired CCGT was unsurprisingly the least costly.
Looking further ahead, it expected nuclear to be the
least costly main technology on DECC’s central fuel
and carbon assumptions. It has to be said that Mott
MacDonald said that there were many different ways
of looking at this and that all these things were fairly
uncertain, but its conclusion was that nuclear was the
least costly long-term option.
Peter Atherton: That sounds like the sort of research
that the IEA did recently, but it got to those numbers
by using a 5% cost capital for nuclear, which
obviously helps.
Chair: We haven’t got a lot of time left, and several
colleagues want to come in, so can I appeal for quick
questions and quick answers?

Q197 Dr Whitehead: Could I briefly return to the
question of the 16 GW of new nuclear online by 2025,
which is the projection that was put to this Committee
just recently? It is important, because if that is the
case, then the majority of the non-renewable 18 GW
gap set out in NPS1 is apparently filled largely by new
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nuclear. That implies one new nuclear plant coming
on stream every nine months from 2018 to 2025. The
Committee on Climate Change projections from 2009
suggested, at most, one nuclear power plant every 18
months after 2018—assuming the 2018 target was
met. What has changed between those two points to
cause the assessment to be double the speed than was
suggested in 2009?
Peter Haslam: I’m not familiar with the case that you
have from 2009, but there are three consortia that are
separately taking forward proposals for new builds.
Their belief is that they can build new nuclear power
stations to enable 16 GW to be available by 2025—
assuming that all the other arrangements that we
discussed earlier are in place. Utilities think they can
do it.

Q198 Dr Whitehead: I find that a little surprising in
the light of other estimates, but are there particular
things from the past year that have caused a sudden
change in estimate of speed of deployment over and
above those estimates that were generally thought of
as optimistic a year ago?
Peter Haslam: I think the only change is that the
utilities have looked carefully at what is required to
put this together, and they believe that it will work.

Q199 Christopher Pincher: Following on from that,
there seems to be some disagreement as to whether
the 16 GW 2025 nuclear capacity can be reached. We
had DECC officials at this Committee a few weeks
ago, and they said that there is a sufficient skill base
in the country to decommission Magnox plants, which
is currently going ahead, and also to meet the
demands for new builds. Do you concur with that, or
do you think that skills will need to be imported from
other countries? Will that be factored into the cost
price of the build?
Peter Haslam: There is a strong skills base in the UK,
which has been undertaking the decommissioning of
the first generation of nuclear plants. That will be used
in building new plants as well. There will be a transfer
of some staff from decommissioning sites to new
build sites. There are a lot of Government initiatives
under way at the moment to improve the skills base—
the National Skills Academy for Nuclear has been set
up, for example, and Cogent is doing quite a bit—and
there is a recognition that a large skills base is
required to undertake all this work. The Government
are hoping to ensure that the UK provides as much of
that as possible.

Q200 Christopher Pincher: That seems to be a
recognition that it is not fully fillable by domestic
skill.
Peter Haslam: Well, I think we’ll have to wait and
see.

Q201 John Robertson: Investment, we are told, is
governed by three things: planning, construction and
power price. We have been told today that CCS is

really not a good investment, and we have been told
that nuclear energy is not great, but the UK is a good
country to invest in and it would appear to be being
invested in. So, where is this investment going? Is it
down to subsidy of new build, or are we going to go
down the road of a new dash for gas and we won’t
worry about our CO2 commitments? Where is this
investment going?
Malcolm Chilton: I can tell you where some of it is
going, at least. My company is looking to invest £3
billion. That is not much against the total of £200
billion but it is something in the energy-from-waste
sector in the UK, which has a very sound policy base.

Q202 John Robertson: Is it subsidised?
Malcolm Chilton: No; PFI funding may have been a
partial subsidy to the industry in the past, although
that’s very much in decline now. I wouldn’t say it was
subsidised, no.

Q203 Chair: Does it qualify for ROCs?
Malcolm Chilton: Not normally. If certain
technologies are used, it can qualify for ROCs, but
those technologies are not really developed and there
are few examples of anyone trying to do that. It is
relatively un-subsidised.

Q204 Sir Robert Smith: Should it qualify for
renewable heat?
Malcolm Chilton: I think if it is in CHP mode then it
certainly should. Not to qualify would be
discriminatory, really. I actually think not qualifying
for ROCs to be somewhat discriminatory, but that is
the situation.

Q205 Chair: Relatively un-subsidised sounds a bit
like slightly pregnant.
Malcolm Chilton: The only subsidy is PFI funding,
and those projects that don’t have PFI funding are
not subsidised.

Q206 Dr Whitehead: So that comes back, however,
to the same improvements in the waste industry as the
carbon floor price would be in the energy industry.
Malcolm Chilton: Absolutely, and I think it is a very
good example of how a predetermined tax over a
period of time can really bring about seismic change
in the way an industry behaves. I think a gradually
increasing carbon tax—or however you have chosen
to do it—over the 10 years between now and 2020
would have a dramatic effect on outcomes, both for
renewables and, I suspect, for nuclear as well.
Chair: I think we’re probably reaching the end, unless
any of my colleagues has a burning question that they
need to ask, because I am aware you have probably
got important engagements to go to. Thank you very
much for coming; it has been a very, very useful
exchange and I am sure we want to keep in touch with
all of you.
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Memorandum submitted by the Department of Energy and Climate Change

Introduction

Charles Hendry, Minister for State for Energy, is scheduled to appear before the Energy and Climate Change
Select Committee on 30 November 2010 to discuss the revised draft energy National Policy Statements (NPSs).

We would like to thank the Committee for its scrutiny to date on the draft energy NPSs. The Government
laid the revised draft NPSs before Parliament for scrutiny, and published them for public consultation, on 18
October 2010. On the same date it also published its response to the ECC Select Committee recommendations
and public consultation in respect of the draft NPSs published and laid before Parliament in November 2009.
Copies of the revised draft NPSs, the Government response to Parliament and response to public consultation
have been placed in the House library and are available at: www.energynpsconsultation.decc.gov.uk.

The public consultation on the revised draft energy NPSs is open until 24 January 2011. Full details of the
consultation are also available at: www.energynpsconsultation.decc.gov.uk.

This note sets out:

— reasons for the new consultation;

— key changes to the draft energy NPSs;

— key changes to the Appraisals of Sustainability and Habitat Regulations Assessments; and

— details on the current consultation, ratification of the energy NPSs and abolition on the
Infrastructure Planning Commission.

Full details of the changes to the draft energy NPSs can be found in the annex to the Government response
to Parliament.

Reasons for New Consultation

Following comments from the ECC select committee and respondents to the November 2009 to February
2010 consultation, we have substantially revised the Appraisals of Sustainability (AoSs) for the non-nuclear
energy NPSs.

The changes to the AoSs in turn led to some changes to the NPSs themselves and in any event, since the
SEA Directive requires consultation on both draft plans (ie the draft NPSs) and the accompanying
environmental assessments (ie the AoSs) it is appropriate to consult in parallel on the revised draft NPSs and
the revised AoSs, particularly where (as in this case) there have been significant changes to the AoSs which
may affect consultees’ views of the revised draft NPSs. Consideration of the consultation responses also led to
changes being made to the NPSs, particularly the nuclear NPS.

Changes to the Draft Overarching NPS (EN-1)

Part 3: energy need statement

We have revised the energy need section of EN-1 in the light of further analytical data, as described below.
However, the conclusions remain the same. The Government believes there is an urgent need for a diverse
range of new nationally significant energy infrastructure. The UK faces a major challenge in moving to a low
carbon economy and industry needs to be able to deliver significant amounts of new energy infrastructure over
the coming decades and beyond to 2050.

New electricity infrastructure is needed as replacements for closing power stations, to respond to the move
to low carbon forms of generation (including renewables, nuclear and fossil fuels with CCS), and to ensure
security of supply. New electricity networks are also needed as well as new oil and gas infrastructure to
maintain security of energy supply.

We have strengthened the energy need statement in response to respondents’ suggestions to look further
ahead than 2025. Analysis presented in the revised energy need chapter shows that by 2050 we might need to
triple generation capacity by comparison with today in order to meet our legal obligations to reduce the UK’s
greenhouse gas emissions by 80% (from 1990 levels) by 2050. For this we have referenced the 2050 Pathways
Analysis which focuses on “successful” pathways that achieve an 80% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions
by 2050, while ensuring that energy supply meets demand.

We also considered different scenarios, using the latest modelling, that attempt to assess what the UK’s
future energy needs may be. The Updated Energy and Emissions Projections (published in June 2010 as the
UEP40 and available at: http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/statistics/projections/projections.aspx)
illustrates the likely impact of different fossil fuel and carbon prices on the need for new electricity generating
capacity required by 2025. In the nearer term, the Government considers it prudent to plan on the basis of
scenarios projecting the greatest potential need for new generation capacity (about 59GW of new build by
2025—although this projection is not definitive and may underestimate future demand for electricity as the UK
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moves to decarbonise), of which just over half would be renewables and the remainder non-renewable
generation.

Parts 4 and 5: assessment principles and generic impacts

We have also made substantive revisions to take account of the consultation responses and recommendations
from the ECC Select Committee and House of Lords Grand Committee on:

— Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) and Carbon Capture Readiness (CCR). Sections (paragraphs
3.6.4 to 3.6.6 and Section 4.7) have been revised to clarify that CCR applies to all combustion
power stations of 300 MW capacity. Following a number of comments, including those of ECC
Select Committee and the House of Lords Grand Committee, we have added more details in
paragraphs 4.7.11 to 4.7.15 on how developers could assess the economic and technical feasibility
of CCS to ensure that a proposed new thermal combustion power station would meet requirements
for it to be CCR. However, we have retained the clear direction that both developers and the IPC
should refer to DECC guidelines for more information on such assessments. To assist the IPC, we
state that it should consult the Environment Agency on technical and economic feasibility.

— Emissions Performance Standard (EPS). The Government has stated it will establish an EPS that
will prevent coal-fired power stations being built unless they are equipped with sufficient CCS to
meet the EPS. We will hold a consultation in the autumn to consider further the introduction of an
EPS alongside wider reform of the electricity market. EN-1 notes (paragraph 4.7.5) that operators
of new coal-fired power stations would have to comply with any requirements of EPS regulation.

— Cooling towers and exhaust stacks for thermal generating stations. In revising the draft energy
NPSs, we have sought to simplify them as much as possible and to avoid repeating information
which appears in EN-1 in the technology-specific NPSs. We have therefore transferred the detailed
information on cooling towers and exhaust stacks that appeared in the first consultation drafts of
EN-2 and EN-3 to the air emissions and landscape sections (5.2 and 5.9) of EN-1 and deleted it
from EN-2, EN-3 and EN-6.

— Historic environment. Section 5.8 of EN-1 has been extensively revised, in consultation with
English Heritage, to reflect the policies set out in the new Planning Policy Statement PPS5 on
“Heritage Assets”.

Changes to the Draft Fossil Fuel NPS (EN-2)

EN-2 has been revised to ensure that it is clear and consistent with the overarching NPS EN-1. Substantive
changes have been made on:

— Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) and Carbon Capture Readiness (CCR). We have revised
paragraphs 2.3.6 to 2.3.11 to reflect changes in EN-1 on the need for operators of coal-fired
generating stations to comply with any requirements for Emission Performance Standards and
removed the text on policy (paragraphs 2.3.7 and 2.3.8 in the November 2009 draft) that merely
repeated the text in EN-1.

— Transport infrastructure. This section (2.2.5) has been revised following responses to consultation
to clarify that transport for fuel and residues may be multi-modal but there is a preference for
water-borne transport where available. It also clarifies that sites should be located near existing
transport infrastructure where possible.

Changes to the Draft Renewables NPS (EN-3)

Revisions have been made regarding:

— Other renewable technologies. Paragraph 1.7.2 on the infrastructure covered by EN-3 has been
substantially revised to explain that some renewable energy technologies are not covered by the
NPS because they are not yet commercially viable. It also notes that when such technologies do
become viable, the Government will either revise EN-3 or draft new NPSs to cover them.

— Biomass sustainability. The section on fuels for renewable energy combustion plants (paragraphs
2.5.5 to 2.5.8) has been revised to take account of the latest position on Renewables Obligation
Certificates (ROCs) for biomass sustainability. It notes that there is no need for the IPC to consider
sustainability of biomass fuel as part of the consents process, because sustainability is to be
managed under the RO by Ofgem. We may, however, need to further revise this section if the
proposed policy on ROCs (on which a public consultation recently closed, but which has not yet
been legislated for), is not adopted.

— Green Belts in relation to Offshore Wind. New text has been substituted for the original (generic)
text to explain the circumstances in which Green Belt provisions might be applicable when
considering offshore applications.

— Noise and vibration and water quality impacts for biomass / waste. Additional information on these
impacts has been added to the section on biomass/energy from waste generating stations to reflect
recommendations from the revised AoS on EN-3.
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Changes to the Draft Gas Supply Infrastructure and Gas and Oil Pipelines NPS (EN-4)

EN-4 has been revised to ensure that it is clear and consistent with the overarching NPS EN-1. Further
substantive changes include:

— CO2 pipelines. We have clarified that EN-4 (section 1.7) is only intended to cover pipelines
carrying natural gas or oil and does not cover CO2.

— Hazardous substances. The NPS has been revised (at section 2.4) to include references to regulatory
controls which ensure the safe shipping of LNG (liquefied natural gas).

— Geological assessment for salt cavern storage. The NPS has been revised to include more
information about what this assessment should contain (section 2.6).

— Assessment and technology-specific information. Various revisions have been made to the guidance
on impacts in EN-4. The specification for assessing the noise impact of a pipeline within a 300m
corridor has been changed. There is a new section (2.17) relating to the impact on gas emissions
due to the flaring or venting of gas.

Changes to the Draft Electricity Networks Infrastructure NPS (EN-5)

We have revised EN-5 sections on:

— Biodiversity. We have included a new section (2.7) on bird strike under the Biodiversity heading
following a suggestion made during the revision of the AoS.

— Undergrounding. We have also made changes to the wording of the section on undergrounding
(section 2.8) to make it clearer that all applications need to be assessed on a case by case basis
taking into account all the relevant factors, including visual impact, cost, technical viability and
environmental and archaeological consequences.

Changes to the Draft Nuclear NPS (EN-6)

EN-6 has been streamlined to clarify the policy that the IPC should consider when determining an application
for new nuclear development and to reduce repetition with EN-1; and two sites previously listed as potentially
suitable locations for the deployment of new nuclear power stations by 2025 are no longer in the revised draft.
In particular, we have amended the following sections:

— The need for new nuclear power stations. The text explaining the need for new nuclear power
stations has been moved to EN-1 to bring the revised draft Nuclear NPS into line with the other
technology specific NPSs.

— Management and disposal of waste. Information setting out the Government’s conclusions on the
management and disposal of waste from new nuclear power stations has been moved to Annex B
so that the main body of the NPS highlights how the IPC should consider any issues regarding
waste during its examination of an application.

— Site assessments. We had originally included all of the detailed site assessments in part 5 of EN-
6. This has now been moved (for the sites listed) to Annex C of the revised draft, which is in the
second volume of the revised draft EN-6. The text has also been updated in light of the consultation
responses. The reasons why any assessed sites are not considered potentially suitable can be found
in the Government Response to Consultation.

— Sites. The revised EN-6 lists eight sites that the Government considers to be potentially suitable
for the deployment of new nuclear power stations before the end of 2025. Three sites have been
confirmed as unsuitable:

— Dungeness has again not been put on the draft list of potentially suitable sites due to impacts
on the integrity of the Dungeness Special Area of Conservation which the Government
considers it would not be possible to mitigate. There are alternative sites available (the other
eight) which would appear to better protect the integrity of the network of European sites; and

— Braystones and Kirksanton in Cumbria, have been found unsuitable due to concerns over the
potential visual impacts of development on the nearby Lake District National Park, and
concerns over the credibility of deploying these sites by 2025.

Changes to the Non-nuclear Appraisals of Sustainability and Habitats Regulations
Assessment

Appraisals of Sustainability

The draft energy NPSs reflect established energy policy and the way in which energy infrastructure
development consenting policy flows from it. The original AoS compared the effect of implementing these
established policies within the framework of an NPS (with differing degrees of detail) against a business as
usual scenario without an NPS.

Following comments that the section of the original AoSs dealing with “reasonable alternatives” to the “plan
or programme” contained in the draft NPSs EN-1 to EN-5 did not fulfil the requirements of the SEA Directive
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as regards the consideration of alternatives, a wider range of alternatives has now been considered. As a result,
it is now possible for consultees to compare an analysis of the likely significant effects (both positive and
negative) of the revised draft NPS policies across a range of environmental, social and economic factors. This
includes the likely significant effects which would be likely to result if various different policy choices were
to be made at the strategic level as to how to fulfil, through the development consenting process, the relevant
overall goals of energy policy (i.e. to maintain safe, secure and affordable energy supplies while moving to a
low carbon economy and reducing carbon emissions by 80% by 2050). Examples of the alternatives considered
include (at the overarching, EN-1 level) placing an overall greater emphasis on reducing greenhouse gas
emissions or other environmental impacts of new energy infrastructure and (at the technology-specific level),
adopting a different approach to the “undergrounding” of electricity transmission and distribution lines.

The appraisal of these alternatives considers the possible advantages and disadvantages of different policies
that could be adopted in the NPSs to fulfil the overall plan objective, which lies behind the various individual
policies. It is not an examination of a range of different energy and climate change policies, but looks at the
question of whether the balance between the various elements of the overall objective is the right one.

With the previous draft NPSs an assessment of the effect of the implementation of the NPS policies was
done by comparing the outcomes with and without the NPSs in place. For the revised NPSs the comparative
assessment has been carried out against the baseline of the environment as it is now.

Habitats Regulations Assessment

The Habitats Regulations Assessment of the non nuclear NPSs has been updated to take account of the
relevant alternatives generated during the redrafting of the AoS.

The case for Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest has been updated to reflect changes on the
revised need case for EN-1.

The Government has also clarified the case for Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest for the plan
(the NPSs); that it is not directly transferable to individual projects; and that the non-nuclear NPSs do not in
any way reduce the duty on the IPC to fulfil the legal requirements of the Habitats Directive.

Changes to the nuclear Appraisal of Sustainability and Habitats Regulations Assessment

Appraisal of Sustainability

The Appraisal of Sustainability of EN-6 has been revised to take account of the removal of Braystones and
Kirksanton as potentially suitable sites. The assessment of interaction and cumulative effects of sites (chapter
7) has been updated to reflect that there are now two sites (Heysham and Sellafield) in the north west instead
of four.

For clarity, the conclusion of no significant transboundary effects has been consolidated into one section in
Chapter 7. It was previously set out in several different appendices.

Habitats Regulations Assessment

The Habitats Regulations Assessment of EN-6 has been updated to take account of the removal of Braystones
and Kirksanton as potentially suitable sites and the assessment of interaction and cumulative effects has been
updated accordingly. The assessment also takes account of a number of new European protected sites which
have been designated since the consultation in November 2009.

The case for Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest has been updated to reflect changes to the
revised need case EN-1 and changes on sites which are considered potentially suitable. The Government has
also clarified that the case for Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest is for the plan (i.e. EN-6), and
is not directly transferable to individual projects and that EN-6 does not in any way reduce the duty on the
IPC to fulfil the legal requirements of the Habitats Directive.

The Consultation on the Revised Draft National Policy Statements

The consultation on the revised energy NPSs opened on 18 October 2010. Responses can be submitted via
email, post, fax or the NPS consultation website (www.energynpsconsultation.decc.gov.uk) until 24 January
2011. Full details of how to respond can be found in the NPS consultation document available from the website.

Three national events are scheduled on the revised draft energy NPSs at:

— Bristol on Monday 29 November;

— Manchester on Tuesday 30 November; and

— London on Thursday 2 December.

These events are intended to inform people of the reason for the consultation, explain the main changes to
the NPSs, hear people’s views on these and to encourage them to respond to the consultation.
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Due to the extensive programme of site of events run for the November 2009 to February 2010 consultation
and the limited changes to the site assessments we are not organising individual site events for this consultation.
However, we have offered to attend local events organised by local authorities or interest groups to discuss the
revised draft Nuclear NPS and the relevant site assessment.

Ratification

The Government has stated that the decision-making framework for major infrastructure should have the
strongest possible democratic legitimacy and that NPSs will be ratified by Parliament. Although a legislative
requirement to ratify NPSs will be proposed in the Localism Bill, we do not expect this to be in force in time
for the Energy NPSs. We have made a commitment to put in place a process for the ratification of the energy
NPSs that is based, as closely as possible, on the statutory framework.

We intend to bring forward the energy NPSs for ratification in spring 2011.

Abolition of the IPC

The Minister for Decentralisation, the Rt Hon Greg Clark MP, announced in June that, in accordance with
the Coalition Agreement, we intend to abolish the Infrastructure Planning Commission (IPC) and move its
expertise into a new Major Infrastructure Planning Unit (MIPU) that will be part of the Planning Inspectorate
(PINS). Legislation to enable this will be introduced in the Localism Bill, which is planned to be introduced
into Parliament in this Session. The actual timing for abolition of the IPC will be determined by this primary
legislation which it is proposed should enact its abolition and replacement.

We intend to retain the IPC’s fast-track application and examination processes, but major infrastructure
projects will be decided by Ministers on the basis of recommendations by MIPU. The statutory timetable for
decision-taking will be no longer than under the current regime.

A more detailed Work Plan for Major Infrastructure Planning, including further details about decision making
arrangements, will be published by the Department for Communities and Local Government before the end of
the year.

Final decisions have not been made on the future structure of MIPU within PINS. CLG officials are in close
contact with the leadership teams of both PINS and IPC to identify the most efficient structure necessary to
deliver an effective and integrated PINS covering both of their portfolios.

National Policy Statements will continue to be the primary basis for decisions on major infrastructure
development consent applications. Consents for major infrastructure projects will be decided by Ministers on
the basis of recommendations by MIPU, ensuring that decisions are made by those who are democratically
elected.

There will be transitional arrangements to ensure that any projects being considered by the IPC at the time
of the changes are not delayed. Any applications in the system will transfer seamlessly from the IPC to MIPU.
A large number of projects currently listed on the IPC website are for energy infrastructure and we recognise
the importance of these projects. We will be working closely with energy developers to ensure they are aware
of changes to the planning system and to facilitate a smooth transition of projects so as to avoid delay.

November 2010

Memorandum submitted by the RSPB

Summary

In line with all the political parties and with many other stakeholders, we support the principle of national
policy statements (NPSs). However the RSPB was highly critical of the draft NPSs published in November
2009, which were highly deficient as planning documents and in terms of compliance with environmental law.

We welcome DECC’s decision to re-open its consultation and scrutiny process. However the revised NPSs
are very little changed: we remain concerned that they will neither speed the delivery of a low carbon economy
nor give adequate protection to the natural environment. The revised appraisals of sustainability still do not
appear to serve the objectives, and to meet the requirements, of the Strategic Environmental assessment
Directive (2001/42/EC).

In summary the RSPB is disappointed that the revised energy NPSs and associated appraisals have the
following weaknesses:

— The NPSs have no more spatial expression than the previous drafts, missing the opportunity to
avoid environmental impacts “upstream” in the planning process.

— The statement of need does not adequately address development of the energy mix, nor does it set
out limits for deployment of any technology.

— There is no new requirement to consider the necessary associated power lines at the same time as
considering power generation facilities.
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— The IPC is not to consider the carbon emissions of any proposal, unnecessarily jeopardising the
UK’s carbon budgets.

— No new conditions are placed on the sustainability of fuels for biomass.

— The Appraisals of Sustainability make only a cursory effort to examine alternatives, and thereby
do not allow for their direct comparison with the preferred plan.

— The revised appraisal process has contributed almost nothing to the level of environmental
protection afforded by the NPSs.

— The time frame for consultation on the monitoring strategy is not adequate.

Main Concerns

Lack of strategic vision and coherence

The NPSs represent an opportunity for DECC to undertake joined-up, strategic planning for the delivery of
essential infrastructure. Strategic planning of this kind would help to anticipate and avoid environmental
damage, to reduce problems at the project planning stage, and to provide greater certainty for investors and
stakeholders. However the NPSs are more development control documents rather than strategic policy
statements, so will not direct investment towards locations and technologies with acceptable environmental
impacts. Further the energy NPSs are not integrated with each other, so the IPC will not be able to consider
infrastructure development in an integrated way—for example both new power stations and any new power
lines they require.

Lack of clarity on infrastructure needed

Although the NPSs contain projections of demand, the NPSs remain unclear on how much infrastructure is
needed, of what type and where (apart from nuclear). The NPSs assert an overwhelming, urgent need for new
infrastructure, which is used to relegate any environmental concerns to issues of local detail. Blindness to
carbon emissions and unsustainable biomass production The IPC is essentially “carbon blind” in its decision-
making, and is instructed not to consider the sustainability of biomass fuel production. We consider that the
IPC (or its successor) should give significant weight to projects’ carbon emissions, to ensure that cumulative
emissions from projects do not jeopardise the UK’s carbon budgets. While we accept that other aspects of
energy policy encourage low-carbon investment, we do not understand why the NPSs cannot provide an
additional safeguard. The same applies to the sustainability of biomass production.

Weak Appraisals of Sustainability

Greater effort has now been made in the revised appraisals to consider “reasonable alternatives”, as required
in the SEA Directive. However, contrary to European Commission guidance on application of SEA, alternatives
to the NPS policies are not addressed in the same way and to an equivalent level of detail. Contrary to
Government’s own guidance (and to rules requiring consultation of the public at a stage when options are
open) the alternatives are often ruled out within the appraisals. Indeed the appraisals deal with alternatives in
such a brief and cursory way that they repeatedly fail to give meaningful information about their likely impacts
on the environment. Further, little effort has been made to integrate the revised findings into the content of the
NPSs. Thus the appraisals do almost nothing to increase the level of environmental protection provided for by
the NPSs, and therefore do not serve the SEA Directive’s central objective.

Inadequate consultation on provisions for monitoring

Government proposes to develop its draft Monitoring Strategy during the current re-consultation period, and
then to publish it alongside the designated NPSs. We do not consider this provides an adequate timeframe for
consultation on this important aspect of the policy..

November 2010

Memorandum submitted by the Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE)

Summary

CPRE recognises the urgent need for low carbon energy infrastructure and the challenge climate change
poses. We have welcomed the development of National Policy Statements (NPSs) in principle. We have been
very critical of the first set of Energy National Policy Statements, however, because they: lacked any significant
spatial guidance, restricting the benefits which could be gained from strategic planning; asserted an essentially
unlimited need for new energy infrastructure, undermining the ability of planning to integrate competing
demands on land use; insufficiently engaged the public in debate over the UK’s energy policy; and failed to
enable consideration of reasonable alternatives, including through the Appraisals of Sustainability.
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While a number of changes which improve the NPSs have been made, we are disappointed that few of the
above criticisms have been effectively addressed. Notably:

— the NPSs have not been strengthened to enable the planning system to direct infrastructure to the
least environmentally damaging locations;

— although the need for new infrastructure now has an evidence base, the NPSs provide no guidance
on how decisions should be affected by expected need, other than to assert that the need is
significant. There is, for example, no suggestion that need will not continue to be significant if the
IPC consents enough infrastructure to meet expected need;

— despite very significant public concern about the impact of overhead power lines on the
countryside, protection for Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and National Parks has actually
been reduced in the revised drafts. This is a matter of serious concern to CPRE; and

— minor changes to the wording of certain sections are likely to have significant impacts on the
interpretation and meaning of the NPSs. These changes have not been adequately highlighted to
the public.

Spatial Planning

As national planning documents, the draft energy NPSs should set out spatially explicit guidelines to help
direct the future development of energy infrastructure. Giving a stronger steer to decision-makers about the
optimum locations for new energy infrastructure would make it more likely that future energy infrastructure
could be developed in a coherent manner which integrates environmental, social and economic concerns. CPRE
would like to see more detailed spatial criteria in the documents to ensure applications come forward for
projects in the most appropriate locations. Providing more spatial criteria is likely to reduce uncertainty for
developers and the public which should allow for more rapid development of necessary infrastructure. We are
concerned that the absence of more explicit spatial guidance will lead to poorer outcomes for the natural
environment.

This is not merely a theoretical concern. For example, experience of pre-application consultation for the
substation required to connect the Triton Knoll offshore wind farm to the national grid highlights the risk of
the current approach. The location of the substation is subject to consultation, but the fact that all proposed
sites for the substation are approximately 40 km from the nearest suitable 400 kV overhead lines is not
considered. Indeed, the required overhead lines to connect the substation are entirely outside of the consultation,
and risk not being considered at all by the Infrastructure Planning Commission or a future Major Infrastructure
Unit of the Planning Inspectorate.

Similar concerns relate to the consenting of carbon capture ready (CCR) gas fired generation. All new gas
generation will need to be CCR, but there is no guidance about whether or not decision makers should prefer
projects sited near potential CO2 transmission infrastructure or storage sites.

Need

Currently, draft EN-1 asserts the need for 59 GW of new generation capacity by 2025. Of this, approximately
16.5 GW is already consented, with a further 23 GW in planning or firmly proposed, as evidenced by National
Grid’s seven year statement. In total, there is therefore some understanding of where around two thirds of
required capacity for new energy infrastructure may be built.1

While not all of this will be consented, and some of those projects that are consented will not be built, the
fact that the way in which need is considered by decision makers does not relate to the amount of infrastructure
that is proposed appears perverse. In a sense, the fact that the revised draft NPSs contain a detailed case for
need supports the argument that an understanding of how much need has been fulfilled should be incorporated
into decisions on major infrastructure projects.

As it stands, there is a risk that major infrastructure planning will be unable effectively to perform its
development control function by directing necessary infrastructure to the most suitable sites. It is also unlikely
to be unable to respond intelligently to oversupply of energy infrastructure which may jeopardise wider policy
goals (such as a large increase in gas-fired generation). Moreover, the possibility of overconsenting may mean
undue frustration for local communities and developers “cherry-picking” the cheaper, environmentally less
appropriate sites.

Grid

Electricity networks have a significant impact on the beauty and tranquillity of the countryside. To date the
industry has followed a set of principles, the “Holford Rules”, in routeing new overhead lines. These have
generally worked effectively to limit this impact.
1 Note that this only partially takes into account the spatially explicit proposals for new nuclear power stations.
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The majority of 1,100 public responses to questions on electricity transmission policies in the first drafts of
the NPSs (just under a third of the 3000 responses received to the consultation on all six NPSs as a whole)
called for stronger policies to control the visual impact of overhead lines. About 600 of these were, according
to the Government, directly inspired by the campaigning of CPRE and partner organisations.

Disturbingly, the second draft of the NPS on electricity networks proposes to weaken the standing of the
Holford Rules. The original draft stated that decision makers should recognise that the Rules should form the
basis for the approach to routeing new overhead lines, and applicants should be expected to follow them
where possible.

The latest draft only says that decision-makers “should bear them [the Rules] in mind”. In CPRE’s view this
would mean a significant weakening of the Rules. It is likely to mean that there will be no requirement on
either (i) electricity companies to demonstrate that they have sought to avoid damaging impacts to important
areas of landscape; or (ii) the decision maker to base its evaluation of a proposed overhead transmission line
scheme on whether the Holford Rules have been met. Nor is there any expectation that the mitigation measures
suggested in EN-5 (paragraph 2.8.9) should be carried out for schemes where one or more of the Holford Rules
are not met. We fear that the effect of this would be seriously to weaken the protection of the countryside from
unnecessary and intrusive energy infrastructure.

Minor Changes with Major Impacts

Other minor changes to the wording of several sections of the NPSs are of concern to CPRE. Because NPSs
have a different status under the Planning Act 2008 than existing PPSs—decisions on major infrastructure must
be taken in accordance with the NPSs rather than existing policy—minor changes in wording can have major
impacts on countryside protection.

A few examples of such changes are detailed below:

— Paragraphs in section 5.8 of EN-1 on the historic environment almost exactly repeat existing
protections in PPS5, except that they remove references to non-designated assets. In particular,
paragraphs 5.8.12 and 5.8.17 add the word “designated” to existing language in PPS5, weakening
protection for non-designated, but still important, heritage assets.

— Paragraph 5.9.9 of EN-1 on visual and landscape impacts repeats the new “contribution to the
regional economy” criterion which first appeared in the previous draft EN-1. This is a significant
departure from existing protections for nationally designated areas and significantly reduces their
protection.

— Paragraph 5.12.8 of EN-1 identifies developer contributions as a material consideration for
planning decisions. While we welcome the consideration of these benefits through the planning
process, the NPS should specify that contributions should relate to the purpose of the project (eg.
community benefits for energy projects should contribute to local energy saving or
microgeneration).

— Paragraph 5.10.12 of EN-1 advises applicants on ways in which to circumvent Green Belt
protection. This is deeply disturbing.

This is by no means an exhaustive list of the changes. We are concerned that democratic scrutiny of the
revised draft NPSs has been made more difficult by these changes being summarised as drafting changes,
ostensibly used simply or clarify, rather than changes in policy, which deserve public scrutiny.

November 2010

Memorandum submitted by Friends of the Earth

We believe that the Government has not adequately responded to the recommendations of the Energy and
Climate Change’s report on National Policy Statements (NPS). And bearing in mind the importance of the
issues and the long timescales over which the NPSs will have effect proper scrutiny is critical and we hope
this is a role which the ECC committee will play.

Our concerns fall into four categories:

(1) Climate change, and compatibility of NPS with the carbon budgets in the Climate Change Act 2008.

(2) The “need” for all types of electricity generation.

(3) The revised Appraisals of Sustainability.

(4) Good scrutiny and public consultation.

1. Climate Change

There are two concerns here—first, that the Government’s medium-term vision is too hazy, second that there
are insufficient safeguards to prevent lock-in to high carbon infrastructure.
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1.1 Vision

The Committee recommended that the Government take on board the CCC’s proposal to fully decarbonise
the electricity sector by 2030. The Government ignored this recommendation.

It is of deep concern that the Government is only looking at the short-term (to 2022 the end of the first
budget period) and the long-term (the 2050 target). It is of course the cumulative carbon emissions over the
whole period 2010–50 which matter from a climate change point of view, not the start and end points—the
2030 issue is critical. The Government’s assertion (section 4.38) that it does not need to measure carbon
emissions of new power stations because it is on track to meet its budgets to 2022 is dangerously complacent—
these stations have a working life of several decades, not just to 2022. Similarly the Government’s statement
(section 4.8) that the only climate goal in energy policy is the 80% target ignores the critical issue of the
trajectory to that goal.

The CCC is issuing its 4th Budget report on 7 December. We believe that the Government must amend their
NPS and energy policy to be compatible with necessary targets for 2030 for the electricity sector.

1.2 Safeguards

The Committee recommended (Recc. 9) a requirement on applicants to conduct a full life-cycle carbon
assessment of their proposals.

The Government’s response—that this is not necessary because applicants are already required to do this by
the EIA Directive, and that there’s no point because the CC Act exists—is inadequate for three reasons:

First, applicants are not doing this carbon reporting adequately under EIA, nor is the EIA clear what
information should be provided. It would help ensure better quality reporting by making a clear
requirement within the NPS.

Second, the CC Act only covers UK emissions, yet full-life cycle emissions cover emissions abroad.

Third, the climate data is needed for purposes other than meeting the CC Act. The NPS is clear (Part 4.1)
that the IPC needs to assess adverse impacts and benefits of applications, “environmental, social and
economic” in its decision-making process. The IPC, now within a Government body, should be using
Treasury Green Book guidance, which recommends valuation of impacts where possible, and the DECC
carbon pricing guidance, which shows how to do this for climate change, to enable it to measure
adequately the carbon impacts of the proposal against other benefits and costs of the proposal. If the
applicant does not provide this data, the IPC cannot do this job properly.

2. Need

The Committee recommended (Recc 6) that the Government should look again at its need argument in EN-
1. The Government has done this, and re-asserted its claim that there is need for all types of generation capacity,
and “this need is urgent”. If anything, the data in the new EN-1 is even clearer that the Government has not
made this case.

This is an absolutely critical issue. There is an extreme danger that the UK will lock itself into a new dash-
for-gas. Although gas is less carbon-intense than coal, it is still very high-carbon. The CCC has highlighted
this concern, and also in evidence to the ECC committee recently has said that there is no need for more gas
beyond what has planning approval already2. This need argument is at the heart of the NPS—without is there
is no justification for non-renewable capacity. The figures are:

— Energy NPS says UK needs 59 GW of new build.

— Around 33GW of this to 2025 needs to come from renewables to meet UK renewables targets.

— So, 26 GW of non-renewables needed.

— Energy NPS says 8 GW of this 26 is already under construction, leaving a “balance of 18 GW
from new non-renewable capacity”.

— Energy NPS also says in a footnote that there is a further 9 GW of capacity with planning
permission.

— Energy NPS argues this 9 GW should not be counted “as we cannot be certain that these projects
will become operational, the Government considers it would not be prudent to consider them”.
Around 5 GW of this is non-renewable.

2 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201011/cmselect/cmenergy/c523-i/c52301.htm, q14



This
 is 

an
 em

ba
rgo

ed
 ad

va
nc

e c
op

y. 

Not 
to 

be
 pu

bli
she

d i
n a

ny
 fo

rm
 

be
for

e e
mba

rgo
 tim

e. 
See 

att
ach

ed
 Pres

s 

no
tic

e f
or 

em
ba

rgo
 de

tai
ls 

cobber Pack: U PL: CWE1 [O] Processed: [24-01-2011 12:50] Job: 007817 Unit: PG03

Energy and Climate Change Committee: Evidence Ev 43

— In addition there are also a large number of planning applications “under consideration” under the
pre-IPC regime. As of Jan 2010 this included 7 GW of new gas alone. The list is now even
longer—a further 2.3 GW of gas has been added. https://www.og.decc.gov.uk/EIP/pages/
applications.htm .

— Therefore, of the 18 GW needed, if the applications with planning permission and those in the
pre-IPC get built, that is 14 GW already. There appears to be very little need for new non-
renewable capacity at all. If just two nuclear power stations got built, there would be no need for
new gas. If just two additional gas plants were built, there would be no need for new nuclear.

— There are already applications in front of the IPC for 5 GW of new gas and 15 GW of new nuclear.

It is not difficult to foresee a situation whereby all these early gas and nuclear applications are granted, and
this glut suppresses the market for the 33GW of new renewables the Government wants to see built.

It is also not difficult to foresee a situation of lock-in to high carbon infrastructure, particularly given recent
reports of a weak EPS for gas and coal power stations, and CCS requirements on only a small fraction of
fossil-fuel generation.

The Government needs to put in place stronger policies to prevent lock-in to high carbon infrastructure, and
to ensure that renewables development is not crowded out by new gas and nuclear. The need argument is not
robust, and it is being used to justify unnecessary non-renewable build.

The fact that there is already 20GW of non-renewables in front of the IPC also negates the Government’s
argument that there should not be safeguards in the NPS on climate because they can always take remedial
action if necessary, for example through stronger policies. By then it will be largely too late. If it gets approved
we will get locked-in.

3. Appraisal of Sustainability

The Appraisals of Sustainability for the draft NPSs have been substantially revised—this step was taken
following consultation responses and evidence submitted to the ECC committee explaining that the approach
which had been taken did not comply with the Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive and thus the
NPSs would have been open to legal challenge on designation. DECC had originally asserted that the approach
taken was compliant—this development in itself demonstrates the power of effective scrutiny to save wasted
time and resources further down the line.

The Committee has had no opportunity to hear expert evidence on the new Appraisals of Sustainability,
which contain a significant new body of information on the environmental impacts of the NPSs, nor to scrutinise
the new approach and satisfy itself i) that it is legally compliant, and ii) that the choice of policy in the NPS
has been properly assessed and justified. Not only in relation to the impact of the energy NPSs on the UK’s
carbon budgets, but in relation to other environmental and social impacts.

4. Scrutiny and Public Consultation

4.1 Select Committee Scrutiny

The Government last time gave a clear commitment that the NPS would go through a proper scrutiny process.

HC Deb 20 May 2009 cc1533–40 (Ian Wright)

“We have given an undertaking that Committees will have at least four to six weeks after the end of the
three-month public consultation period to complete their work. This is an important and valuable part of
the parliamentary scrutiny process. It means that the interval between the proposal being laid and the
Committee producing its report will not be less than four months and will usually be longer than that. In
practice, the relevant period will therefore usually be about six months, but my right hon. Friends the
Secretaries of State who will be laying the proposals are fully aware of the need to consult Select
Committees about the timing of the scrutiny process at an early stage. I hope that this explanation reassures
the House that the process will be timely and focused, but certainly not rushed.”

However last time round the ECC Select Committee process and the public consultation were carried out in
parallel—so the above commitment was not adhered to. Friends of the Earth believes that the Select Committee
scrutiny process is a very important (and unusual) part of designating these nationally important policy
documents which will have considerable legal weight.

4.2 Public Consultation

Friends of the Earth is also concerned that the Government is not carrying out the public consultation process
as set out in the Planning Act 2008. We wrote to DECC in Feb 2009 setting out our concerns on this point—
especially around NPS-EN6 on nuclear energy as it refers to specific sites.
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To recap, Section 7(5) of the Planning Act 2008 provides as follows:

If the policy set out in the proposal identifies one or more locations as suitable (or potentially suitable)
for a specified description of development, the Secretary of State must ensure that appropriate steps are
taken to publicise the proposal.

Section 8(1) of the 2008 Act provides:

Eight Consultation on publicity requirements:

(1) In deciding what steps are appropriate for the purposes of section 7(5), the Secretary of State
must consult:

(a) each local authority that is within subsection (2) or (3), and

(b) the Greater London Authority, if any of the locations concerned is in Greater London.

(2) A local authority is within this subsection if any of the locations concerned is in the authority’s
area.

(3) A local authority (“A”) is within this subsection if:

(a) any of the locations concerned is in the area of another local authority (“B”), and

(b) any part of the boundary of A’s area is also a part of the boundary of B’s area.

In other words, where (as for EN-6) an NPS identifies particular locations then the Secretary of State must
consult a specified set of local authorities with a view to deciding what steps are appropriate to publicise the
proposal(s). The reason for that is, presumably, that such local authorities will be best placed to advise the
Secretary of State on how to ensure that local public consultation is effective and meaningful in the context
where a local site has been specified as suitable for development.

The effect of section 8(3) is that a considerable number of local authorities are required to be consulted on
that issue (including all district and county councils within which a proposal is to be sited and all adjacent
district and county councils).

Friends of the Earth has written to DECC for confirmation that consultation has been carried out with local
authorities around the nuclear sites but so far we have received no information from them saying that they are.

November 2010

Memorandum submitted by the Stop Hinkley Campaign

I am writing on behalf of the Stop Hinkley campaign to express our concern about the abbreviated
consideration which the Energy and Climate Change Select Committee appears to be giving to the revised
Energy National Policy Statements published by DECC in October. As I understand it you are only proposing
to hear evidence from a single government minister.

As the main local organisation concerned about the proposal for a new nuclear power station at Hinkley
Point in Somerset, our concern is primarily about the Nuclear NPS (EN-6) and those sections of the
Overarching Energy NPS (EN-1) which relate to it. We are particularly concerned that the poor level of public
engagement experienced when the first energy NPS’s were issued—over the winter of 2009–10—is likely to
be repeated this time round.

Despite the fact that eight specific locations for proposed nuclear power stations are listed in EN-6, there
has been no publicly advertised meeting in the vicinity of Hinkley Point at which local people can raise their
concerns about the revised documents. This was one of the issues which my colleague Jim Duffy raised in the
evidence he gave to the ECC in early 2010 during its previous hearings on the original NPS’s (see
www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmenergy/memo/nps/m3902.htm).

As I am sure you are aware, these Policy Statements are important documents which will set the parameters
for consideration of all major energy infrastructure proposals by the Infrastructure Planning Commission. On
behalf of the Stop Hinkley campaign I would therefore urge the Committee to hear a full spectrum of evidence
from stakeholders on the revised NPS’s, especially the nuclear-related issues which have already attracted the
most interest.

November 2010
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Further memorandum submitted by the Stop Hinkley Campaign

Stop Hinkley is the main local group campaigning against the continuing operation of nuclear power stations
at Hinkley Point in Somerset, and the proposals for two new reactors. We have been active since the 1980s,
when the last proposal for a Hinkley “C” power station was made, and were influential in the closure of the
old Magnox Hinkley “A” plant, which stopped generation in 2000.

Comments on Overarching Energy Policy Statement (EN-1)

1. Need for new nuclear

The revised NPS (p.8) mentions the recently published “2050 Pathways” analysis commissioned by DECC.
It does not point out, however, that one of the scenarios in this analysis envisages a situation where no new
nuclear power stations are built and the UK is instead supplied by, among other things, an increased proportion
of renewable energy.

The NPS also fails to refer to any other analyses which show how it is possible for the UK to keep the lights
on—and progress towards its low carbon targets—without nuclear. An example of this is the research published
by the “No Need for Nuclear” campaign3. Based on government demand figures, this analysis shows that the
country could meet its expected demand for electricity in the period up to 2050 with a mixture of rising
efficiency savings coupled with renewables, both small and large scale, and fossil fuels either used as CHP or
fitted with carbon capture and storage.

The report “Zero Carbon Britain 2030”4 produced by the Centre for Alternative Technology (CAT) also
shows how Britain can meet the vast majority of its electricity and heat demand by 2030 with a range of
renewable sources. CAT has specifically responded to the DECC 2050 Pathways analysis, pointing out, for
example, that on offshore wind power it falls short of even the expectation of the Department-supported
Offshore Valuation Group5.

2. Intermittency

The revised NPS describes nuclear power as producing “continuous low carbon generation” and renewables
as “intermittent” and therefore less reliable. However, nuclear does not have the flexibility of other centralised
generation options, such as gas, which would enable it to work effectively alongside renewables, nor is it
reliably continuous. Britain’s most modern nuclear power station, at Sizewell, was out of action with an
unexpected fault for six months this year (March-September) and its breakdown also contributed to blackouts
across the country in May 20086. By the same token, increasing proportions of variable renewable generation,
including wind power, are being successfully integrated into grid networks comparable in size to the UK, for
example in Spain and Germany. In Spain, wind power alone has recently achieved a record by meeting more
than 50% of the country’s electricity demand7.

Comments on Nuclear Power Policy Statement (EN-6)

Radioactive waste disposal

The revised NPS asserts that radioactive waste, including high activity spent fuel, can be successfully handled
based on international experience (Vol. 2, p.18). However, other countries facing a similar issue have still not
reached the stage of constructing an operational geological disposal repository. Sweden, for instance, which
has been cited by DECC and the nuclear industry as its role model, has not even got to the stage of receiving
regulatory approval for its plans. Britain is even further behind, having yet to find either a clear volunteer
community or an acceptable geological formation. There is therefore no certainty that a disposal route will be
operational at any given point in the future, either for existing legacy wastes or for the “new build” intake.

Long term storage at the proposed nuclear new build sites raises major issues of climate change, societal
changes and sea level rise, as well as the continuing integrity of the waste itself, over periods potentially as
long as 160 years. It is essential that the Infrastructure Planning Commission is enabled to consider these
issues, including the eventual disposal of the waste, when it comes to examine individual applications for
power stations.

Comments on Appraisal of Sustainability of Nuclear NPS

1. Intermittency

The AoS of the revised Nuclear NPS states (p.39) that “generation capacity would need to triple because
more capacity would be needed to account for the intermittency of renewables”. This assertion fails to take
into account either the experience of other countries where large proportions of variable renewable capacity
are already installed (see above) or the conclusions of studies such as that by David Milborrow for
3 www.noneedfornuclear.org.uk
4 www.zcb2030.org
5 http://offshorevaluation.org
6 http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/7422817.stm
7 http://www.sustainablebusiness.com/index.cfm/go/news.display/id/19220



This
 is 

an
 em

ba
rgo

ed
 ad

va
nc

e c
op

y. 

Not 
to 

be
 pu

bli
she

d i
n a

ny
 fo

rm
 

be
for

e e
mba

rgo
 tim

e. 
See 

att
ach

ed
 Pres

s 

no
tic

e f
or 

em
ba

rgo
 de

tai
ls 

cobber Pack: U PL: CWE1 [E] Processed: [24-01-2011 12:50] Job: 007817 Unit: PG03

Ev 46 Energy and Climate Change Committee: Evidence

Greenpeace—“Wind Power: Managing Variability”, July 20098—which shows how a “range of technological
developments could allow for a steadily increasing use of wind power and the phasing out of conventional
carbonised fuels as backup technology”.

2. Carbon saving

The AoS asserts (p.41) and elsewhere that, even taking into account construction and uranium fuel supply
emissions, nuclear power emits carbon dioxide in the range of 7–22 grams CO2/kilowatt hour of electricity
generation. This is contested. An assessment of 103 lifecycle studies of the nuclear fuel cycle by Benjamin
Sovakool from the National University of Singapore9 has shown that, even when only the most
methodologically rigorous of these studies were selected, the average lifecycle emissions from nuclear plants
amounted to 66 grams CO2equivalent/kWh of electricity generation. Although this is less than the estimate of
112–166g CO2e/kWh reported by Storm van Leeuwen and Smith10, it is three times the nuclear industry’s
upper estimate, and far worse in terms of carbon emissions than all the renewable alternatives, including
solar PV.

Comments on the NPS Consultation Process

Stop Hinkley is particularly concerned that the poor level of public engagement experienced when the first
energy NPS’s were issued—over the winter of 2009–10—is likely to be repeated this time round.

Despite the fact that eight specific locations for proposed nuclear power stations are listed in EN-6, there
has been no publicly advertised meeting in the vicinity of Hinkley Point at which local people can raise their
concerns about the revised documents. This was one of the issues which Jim Duffy, Stop Hinkley Coordinator,
raised in the evidence he gave to the ECC in early 2010 during its previous hearings on the original NPS’s
(see www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmenergy/memo/nps/m3902.htm). It is clear that
nuclear power is the subject of the greatest concern to the public among all the issues raised in the suite of
NPS’s and full public engagement is therefore essential.

December 2010

Memorandum submitted by RenewableUK

1. RenewableUK is the leading trade association for wind wave and tidal energy. It represents over 660
corporate members, and is made up of those companies who will deliver the bulk of the renewable electricity
over the next decade. Planning has been a continual problem for wind energy in particular with over 9GW
currently stuck in the planning system. For this to be resolved, the National Policy Statements are key to
ensuring delivery. Whilst RenewableUK welcomes the Government having reissued the statements, we are
concerned that some key areas do not seem to have been addressed, with some of these detailed here.

2. The Importance of National Policy Statements in Delivering Renewable Energy

Over the next decade 22GW of existing generating capacity will need to be replaced, while at the same time
the UK Government has adopted ambitious renewable energy and carbon emission reduction targets. To meet
these challenges requires a necessary and sustained multi-billion pound investment programme to deliver a
range of renewable energy technologies across all areas of the UK, both on- and offshore. The principles of
the Planning Act 2008 and the development of National Policy Statements on nationally significant
infrastructure projects recognize this need for renewable energy and the urgency of delivery. RenewableUK
welcomes and has long supported the principles contained within the Planning Act 2008 and the introduction
of NPSs.

3. The Balance of the Need Case

The need for renewable energy generation is clear and delivery against UK and EU targets is legally binding.
While the need case for renewable energy within NPS EN-1 is strong, we are concerned that the strength of
this need does not properly reflect the high level of capacity (around 30GW) expected to come forward from
wind energy development between now and 2020. While it is not the role of the NPSs to pick or compare
technologies, the industry is concerned that there is parity between zero carbon and renewable energy
technologies. For instance, section 3.3.4 of the NPS states that: “nuclear power will help reduce the UK’s
dependence of fossil fuels” but does not do so for renewables with other examples through the needs case.

4. Relationship with Existing Planning Regime

It is essential that the objectives of the Act are not compromised by the planning reforms currently proposed
by the Government. Without clear direction within NPSs as to the weight to be accorded to them at the local
level, there is a real risk that route and branch reform of the Town and Country Planning system in England
8 http://www.greenpeace.org.uk/media/reports/wind-power-managing-variability
9 Energy Policy 36 (2008) pp 2940–2953
10 See www.stormsmith.nl
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could significantly delay the determination and deployment of smaller scale—though nonetheless essential—
renewable energy infrastructure below 50MW. This direction would provide much needed assistance to local
authorities in the preparation of their new local and neighbourhood plans.

The relationship between the Major Infrastructure Planning Unit and the Marine Management Organisation
will be important in ensuring that the need for marine renewable energy infrastructure is properly balanced
against other concerns.

5. Points of Detail

Throughout the draft NPSs and the renewable energy NPS in particular, there remain a number of points of
detail that need to be addressed and have not been changed from the original draft. These points, as detailed
in our February 2010 response, contain detailed policy guidance that has the potential to unravel the
development process, if poorly worded, poorly understood, or incorrect. We therefore ask that these points of
detail be revisited, taking into account the industry’s concerns as previously identified. For instance, in EN3
there are a number of references to burying cables to a sufficient depth (greater than 1.5m below the sea bed)
which is extremely prescriptive and would be extremely difficult and costly to achieve on hard substrate.
Restrictions like this could hinder the development of offshore wind.

December 2010

Supplementary memorandum submitted by the Department of Energy and Climate Change

EXTRACT FROM RESPONSE TO THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON THE INCREASE TO PROVISION
FOR BRITISH ENERGY LIABILITIES IN THE 2010–11 WINTER SUPPLEMENTARY ESTIMATE

RSPB Criticisms of AoSs

The Committee also asked about the RSPB’s assertion that the appraisals “deal with alternatives in such a
brief and cursory way that they repeatedly fail to give meaningful information about their likely impacts on
the environment. Further, little effort has been made to integrate the revised findings into the content of the
NPSs. Thus the appraisals do almost nothing to increase the level of environmental protection provided for by
the NPSs.”

The revised AoS has established a series of alternatives that could deliver clean, secure and affordable
energy. The revised AoS gives details of how these alternatives were arrived at, with explanations as to why
some were ruled unreasonable and therefore not assessed. The revised AoSs for EN-1 to EN-5 considered over
10 reasonable policy alternatives, using a common appraisal framework before a more detailed appraisal of the
preferred option. The assessment was thorough, although necessarily at a strategic level as the NPSs themselves
are strategic.

The level of detail in which either the NPS policies or the alternatives to them can be appraised is determined
to a large extent by the level of detail in the revised draft NPSs themselves. Thus there is an obvious difference
in the level of detail which can be applied in the case of the site-specific NPS EN-6 and the “non-nuclear”
NPSs EN-1 to EN-5. We consider that the way in which the alternatives have been described and evaluated is,
in the words of the Guidance, “comparable” with the description and evaluation of the NPS policies. It is not
identical, but it is not required to be so. More specific environmental assessment will be done at the individual
project level.

The revised AoS was responsible for making significant changes to the NPS, notably; the clarification of
policy alternatives and additional input into the environmental effects and mitigation contained within the
energy NPSs. Such changes include, but are not limited to:

AoS process flagged up potential significant effects on water resources so a section covering impacts and
mitigation was added to EN-3.

The AoS raised concerns around the effects of “flaring” on climate change which prompted revision of the
text within the NPS.

AoS flagged up the issue of bird strike for overhead lines. The NPS now incorporates a section on the effects
and mitigation.

I hope this is helpful to the Committee.

January 2011

Printed in the United Kingdom by The Stationery Office Limited
01/2011 007817 19585
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