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INTRODUCTION

As agreed, we have typed up as much as possible of the material produced at the Dorset workshop. This information has been used to help us to develop a target range for further discussion. It will also enable you to refer back to the issues raised, together with the answers provided to the range of questions asked during the day. 

For that reason, the document is verbatim, so quite lengthy. It is being circulated electronically so please make your own decision on which parts, if any, you wish to print. To help with that, we have kept the report in clearly separate sections. 

As a reminder about the day, and to explain the report structure, these were the key tasks and stages of the workshop:

· Arrivals exercise – ‘snap’ views on renewable energy and targets

· Presentations

· Questions arising – mainly from the presentations
· List of factors that will affect proportion of accessible resource that would be acceptable– as done in groups – identifying whether impact positive or negative, and whether it applies to a particular technology
· Voting on factors – key factors identified

·  More detailed discussion of key factors – people signed up to groups; discuss nature of impact, scale of impact (high, medium, low), and ways to minimise negative or maximise positive impacts
· Where and how to use targets

· List of attendees
Everything in the report in italics- as here – is explanation, introduction and comments from the team. Everything in plain text is, as far as we could manage, exactly as presented or recorded on the day.
ARRIVALS EXERCISE

As people arrived they were asked to indicate, using a sticky dot, their response to three questions. The questions and numbers of responses on each are given below:

1. Do you think that renewable energy can play a role in the UK, as part of a package of measure to help alleviate climate change?

	Absolute priority
	Significant role
	Important role
	Minor role
	No role

	11
	18
	2
	0
	0


2. Do you think that renewable energy can play a role in your sub region, as part of a package of measures to help alleviate climate change?

	Absolute priority
	Significant role
	Important role
	Minor role
	No role

	8
	21
	2
	0
	0


3.  What role do you think targets can play in promoting the appropriate development of renewable electricity capacity within your sub region?

	Absolute priority
	Significant role
	Important role
	Minor role
	No role

	6
	11
	8
	5
	0


At the end of the day, participants were asked again to vote, by a show of hands, on the importance of the role that targets could play. The results are shown below:

	Absolute priority
	Significant role
	Important role
	Minor role
	No role

	14
	12
	0
	2
	0


PRESENTATIONS

The main presentation on the REvision 2010 project can be downloaded from www.oursouthwest.com/revision2010
QUESTIONS ARISING

Following the presentations, groups were asked to think about and note down questions that the presentations had prompted for them. These were then organised and grouped to enable a response from the team with a shorter less repetitive and more coherent set of answers than would have been the case with an immediate plenary question session. 

The questions and answers are listed below.
	How will the technology be distributed around the country?

Technology distribution in any area will be dependent on a range of factors not least the available resource. For more information on the regional assessments carried out in other parts of the UK, see http://www.dti.gov.uk/energy/renewables/policy_obligation/oxera_renew.pdf for a summary of all the assessments.

	Research into alternative technology

There is a significant amount of research underway into renewable technologies, more information on past and current research priorities can be found at http://www.dti.gov.uk/energy/renewables/index.shtml.

	Wind power not continuous

Wind turbines do not generate all the time, on average over the whole year a wind turbine might generate between 30 to 35% of the potential electricity if the wind was blowing all the time. Whilst this fact does not affect the capacity figures on which the target is being built, it will affect the amount of electricity generated for every Mega Watt (MW) installed. This has been taken into account in estimating the level of electricity generated from the renewable capacity required to meet the target. The fact that wind turbines do not generate all the time does have a small impact on the overall cost of generation. Government have carried out a study into the additional costs of intermittent supply from renewables as part of the recent energy white paper. This study can be found at http://www.dti.gov.uk/energy/developep/080scar_report_v2_0.pdf It suggests that the additional costs of achieving 20% capacity from renewable technologies could be in the region of 0.03p/kWh to 0.09p/kWh when spread across all generation or between 0.33p/kWh to 0.93p/kWh for each additional unit of renewable generation. The range reflects uncertainty about the technology mix and the level of intermittent generation from sources like wind as opposed to more predictable baseload capacity from sources like biomass plant.

	N.Dorset wind turbine potential?

This project does not attempt to provide more detailed breakdowns of resource potential for any technology at a district authority level. 

	Costs of generation of electricity?

The cost of generating renewable electricity will depend very much on the site conditions. However costs can range from around 2p/kWh for onshore wind to 6-8p/kWh for biomass to in excess of 30p/kWh for solar PV. For more information on the comparable costs of reducing carbon emissions from different technologies and energy efficiency see http://www.dti.gov.uk/energy/whitepaper/annexes.pdf

	Initial set up costs? 

Cost of biomass transportation?

Initial set up costs will depend on the technology and the site but are considered as part of the overall project finance for any development. The same applies to the cost of biomass transportation.

	Transportation Impact of biomass electricity production?

The impact of transporting biomass is an important consideration when considering an appropriate site for the biomass plant as this is where the transport will be concentrated. Elsewhere the net impact is a lot less as crops have to be transported whatever the crop is that is grown.

	Where is the incentive to investors/providers to develop capacity?

The incentive to investors is in the ability of any project to provide a return on their investment. This is as true for renewable energy as it is for any development that is seeking commercial project finance.

	Are smaller turbines taken into consideration for single farms or urban communities?

The resource mapping assumes a fixed size of turbine, 1.3MW, so quite large. This does not mean that this will be the only type of turbine that will be installed, merely that this is a reasonable average, some will be bigger some smaller. Whether small turbines are utilised or not, will make little difference to the overall judgements about the accessible wind resource in any area. However it does become important in considering what might be an appropriate strategy that should be set in place to deliver the target. This is beyond the scope of this project, though the intention is that this project will feed into the development of strategy already taking place in most parts of the South West.

	CHP?

CHP is a method of increasing utilisation efficiencies by making use of heat that would be traditionally lost during the process of electricity generation. As such it is in itself not a renewable source of electricity generation, though it is a vital part of moving towards a more sustainable approach to energy supply. The key issue is what is the fuel that is powering the CHP plant?
CHP – If you fail to acknowledge the heat output from MSW incineration (2x greater than electrical output) you will prejudice your options about size and location of incinerators. Best=small and local for local distribution of heat. Heat is the biggest output and needs to be the driver for locations.

Absolutely. However this project is not about identifying sites merely considering potential resources in order to provide some level of confidence over what is achievable and thereby set a target that can gain the support of key stakeholders. The presence of a local heat load will be a key factor in securing the economic viability of plant. This will therefore become an important factor in determining appropriate plant siting and scale. 

	What about wind capacity in urban areas?

There is a wind resource in urban areas, though reduced due to the obstructed wind flows and heavily constrained as a result of surrounding settlement. The likelihood is that the level of wind development in urban areas will be limited to a relatively small number of small scale turbines.. They are not commercially viable and would be installed by those keen to see wind power develop and have the money to invest regardless of the payback periods. The availability of grants through the clear skies initiative http://www.clear-skies.org/default.htm will help encourage greater levels of investment than might otherwise have been seen.

	Urban generation options?

There are options for urban generation that include small scale wind and solar PV. However the greater potential at this time is in energy recovery from the waste stream and possibly the siting of biomass generating plant depending on the nearby availability of the biomass crops. Within the longer time frame solar PV is likely to become far more significant. As the costs of the technology come down there will be huge potential for retrofitting PV panels within building facades and integrating PV into new development. The government grant scheme already available http://www.est.co.uk/solar is beginning to kick start this process.

	Power plant positioning – local or regional?

The siting of any power plant will be a matter for local consideration firstly by the industry in terms of ensuring that the site is technically and economically viable and then secondly in terms of seeking planning consent as part of the planning process. If the plant is over 50MW, which is very large for a renewables plant, then it may be called in for consideration by the Secretary of State. Though the final decision may still be influenced by the views of the local planning authority.

	Who will interpret sensitivity maps? Will the strategic partnership take lead role  - facilitate or implement?

The sensitivity maps will be interpreted by the project team. The interpretation will help to understand the level of the wind resource to discount within the process of setting an achievable and realistic target. The assumptions that have been made regarding this interpretation will be made open for scrutiny.

	Connection of local sources to national grid, need to be enabled?

On shore wind power – Electrical infrastructure favours single 600kw turbines in country areas/small scale developments, villages etc. and large clusters of turbines in or near the conurbations? 

The National Grid – are networks to hand? Have impacts of new networks been considered? Is regulatory structure available?

Whilst grid connection is an important issue when considering individual sites it has been assumed that for the level of capacity required to meet the 2010 target there will not be a problem with grid connection. The impact of any new connection will need to be considered as part of the project proposal and as such can not be considered at this strategic level.

	How does energy efficiency/conservation fit in with this?

This project is looking to establish targets for generation capacity (in Mega Watts or MW) from renewable electricity. The targets will not therefore be as a percentage of electricity consumption. This is because the data is not yet available to identify electricity consumption levels within the South West. However the target will be also expressed in terms of electricity generated (in Giga Watt Hours per year or GWh/yr). This will allow a relationship with electricity consumption to be established over time as the data becomes available. The government forecasts electricity demand in 2010 to be 328,000 GWh (334,000 GWh in 2001). This takes into account energy efficiency improvements that amount to a reduction in emissions of around 10 million tonnes of carbon per year or half of the emission reductions forecast for 2010. For more information see http://www.dti.gov.uk/energy/whitepaper/index.shtml

	Is renewable potential a significant % of energy consumption i.e. is it worth doing?

The original target for the South West is 11 to 15% of electricity generating capacity within the South West to be from renewable sources by 2010, as outlined within the regional resource assessment carried out by Terrence O’Rourke and ETSU on behalf of GOSW. This target approximates to 10% of electricity consumption from renewable sources by 2010. However this consumption estimate is based on a breakdown from national figures using regional GDP as a guide and is therefore not a very robust estimate – see question above.  

	Still concerned that waste strategy is disconnected from Renewable Strategy – Burning waste needs to be done as part of waste strategy. – Burning waste needs to be done for Renewables – Are you linked – I don’t feel it?

A key part of moving from the accessible resource to the target will be ensuring that the assumptions for the energy from waste are consistent with the local waste plans/strategies for the counties/unitary authorities. The targets will also draw on the assumptions/data within the SW waste management strategy currently being developed by the Regional Assembly.

	What responsibilities will districts have to meeting targets?

Need for SPGs – fast track!

To the extent that the districts will be the primary development control authority for most renewable applications they will play a key role in determining whether targets are met or not. However the focus for REvision 2010 has been setting targets at county/unitary level. There are mixed views as to whether this should be extended down to district level. Some feel that this may be just a distraction and that the most important aim should be to develop a more positive framework at district level that encourages appropriate development that meets the needs of the local area. This may be done effectively through the development of Supplementary Planning Guidance on renewable energy, possibly following the publication of the revision to Planning Policy Guidance 22 on Renewable Energy. 

	Is the LUC work going to tie in with county assessments and community participation mechanisms?

At this stage the LUC work on landscape sensitivity is being used only as part of the process of identifying realistic and achievable targets. However discussion is already underway on how the maximum value can be gained from the work that has been done, including consideration of how to link the LUC work with county landscape character assessments and community participation mechanisms.

	Offshore wind power – Why does target not contribute to Dorset – only south west? Most potential for improvement. P.Harbour prepared 2/3 of Weymouth and Portland’s needs should be part of Dorset target.

All offshore technologies are considered as a regional resource because they are beyond the scope of local planning control and need consent from the Crown Estate. As such the ability of local authorities to influence the development of offshore technologies is greatly reduced. However as a regional resource all areas of the South West will benefit from offshore technology development, reducing the onshore capacity that will need to be developed throughout the South West. So an offshore wind development in the Bristol Channel will benefit Dorset as much as an offshore development of the Dorset coast.

	Scope to question Landscape Character Assessment Criteria

The consultation process is intended to provide the opportunity to question all aspects of the methodology. If you wish to discuss anything regarding the Landscape Sensitivity Assessment please contact Rebecca Knight on 0207 383 5784

	Gaining Public Ownership

Consultation with community Involvement 

The approach to this has to have a number of strands that include maximising the local benefits from renewable energy development and delivering effective and balanced education and awareness programmes. We need to develop a greater understanding of both our need for renewable energy and what is considered appropriate development in terms of local environmental impact. 

	How can LAs be proactive in identifying potential sites?

Because of the technical issues relating site selection it is the industry that is best placed to identify potential sites. However LAs can be proactive in guiding the process through transparent, criteria based policies/guidance that give a clear steer to the industry as to the type of development that the LA is seeking.

	Should AONBs be included in the resource assessment (particularly biomass)

This assumption has only been made for the purposes of the resource assessment, in order to demonstrate that the target can be met without utilising the resource within designated areas. Clearly there are greater planning constraints in these areas, however it does not mean that there should be no development in these areas as has been pointed out by AONB officers during this consultation process. There may well be good reason and opportunity to seek the development of biomass crops or small scale wind development or lower impact technologies such as hydro or solar PV.

	Is the use of sub regional terms really necessary?

Sub regions have been used as a short hand term to describe areas that include both county and unitary authorities avoiding the need to identify all the local authorities in each area in every instance. We recognise that some people do not like the term and alternatives are being sought.

	Are you going as far as to ID sites.

No


Extra Questions

During the day a sheet was left up on which participants could write further questions that occurred to them. These questions follow below and, as above, answers have been given where relevant and possible. Please note that some are comments rather than questions.

	What happens when a big application comes in ahead of the policy & target?

It provides an opportunity to develop a test case and use it to help refine what the policy and guidance should be in the future.

	Need positive tax regime (esp. waste)

	Urban contribution? 

Importance of solar in urban areas 

Importance of energy conservation in urban areas 

Availability of land in urban areas

See answers to questions above

	Land use character – concern that too broad brush

The assessment carried out by Land Use Consultants is based on relatively large Countryside Character Areas as defined by the Countryside Agency et al. This was felt to be appropriate given the strategic area based nature of this target setting process. As a result the assessment does not take into account particular site specific issues such as local heritage sites, nature conservation sites etc. More detailed and localised assessments would need to be done before this sort of approach could be used to inform the process of siting renewable energy developments.

	Can we make renewables e.g. PV tiles compulsory in new build? I.e. write it into planning law

The London Borough of Merton has made it policy that any development over 1000m2 has to have renewable power generation equipment that will supply 10% of its electricity demand. This approach is being replicated by several London Boroughs. This is perhaps more feasible than limiting it to just PV, though in many situations PV might be the most appropriate option where it is being substituted for other expensive facades.


NEGATIVE AND POSITIVE FACTORS PER TECHNOLOGY

The first main task for small groups was to consider factors – specifically relevant to their sub region – that might affect the sub region’s ability to actually achieve and deliver the technically accessible resource introduced in the presentations. 

As well as identifying the factors, the groups were asked to indicate whether this factor would have a positive or negative impact on the acceptable resource (i.e. make it higher or lower), and also to indicate whether the factor applied to a particular technology, or was generic to all technologies.

In practice, many of the factors were not rated in terms of positive or negative, as it was felt that many of the factors could be either, depending on whether there was a lack or a presence of that factor – e.g. political will.

To save space, the full list of factors is given in the appendix.

PRIORITY FACTORS

During a plenary, all of the factors above were written up onto flipcharts, and each participant was then asked to choose what they felt were the priority factors. Each participant was given 7 dots and asked to place one dot against each of their seven top priority factors. The results are shown in the table below.

	Factor
	No. of dots

	Political will
	21

	Lack of knowledge – for LAs, planning
	12

	Community involvement and action
	18

	(lack of) integrated (advice) system

	18

	Need active promotion of local exemplars
	6

	(Lack of) champions
	5

	(Long term) benefit to local economy and community
	24

	Environmental concerns (NIMBYS)
	3

	Changes in farming – an opportunity
	11

	Weak rural infrastructure – favours smaller projects
	4

	Need to capture momentum of existing partnerships
	12

	County owned farms and schools should lead - educational
	7

	Landscape – biodiversity – soil-water
	13

	Specific financial benefit to local communities
	12

	Planning policy
	19

	Organisational capacity to deliver on ground
	5

	Engaging developers effectively
	22

	Can “we” influence it
	2

	Hemp possible?
	5

	Benefit to wildlife
	3

	Opportunity to improve flood risk/ water quality
	5

	Impact on tourism
	3

	Healthy environment and feelgood factor
	3

	Public acceptance
	17

	Urban areas have big waste potential
	2

	Need for better grant schemes
	3

	Benefit of farm waste into slurry
	2


The shading shows the 7 factors that were scored the highest. Some of these were similar, so were combined into 5 themes, which people were asked to sign up for. These were:

	Topic
	Group Letter
	No. of people who signed up

	Public acceptance/ political will
	C, D
	7

	Planning policy
	E
	6

	Landscape and environment
	G, H
	7

	Benefit to local economy: including agriculture and community
	B
	6

	Relationship with industry
	A
	4


“UNPACKING” PRIORITY FACTORS

Each group was then asked to consider their factor in more depth, and to identify 3 things:

1. The way in which the factor/issue would impact on the proportion of accessible resource that may be acceptable

2. The scale of the impact – low, medium or high

3. Ways that positive impacts could be enhanced, and negative impacts minimised
The results from the group discussion are summarised in the tables below. Unfortunately, there was some confusion among the groups, due to unclear instructions, about the use of the word “ways” for the impact of a factor on the resource – some groups interpreted this to mean ways in which a particular factor, e.g. benefit to local economy, could be brought about. Therefore, for some of the groups, the points under the third column read more like points that should be in the last column.

	Topic
	Group
	Way that factor impacts on resource
	Technology
	Scale of impact 
	Ways to minimise negative and maximise positive

	Landscape and Environment
	G
	Landscape against large wind farms
	Wind
	High
	Distributed smaller systems

	
	
	Impact on birds
	Wind
	Low
	Care in siting

	
	
	Change in woodland management
	Biomass
	Benefit (low)
	Not given

	
	
	Increased woodland
	Biomass
	Benefit (low)
	Not given

	
	
	New crops (not GM)
	Biomass
	Small opportunity
	Not given

	
	
	Transport – position of furnaces
	Biomass
	Medium/ high for large set-ups
	Not given

	
	
	Water control
	Biomass
	medium
	Not given

	
	
	Reducing landfill
	Waste
	Not given
	Not given

	
	
	Gas emissions
	Waste
	Not given
	Not given

	
	
	Transport
	Waste
	Not given
	Not given

	
	
	Effect on recycling
	Waste
	Not given
	Not given

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Landscape and Environment
	H
	Defines the resource
	
	Wind – high

Degree of urbanisation = high for waste

Biomass - high
	Not given

	
	
	Parameters for harnessing the resource:

· Urban areas

· Agricultural areas

· Heritage coast

· AONB – quality of env e.g. chalk grassland/ heathland should not be used for biomass
	Waste

Waste

Not given

Not given
	High

High

Not given

High


	Not given

	
	
	Biodiversity action plan – (biomass – is it compatible with RE?)


	Biomass
	Don’t know – dependant on site, scale, sp., management
	Not given

	
	
	MSW – issue of air quality, impact downwind?
	Waste
	Low
	Not given

	
	
	Change of land use


	Biomass
	Low


	Not given

	
	
	Associated infrastructure


	Biomass
	Med-high – particularly with transport
	Not given

	
	
	Issue of scale, species
	Biomass
	Potentially large
	Not given

	
	
	Landscape & land use can inform location/type/scale/diversity of biomass
	Biomass
	Not given
	Not given


	Public acceptance  – Political will
	D
	Planning
	Wind
	Large negative (PA
)

Large (PW
)
	Planning more pro-active, more public involvement in planning

	
	
	Location
	Waste
	Large negative (PA)

Small? (PW)
	Education – examples of good practice, community enterprise

	
	
	Need
	Biomass
	Small  positive (PA)

Positive (PW)
	Information – tax incentives

	
	
	(Mis) information
	PV
	Polarised – positive and negative
	Education

	
	
	Benefits
	Not given
	Small negative (PA), small (PW)
	

	
	
	Costs
	Not given
	Positive (PA), positive (PW)
	

	
	
	Envir.
	Not given
	Growing (PA)
	Targets into policies

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	C
	Objections to planning proposals
	
	High
	· Make the message clear and interesting!

· Education

· Keep process as short as possible

· Exemplar projects

· Use latest technology to put messages across

· Community involvement, ownership and champions

· Make it relevant

	
	
	Affects local authority standpoint
	
	Medium
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Benefit to local economy and community
	B
	Use local developers, builders and suppliers
	Wind 

Waste

biomass 
	Medium

Low

high
	Systems and support

	
	
	Generating company to give £ or other benefit to locality
	Wind 

Waste

biomass
	High

Medium

High
	Policies

	
	
	Encourage growth of ren. Energy sector
	Wind 

Waste

biomass
	Low

Low

High
	£, advice, assist.

	
	
	Local investment generating local returns
	Wind 

Waste

biomass
	High/ medium

Low

High
	

	
	
	Waste to energy benefits?
	Waste
	Very high – negative and positive possible
	

	
	
	Education and awareness
	Not given
	High
	

	
	
	Energy and waste awareness
	Waste
	high
	


	Planning policy
	E
	Regional/ sub-region strategic targets (overall) (local DF. (site/location)
	Not given
	High
	

	
	
	County –

Waste LDF

District LDF
	Not given
	High

High
	

	
	
	Steer energy use/ demand(SPG on ren en.
	Not given
	Medium
	

	
	
	Planning obligations
	Not given
	Low
	

	
	
	Planning appl. Reduced costs/ fees
	Not given
	Low
	

	
	
	Allocate sites, & planned extensions and new developments
	Not given
	High
	

	
	
	Policy on req for ren energy
	Not given
	Medium
	

	
	
	Integration with other planning policies e.g. energy reduction/ efficiency
	Not given
	Low/ medium
	

	
	
	Guidance to achieve this to benefit local community
	Not given
	Medium
	

	
	
	Guidance/ good practice on design/ spec & location/ access/ infrastructure (detail in planning brief under LDFs)
	Not given
	Medium
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Relationship with industry
	A
	Communicate profitability/ opportunity
	
	High
	

	
	
	Develop partnership opportunities with private sector 
	
	High (for waste) medium for others
	

	
	
	Central government (e.g. as with telephone masts)
	
	High


	Not the ideal, but may have to, but tax incentives would be more acceptable

	
	
	Adequate LA resources (to put out  welcome mat)
	
	High
	

	
	
	See how Hampshire did it
	
	
	


plenary DISCUSSION 

Each of the groups were then asked to feed back their key points to the plenary group, and these points were written up onto a flipchart by the facilitator, with discussion by the plenary group. The points on the flipchart are given below: 

Relationship with industry

· Kick start

· Top down/ bottom up balance

· What is driving industry?

· Can they supply?

Benefit to local economy

· Who is developer? Builder/ supplier

· How much financial benefit returns locally?

· Achieving local status, local industry

· Can local financial input be included?

· What might be benefits of waste to energy?

· Poor understanding of waste/energy link

Planning policy

· All policy levels matter

· How to be pro-active?

· Can there by s106 type contributions?

· Plans at different stages

· RPG/SPG flow

Landscape and environment

· Need to go to smaller scale

· Scope for using old woodland back into coppicing

Public acceptance/ political will

· Needs policy driver/ will

· Key ways:

· Education

· Bring together

· Schools

· Public involvement (inc. in planning)

· Exemplar projects

· Where is public opinion now?

· Only use latest technology to explain

TARGETS

After a brief introduction about ‘targets’ as a whole, the discussion was opened up in terms of two key questions roughly summarised as:

· “If targets happen, where best should they be placed - ie. in what plan, strategy etc. – to have maximum impact?”

· “How best should the team and others move ahead to make sure that this placing of targets happens appropriately – what are some key actions, and for whom?”

Discussion did not fall neatly into these three headings but neatly enough to warrant separating out the points made, as follows:

WHERE? 

*Local waste frameworks

*Local plans

*Structure plans

**Community strategies

“The one above”

“material consideration”

**Climate change strategy

Elec. Supply cos. Business plans

Industry – users

Local sustainability indicators

L.A. corporate objectives

Mixed approach

Need carrots as well as sticks

What sequence for these?

Strategies must also be/have actions

WHO?

Community strategy – quick!

County Council + Bournemouth+ Poole

LSPs

“anyone”

LA21

Local press

Sust. Energy group

Coming:

LA21 community action resource

Ctty involvement ongoing in/for comm. Strategy

Work on district level comm. Strategies, too

Work with landowners/ users, etc.

HOW?

Have a good timescale!

Communities wanting to do things being thwarted now
Future target of little value

Too many enablers in room, not enough deliverers

ATTENDEES
	Name 
	Organisation
	Group

	Richard Archer
	RSPB SWRO
	4

	Graham Bryant
	Dorset County Council
	3

	Emily Bullock
	Dorset & Wiltshire EEAC
	2

	Ros Cartwright
	Purbeck District Council
	7

	Pamela Chadbourne
	Poole Agenda 21
	3

	Jim Churchouse
	Dorset County Council
	8

	Sally Cooke
	Dorset Agenda 21 Forum
	4

	Michael Garrity
	Strategic Planning Services
	6

	Jess Gildener
	North Dorset District Council
	4

	Don Gobbett
	Dorset County Council
	1

	Kate Hall
	Dorset County Council
	2

	Mel Hall
	NFU
	7

	Claire Henderson
	Shaftesbury MCTi
	6

	Richard Henshaw
	East Dorset District Council
	6

	Louise Hockley
	East Dorset District Council
	7

	D J Hull
	136 York Road
	7

	Adam Hunt
	North Dorset District Council
	8

	Mervyn Jefferey
	North Dorset District Council
	6

	Gareth Jones
	Dorset Community Action
	1

	Neil Kermode
	Rivers House
	8

	Tim Linford
	Wessex Energy & Environmental Management Group
	5

	Bob Olding
	Bournemouth Borough Council
	1

	Tim Palmer
	Dorset County Council
	5

	John Peake
	Dorset County Council
	6

	Mike Petitdemange
	Dorset County Council
	4

	Raymond Peto
	
	4

	Karyn Punchard
	Weymouth & Portland Borough Council
	2

	Dave Rickard
	Dorset Energy Group
	5

	June Salt
	Dorset Association of Parish & Town Council
	1

	John Samson
	Property Services
	4

	Logan Scott
	
	5

	Neil Short
	Bournemouth Borough Council
	2

	Judy Windwood
	North Dorset District Council
	1

	Matthew Spencer
	Sterling House
	1

	Nicholas Squirrell
	English Nature- Dorset Team
	5

	Gil Streets
	Dorset County Council
	7

	Mary Tibbles
	Poole Agenda 21
	2

	Keith Wheaton- Green
	
	2

	Matthew Young
	Dorset County Council
	3

	Danial Slimm
	Poole Borough Council
	6

	Richard Cook
	Bournemouth Borough Council
	7

	Sam Wilson
	Countryside Agency
	2


Project Team present

	Mr
	Jeff
	Bishop
	BDOR Ltd

	Mr
	Peter
	Capener
	

	Ms
	Amy
	Francis
	Energy for Sustainable Development

	Ms
	Jane 
	Stewart
	Energy for Sustainable Development

	Mr
	Stephen
	Ward
	Centre for Sustainable Energy

	Ms
	Cheryl
	Cowlin
	Regional Assembly

	Ms
	Rebecca
	Knight
	Land Use Consultants

	Ms 
	Jane
	Elliot
	Land Use Consultants

	
	
	
	


APPENDIX: NEGATIVE AND POSITIVE FACTORS PER TECHNOLOGY

	Group
	Factor
	Impact (P/N)
	Technology

	Group 1
	Small community schemes - Lack of expertise, economic resources
	N
	Not given

	Group 1
	Small community schemes - Local resistance (environmental concerns
	N
	Not given

	Group 1
	Small community schemes - Positive response if community involved (financial gain)
	P
	Not given

	Group 1
	Perception of lack of consultation
	N
	Not given

	Group 1
	Resistance of burning biofuels – “incinerator syndrome”
	N
	Not given

	Group 1
	Unavailability to access grid networks for connections in rural areas
	N
	Not given

	Group 1
	Urban areas – little scope for wind/ biomass
	N
	Wind, biomass

	Group 1
	Urban areas - large scope for energy from waste
	P
	Waste

	Group 1
	Urban areas - large scope for small scale projects
	P
	Not given

	Group 1
	Support for SMEs to invest in renewable energy technology for local/ regional production
	Not given
	Not given

	Group 1
	Rural areas – resistance to development – especially areas of outstanding national beauty, SSSIs, etc.
	N
	Wind

	Group 1
	Reduction in farming (gives spare land & incentive to diversify due to economic circumstances
	P
	Biomass

	Group 1
	Tying renewables to new development
	Not given
	Not given

	Group 1
	Biomass transport problems on small rural roads
	N
	Biomass

	
	
	Not given
	

	Group 2
	Public and political understanding and acceptance
	Not given
	Biomass

	Group 2
	Infrastructure and transport requirements
	N
	Biomass

	Group 2
	Distinguish crop and plant (need for pp)
	Not given
	Biomass

	Group 2
	Impact assessment: transport, grid etc.
	Not given
	Biomass

	Group 2
	Impact on wildlife, pesticides, etc., mngt
	P and N
	Biomass

	Group 2
	Electrical infrastructure – clusters nr built up areas
	Not given
	Wind

	Group 2
	Landscape impact, nature conservation, archaeology, geology, watercourses, land stability, good soils, conservation areas
	Not given
	Wind

	Group 2
	Turbines temporary structure
	P
	Wind

	Group 2
	Benefits to local economy and community
	P
	Wind

	Group 2
	Offshore – visual, marine recreation
	Not given
	Wind

	Group 2
	Education and training
	P
	Wind

	Group 2
	How renewable are different technologies
	Not given
	Waste

	Group 2
	Animal slurry – biogas (& food waste)
	P
	Waste

	Group 2
	Human sewage – anaerobic digestion
	P
	Waste

	Group 2
	Dioxins from incinerator
	N
	Waste

	Group 2
	Transport – suitable location
	Not given
	Waste

	Group 2
	Links to power plants
	P
	Waste

	Group 2
	Cost of PV cells – payback 20 years
	N
	Solar

	Group 2
	Better in conservation areas and listed buildings
	P
	Solar

	Group 2
	No land take or extra infrastructure
	P
	Solar

	Group 2
	Dorset “sunshine hours” – more opportunities
	P
	Solar

	Group 2
	Less energy input required for output
	P
	Hydro

	Group 2
	Oxygenates water - beneficial
	P
	Hydro

	Group 2
	Blandford (Stour Head, Wey valley, streams feeding Stour
	Not given
	Hydro

	Group 2
	Use existing mills
	P
	Hydro

	
	
	
	

	Group 3
	Biodiversity designations e.g. SSSIs
	Wind (N), Biomass (P and N), Solar (P)
	Wind, Solar, Biomass

	Group 3
	Function of landscape
	P
	Biomass

	Group 3
	Poverty overlaps with AONB
	P
	Biomass

	Group 3
	Small communities, small farms ( small waste technologies
	Small wind (P), solar (P)
	Wind, solar, waste

	Group 3
	Huge estates (could lead) ( wood, straw, wind
	Not given
	All

	Group 3
	Openess from farmers to bioenergy
	P
	Biomass

	Group 3
	Strong existing partnership e.g. AONBs
	P
	Biomass

	Group 3
	Officer education & confidence in system
	P and N
	All

	Group 3
	Some people wealthy enough to afford solar PV
	P
	Solar PV

	Group 3
	Good tidal resource
	P
	Tidal

	Group 3
	Structure plan under review – opp to set agenda
	P
	All

	Group 3
	“Healthy” environment
	P and N
	All

	Group 3
	Champions?
	Not given
	Not given

	
	
	
	

	Group 4
	Rural NIMBY/ resisting change
	N
	Wind, waste

	Group 4
	Farmers keen on new crops
	P
	Biomass

	Group 4
	Not windy enough!
	N
	Wind

	Group 4
	Feudal land ownership
	N
	Not given

	Group 4
	Hearts and minds issue
	Not given
	Not given

	Group 4
	S 106 planning agreements e.g. solar PV lighting for individual estates
	P
	Not given

	Group 4
	Price Charles (opportunity & champion?)
	P
	Biomass, wind

	Group 4
	Hemp – good biomass opportunity (& historic links in Bridport area)
	P
	Biomass

	Group 4
	Councils open to innovation and sustainability
	P
	Not given

	Group 4
	County farms estate (opportunity)
	P
	Biomass, Wind

	Group 4
	Lack of resources (£, experts, hardware to support this)
	N
	Not given

	Group 4
	Active promotion of local example projects needed – available for public to see/ visit
	Not given
	Not given

	Group 4
	Need for networking and mutual support and publicity for projects
	P
	Not given

	Group 4
	Public don’t see Dorset as an energy generating county, e.g. they think we should use nuclear (elsewhere) instead!
	N
	Not given

	Group 4
	Short-termism
	N
	Not given

	Group 4
	Pressure groups 
	Can be P or N
	Not given

	Group 4
	School interest in accessible technology ( messages into local community
	P
	Not given

	Group 4
	Portland (opportunity – need to relate with World heritage site)
	P
	Wind, solar

	Group 4
	Champions needed!
	Not given
	Not given

	Group 4
	Potential for community interest and initiative (women’s institute et al)
	P
	All

	
	
	
	

	Group 5
	Landscape targetting
	P
	Not given

	Group 5
	Transport and infrastructure restrictions
	N
	Not given

	Group 5
	Soil
	N
	Biomass

	Group 5
	Water
	N
	Biomass

	Group 5
	Small scale (local)
	P
	Not given

	Group 5
	Conservative public/ elected representatives
	N
	Not given

	Group 5
	Possible tourism attraction
	P
	Wind

	Group 5
	Tourism (green)
	P
	Not given

	Group 5
	MOD restrictions
	N
	Wind

	Group 5
	Air pollution
	N
	Waste, Biomass

	Group 5
	Proactive planning needed
	N
	Not given

	Group 5
	Lack of integrated system
	N
	Not given

	Group 5
	Voluntary partnerships
	P
	Not given

	Group 5
	Biodiversity
	N
	Not given

	
	
	
	

	Group 6
	Too many people in denial – need to convince of climate change/ pollution
	N
	Not given

	Group 6
	Better use of siting, sensitive design
	Not given
	Not given

	Group 6
	Community plans - consultation
	P
	Not given

	Group 6
	Community energy – local supply (energy)
	P
	Not given

	Group 6
	Local benefits
	P
	Not given

	Group 6
	Partnerships to facilitate projects – developers, RSLs, LPAs, govt subsidy 60% for PV in social housing 
	Not given
	Solar

	Group 6
	Biomass beneficial to farming, wildlife, diversity, coppicing
	P
	Biomass

	Group 6
	Biomass provides employment
	P
	Biomass

	Group 6
	Needs major investment initially ( almost self sustaining
	N
	Biomass?

	Group 6
	Needs overall land management
	Not given
	Biomass?

	Group 6
	Benefit of use of farm waste = less build up of nitrates in land
	Not given
	Waste

	Group 6
	Energy from waste can be effective & safe – involve community
	Not given
	Waste

	Group 6
	Mistrust of technology by people – denial of improvement
	N
	Waste?

	Group 6
	Need to supply relevant information to public
	Not given
	Waste?

	Group 6
	Hydro study should be widened to whole of Dorset
	Not given
	Not given

	
	
	
	

	Group 7
	Lack of knowledge 
	N
	All

	Group 7
	Land constraints - biodiversity
	N
	Biomass, Wind, Waste

	Group 7
	Agriculture policy – market forces
	N and P
	Biomass

	Group 7
	Density of population – waste to energy (limited landfill)
	P
	Waste

	Group 7
	Opposition by local people 
	N
	All

	Group 7
	Finding funding opps
	P
	All

	Group 7
	Community ownership of Ren schemes
	P
	All

	Group 7
	Commitment & understanding by county & district councils
	P ?
	All

	Group 7
	Processing capacity
	N
	Waste, Biomass

	Group 7
	Lack of joined up thinking and commitment
	N
	All

	Group 7
	LA planning, LA 21, Ec. Devpt., Housing Ass., members, reps from com strat.
	Not given
	All

	
	
	
	

	Group 8
	Political will

· Legislation does not encourage small scale generation

· Unestablished (but growing?)
	N and P

N

N
	Not given

	Group 8
	Public perception  - balanced views, level of awareness
	N and P
	Not given

	Group 8
	Local plans:

· Out of date

· Can help or hinder
	N

P or N
	Not given

	Group 8
	Biomass:

· Possible landscape

· Water attenuation – floods

· Remove winter maize silt run off
	N

P

P
	Biomass

	Group 8
	Different opportunities – different areas; no biomass, onshore wind in urban
	N and P (?)
	Not given

	Group 8
	Proximity:

· Diverse small supplies

· Possible small local uses (advantages)

· Community engagement possible

· Rural employment
	N and P

P

P

P
	

	Group 8
	No established roles/ capacity – won’t be local authority – who will?

· Community enterprise

· Utilities

· Private/public

· No pump priming for £

· Long term commitment not proven
	N with potential for P
	Not given


� Idea of “one-stop-shop” was discussed


� PA = public acceptance


� PW = political will
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