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INTRODUCTION

As agreed, we have typed up as much as possible of the material produced at the Somerset 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
· Negative then positive factors for each main technology – as done in groups
· Summary of key negative and positive factors

· Discussion of results and ‘straw poll’ on level achievable

· 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

	7
	10
	3
	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

	6
	11
	3
	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

	1
	10
	8
	0
	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.
	Supply and Demand from Energy Crops – is this a stable market?

A key factor in determining the viability of biomass plant is securing the supply of crop or feedstock at the right price. This depends on farmers entering in to long term contracts to supply the generating plant. There is also up front investment that needs to be made by the farmers, though there are grants now available to support crop establishment. This all requires confidence from the farmer that the plant is going to work. Conversely a developer will need the commitment from the farmers before investing in the plant. Without a strong track record in this country of successful projects this cycle is difficult to break. However the government recognising this problem has invested heavily in both capital grants for the plant and crop establishment grants for the farmers. The South West did particularly well in the last grant round with four projects in Wiltshire, Somerset and Devon getting significant capital grants. This up front investment may go a long way to breaking this cycle of inaction.

	Isn’t hydro overestimate because of cost of water?

Whilst you need an abstraction licence from the Environment Agency if there is a water take off, there is no charge as the water is returned to the water course further down stream. As such there is no water cost to running hydro plant.

	Biomass – does it include primary forest products? Important in AONB/NP’s

The resource mapping exercise includes energy crops (miscanthus and short rotation coppice) and forest and woodland residues.

	Why is opposition to R.E. projects from officers (planners landscape architects etc) taken so seriously, when in reality members (the real decision takers) are generally in favour?

All opposition should be taken seriously to the extent that it represents the views of those concerned whether inside or outside the local authority. In most places there is a mixture of views both for and against renewable energy within any group of members and officers. 

	To what extent have planning issues been considered together with the likely impact of determinations in realising the targets?

The resource mapping exercise has not taken into account the likely impact of planning determinations. However in setting an achievable target through discussions with the local authorities and others, issues such as planning and public acceptability will be considered.

	How are AONB areas considered in providing input?

This assessment does not in itself rule out, make, or imply, any judgement on the acceptability of particular proposals at specific locations. It does not however include, at this stage and for the purposes of the strategic target assessments, any allowance for the possible contribution from the available economic resource from onshore wind within National Parks, AONBs and those character areas considered to have a high degree of sensitivity to onshore wind development. 

This assumption has been made for the purposes of the resource assessment in order to demonstrate that the target can be met without utilising the resource within any of these 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.

	Nuclear should be more in evidence in this discussion!

This consultation exercise is about the potential for renewable electricity within a 2010 timescale. Nuclear power is a different issue though linked, as all aspects of the energy debate are, including energy efficiency and demand reduction. In the recent energy white paper, decisions about further investment in nuclear power were put on hold due to the uncertainties about the cost of generation and the unresolved problems of dealing with the radioactive waste produced. 

	What about CO2 from biomass? Transport and Burning
Electricity generation from biomass/energy crops is nearly carbon neutral. This means that the amount of carbon dioxide that is absorbed during the growth of plant material is almost as much as the amount of carbon dioxide emitted during combustion.. A study carried out by ETSU on behalf of the DTI suggested that burning biomass was in the order of 94% carbon neutral, the difference due to energy consumed during transport, harvesting and site preparation.

	What agency/organisation is able to channel/foster site development opportunities?

The renewable energy industry are best placed with the technical expertise necessary to identify sites. However Local Authority planning policy/guidance can provide a clearer indication of the criteria on which planning decisions will be made on renewable energy development, thereby enabling the industry to respond and produce more appropriate applications.

	Why MOD not referred to in constraints?

Discussions will be held with the MOD before the end of this project, however the majority of the issues relate to siting individual developments and the need to negotiate with the MOD at that stage. These site specific issues will not be able to be reflected within this project. However clearly where there are large area impacts then these need to be reflected within any targets that are set. Generic guidelines have been produced by the MOD, Civil Aviation Authority and the British Wind Energy Association on the issues relating to wind developments. See BWEA site http://www.bwea.com/aviation/index.html for copy of guidelines and other useful information sources.

	Where information on resource maps comes from?

Clarify assumptions on the maps!

Not clear about criteria used to form maps!

The assumptions that have been made during the resource mapping exercise are outlined in full within the Summary Methodology and Statistics paper distributed at the consultation event and available on the web site www.oursouthwest.com/revision2010.

	Where is all the capital going to come from for all these schemes?

It will depend on the technology, but the project finance will come from a mixture of sources that include the private sector, commercial investors and central and regional government funding.

	Have the district network operators been consulted about accepting all these electrical supplies?

Discussions will be held with the distribution network operators regarding grid connection. However there is unlikely to be a problem in connecting the level of capacity to the grid that is required for the 2010 target, though that may change if the 2020 aspirations within the government’s Energy White Paper are met.

	Concentration very much on electricity, so what exact, if any, has the contribution which could be achieved by solar energy for water heating been taken into account in assessing the 10% saving in electrical power from conventional generators?

Substitution of fuels becomes difficult to include within a target that is based on generation capacity. When the outcomes from this project become integrated within broader sustainable energy policies and strategies then it will become vital that heat supply from renewable sources becomes a key consideration. Substitution can then be regarded alongside other ways of reducing electricity consumption.

	Is strategic partnership an option between districts and county?

Yes. For example Devon has established through its Local Strategic Partnership a group with district and county representation that has looked at renewable energy within the county.

	How can the community benefit functionally from R.E.?

This will depend on the project and the approach taken by the developer. However benefits are likely to fall into two types, direct local benefits from individual developments and indirect economic development benefits secured from a more vibrant industry within the region. Direct benefits to local people may be secured through the setting up of locally controlled community funds (more likely to occur within the larger developments) or the offer of share investment, something that is being considered by some though not all developers. Energy crops provide significant local benefits in terms of opportunities for crop diversification, supporting job retention within the agricultural sector, together with the corresponding boost to local economies. At a larger scale benefits may also be secured through opportunities for business diversification within the  manufacturing/fabrication/ development supply chain for renewables offering jobs and enhanced GDP benefits. Whilst this will not be linked to every development, it is an opportunity that is being considered within the region as a whole. 

	Are assumptions about investment in off shore wind right? (Could be more?)

The assumptions are a conservative estimate of what might be developed. It could be more. However it is highly dependent of central government fiunding and as such is difficult to judge. However if we have underestimated the amount of offshore wind capacity then the target becomes easier to reach.

	Which D.C’s are not represented – is their sufficient interest corporate commitment?

All district councils were invited, see attendance list in this report for actual attendees. 

	Lifespan for wind

Wind turbines have an operating life of 20 to 25 years. At the end of this time the turbines can be removed and the land returned to its original state.

	Is wind subsidised?

All forms of renewable electricity generation receive a subsidy as a result of the renewables obligation. This is an obligation on electricity suppliers to supply 10% of their electricity sales from renewable sources by 2010. All eligible sources of renewable electricity receive a subsidy. This subsidy amounts to a fraction of the funding received by the nuclear industry over the years.

	How have the consultants achieved the figure of 36% for Somerset as a % of the regional target?
The figure was used purely as an attempt to demonstrate how the target might look if it was done as a percentage of the resource. In other words, if Somerset’s total accessible economic resource is213MW, this represents 36% of the regional target (595MW). Therefore 36% of Somerset’s accessible economic resource is around 77MW. However this doesn’t take into account the landscape sensitivity assessment nor does it consider what is actually achievable. Both factors will be taken into account in setting the final target through discussions with the local authorities and others. 


NEGATIVE AND POSITIVE FACTORS PER TECHNOLOGY

In this part of the day each group developed lists of factors that could influence the achievability of any target. They were asked to look at each of three main technologies – Biomass, Onshore Wind and Waste to Energy – and suggest for each some Negative factors (that might reduce achievability) and some Positive factors (that might increase achievability). Once the lists were complete, groups were asked to Rank each item in terms of its importance or degree of impact, from 1 (minimal effect) to 5 (maximum effect – be that negative or positive)

The full lists of these taken straight from original group sheets are in the Appendix. This is because there is such a large amount of information. It is however very useful information, as can be seen from the short summary analysis that follows below.

During lunch, the team pulled out from the group sheets all of the negative factors that were ranked 4 or 5, and wrote these up onto flipcharts. Similarly, after the group work discussions about positive factors, each group was asked, in plenary, for their positive factors which were ranked 4 or 5, and these were written up by the facilitator for further discussion. 

Note – not all of the priority factors identified will necessarily appear in the group sheets written up in the appendix, as additional points may have been added or emphasised during the plenary discussion.
SUMMARY OF PRIORITY FACTORS

	Reducers/ negative factors – Biomass 
	No. of groups who scored 4 or 5

	Public acceptance of “new powerstation” – environmental impact
	1

	(New) vehicle movements – congestion, health, road damage, inequality
	2

	Location of Power plant (road access, development in countryside, storage)
	1

	Biodiversity – monoculture
	1

	Neighbourhood nuisance – fumes/ emissions
	1

	CAP
 – outside support system
	1

	Uncertainty over economics
	1


Note: Shading indicates those factors that one group or more scored as a 5

	Retainers/ positive factors - Biomass
	No. of groups who scored 4 or 5

	Opportunities for farmers
	5

	Baseload supply
	3

	No permanent footprint
	2

	Local economy
	5

	No planning required (for growing crops)
	1

	Carbon neutral
	1

	Security of energy supply
	1


	Reducers/ negative factors – Onshore Wind
	No. of groups who scored 4 or 5

	AONBs
	1

	MOD Objections
	3

	Visual Impact
	3

	Power lines
	1

	Radar
/ TV flutter
	2

	Planning (lack of policy) – landscape, historic, noise (perception), visual, neighbour reaction
	1

	Biodiversity - birds
	1


	Retainers/ positive factors – Onshore wind
	No. of groups who scored 4 or 5

	Clean and green – free resource
	5

	No traffic implications (post construction)
	2

	Proven technology
	3

	Most economically viable (best return on investment)
	2

	No permanent footprint
	4

	Opportunity for community investment
	3

	Locational flexibility – but not landscape
	1

	Tourist attraction
	1

	Income for landowners – no capital investment
	1

	Takes up little land area
	1


	Reducers/ negative factors – Energy from Waste (thermal treatment)
	No. of groups who scored 4 or 5

	Public perception (against incineration)
	3

	Concern over emissions
	2

	Planning permission
	1

	Vehicle movements
	1

	Political acceptability 
	1


	Retainers/ positive factors – Energy from Waste (thermal treatment)
	No. of groups who scored 4 or 5

	Increasing cost of landfill
	5

	Potential to attract “outside” investment
	2

	Transport neutral (depending on plant location)
	2

	Can we locate on brownfield sites
	1

	Better environmental alternative to landfill – (greenhouse gases)
	5

	CHP potential 
	1

	Baseload supply
	2


DISCUSSION AND ‘STRAW POLL’

The key question in the discussion was:

“What are the key links between positives and negatives?”

To which people responded as follows:

Energy from Waste
· Need to raise awareness about benefits and technologies – a bigger task than for biomass, due to loss of trust over incineration/ dioxins

· Ring fence electricity – could revenue be used to reduce council tax

· Discussion highlighted how the first 4  positive factors in the table above could help to tackle concerns about public perception, emissions and political acceptability

Biomass
· Targets – a way of minimising or reducing negatives

· Need for awareness raising of public

· Careful siting – can reduce plant impact, as can agreements re: times for lorry movements

· Discussion highlighted how benefits to local economy could be used to gain public acceptance of biomass energy

Wind 

· Community involvement – should be real, and part of project from the outset

· More positive planning policies – targets for particular areas

· Collective pressure about Yeovilton

· Research into carrying capacity of landscape

· Discussion highlighted how income for landowners and opportunities for community investment could help to counteract problems of planning associated with on-shore wind

Just to get a ‘feel’ for views within the room, and definitely not to be treated (or shared with others) as a ‘result’, there was then a very quick straw poll via a show of hands. In each case – per technology – the question was something like: “what is now your judgement about the chances of getting close to the technically accessible resource (given in the chart) across your sub region? Is there a high chance of that, a medium chance or a low chance?”

The responses were:

	
	Low
	Medium
	High

	Biomass
	0
	8
	13

	Energy from Waste
	1
	8
	12

	Wind
	2
	7
	11


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?”

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

WHERE? 

· Need at regional and subregion/ County

· Waste plan for Somerset, + regional waste strategy

· Structure plans + community strategy = corporate strategy

· Start with districts – regional support to look at generic issues

· Need to ensure districts involved

· Need a firm commitment to deliver target

HOW? – KEY ACTIONS

· Feed output from this day into strategic planning conference

· Find out more about Somerset LSP

· Introduce these issues into Community Plan consultation

ATTENDEES

	Name
	Organisation
	Group

	Phil Anelay
	Taunton Deane Borough Council
	2

	Kim Auston
	English Heritage
	5

	John Bastable
	Somerset County Council
	2

	Julian Brooks
	Somerset Trust for Sustainable Development
	2

	Peter Brown
	SWRA
	6

	Cllr John Edney
	Somerset County Council
	7

	Chris Edwards
	Quantock Hills AONB
	1

	Mike Fackrell 
	Somerset County Council
	1

	Ian Gething
	English Heritage
	4

	Richard Harper
	Taunton Deane Borough Council
	6

	John Harris
	Wilveslicombe MCTi
	3

	Terry Johnson
	South Somerset District Council
	5

	Isabel Wright
	Somerset County Council
	5

	John Lee
	CPRE Somerset
	4

	Cllr Bill Mackay
	Mendip District Council
	6

	Graeme McVittie
	Exmoor National Park Authority
	3

	Jo Milling
	Mendip District Council
	4

	Jane Murray
	Somerset County Council
	3

	Tom Noall
	Taunton Deane Borough Council
	7

	Corina Reay
	Somerset Trust for Sustainable Development
	3

	Tim Render 
	GOSW
	7

	Lesley Rowan
	Mendip District Council
	5

	Cllr John Sharpe
	Somerset County Council
	6

	Mathew Spencer
	Regen SW
	7

	Keith Wheaton- Green
	South Somerset District Council
	4

	Graham Wills 
	Exmoor National Park Authority
	2


Project Team present

	Mr
	Peter
	Capener
	

	Ms
	Amy
	Francis
	Energy for Sustainable Development

	Ms
	Nia
	Williams
	Centre for Sustainable Energy

	Mr
	Stephen
	Ward
	Centre for Sustainable Energy


APPENDIX: NEGATIVE AND POSITIVE FACTORS PER TECHNOLOGY

NEGATIVE FACTORS

Biomass

	Factor
	Ranking
	Group

	Public acceptance of power plant
	
	

	Complication of making a case to local people
	2
	5

	Neighbour nuisance – generator fumes/ emissions
	4
	3

	New “power station” – environment impact, public acceptance
	5
	2

	Location of power plant. 

· Development in the countryside

· Road access

· Storage on farm and power site
	4
	5

	Uncertainty over economics
	
	

	Farmers support
	2
	4

	Funding mechanisms – CAP reform
	2
	4

	Influence of E.U.
	2
	4

	New capital investment in machinery
	1
	2

	Outside support system CAP
	4
	1

	Uncertainty about economics of the crops
	4
	1

	Narrow economic base for grower
	3
	3

	Commercial viability for farmers
	2
	5

	Start-up costs for farmer, opportunity cost
	2
	5

	Market stability
	3
	4

	Biodiversity
	
	

	Control of spread of crop to surrounding land
	2
	1

	Biodiversity - monoculture
	4
	3

	Can displace existing forestry resource
	3
	3

	Transport
	
	

	Transport
	4
	2

	HGV traffic
	3
	3

	New vehicle movements – congestion, health inequality. Rail options? Road damage by HGVs
	4
	5

	Landscape  impact of growing energy crops/ planning
	
	

	Landscape issues (impact on character and effect on tourism)
	3
	5

	Public access to land (footpaths and landscape) 
	2
	1

	Visual impact of crop
	0
	2

	Displacing other land use
	0
	2

	Planning

· Environmental

· Archaeological 

· Distinctive field boundaries
	3
	4

	Miscellaneous
	
	

	Storage facilities/ drying? Visual impact?
	1
	2

	Ash? – disposal of residues
	0
	2

	Inefficiencies of distribution networks – doesn’t address this
	0
	2

	CO 2 emissions
	1
	2


Onshore Wind

	Factor
	Ranking
	Group

	MOD Objections/ telecommunications
	
	

	MOD objections
	5
	5

	MOD flight restriction
	1
	3

	Possible/ probable radar/TV flutter
	5
	2

	MOD objection (radar)
	5
	4

	MOD
	4
	1

	Shadow flicker
	4
	5

	TV reception
	4
	5

	Visual Impact
	
	

	AONB
	5
	1

	Visual impact on important/ attractive landscapes
	4
	5

	Visual impact
	5
	3

	Landscape/ visually intrusive (perception of)
	5
	2

	Impact on wildlife/ birds
	
	

	Bird flight paths
	3
	3

	Impact on migratory routes of birds
	0
	4

	Impact on wildlife
	1
	1

	Birdkill (perception of)
	0
	2

	Bird strikes
	4
	5

	Planning issues
	
	

	Neighbour reaction
	4
	3

	Lack of local benefit 
	3
	3

	Planning:

Landscape

Historic

Noise ( perception)

visual
	4
	4

	Planning conservatism
	3
	1

	NIMBY – perception of sight and noise
	4
	1

	Grid Infrastructure
	
	

	Grid infrastructure
	3
	1

	Cost of grid connection – 11kV=600kW turbine, usually no more, i.e. not single 1.3MW turbine
	4
	4

	Power Lines?
	5
	3

	Grid connection issues
	2
	5

	Disincentive to develop other forms of R.E.
	
	

	Disincentive to develop other forms of R.E. e.g. offshore wind
	0
	2

	Disincentive to offshore wind farms
	2
	3

	Noise
	
	

	Noise (perception of)
	3
	2

	Noise?
	2
	3

	Perception of noise problem
	4
	5

	Miscellaneous
	
	

	Why assume 1.3MW turbine when can put in 1.8MW for the same physical size
	1
	4

	Influence of EU
	2
	4

	Unreliable source of energy
	1
	2

	Limited undesignated areas with sufficient windspeed
	3
	2

	Not made in UK?
	0
	2


Energy from Waste

	Factor
	Ranking
	Group

	Public perception (against incineration)/ acceptability/ concern over emissions
	
	

	Convincing people this is not an incinerator
	4/5
	5

	Finding politically acceptable site
	4
	5

	Communicating facts about health risk
	4
	5

	Neighbourhood concern – sounds like incineration
	5
	3

	NIMBY 

Perceived emissions

ash
	3
	1

	Public concern over emissions/ smells
	5
	2

	Fears of pollution, etc.
	3
	5

	Public concern and perception
	5
	4

	Toxic ash?
	1
	2

	Emissions? control
	4
	3

	Planning permission
	4
	4

	Visual impact of plant/ chimney
	1
	2

	Transport/ Vehicle movements
	
	

	Storage & movement of waste
	3
	3

	Vehicle movements
	4
	5

	Impact on recycling
	
	

	Could discourage recycling and encourage waste generation
	2
	3

	Disincentive to reduce/ recycle
	0
	2

	Will this effect recycling

Enthusiam/ segregation

A need to pre-sort waste
	3
	4

	Miscellaneous
	
	

	Perception of economic risk
	3
	1

	Perpetuates centralised systems e.g. landfill sites
	1
	2

	Further treatment of residues e.g. heavy metals
	3
	4

	Waste produced from fossil fuels e.g. plastics, therefore not renewable
	3
	4

	Influence of E.U.
	2
	4


POSITIVE FACTORS
Biomass

	Factor
	Ranking
	Group

	Opportunities for farmers and local economy – rural regeneration/ diversification
	
	

	Agri diversification farmers like it
	4
	1

	Diversity for agriculture/ opportunities for farmers
	5
	2

	Local economy – farm diversification
	5
	4

	Rural diversification (econ.)
	4
	3

	Provides local employment/ income
	4
	5

	Local economic benefits/ employment
	5
	2

	Benefits localised
	4
	1

	Do not need PP (for growing crops)
	5
	1

	Crop very versatile – could be grown in small blocks – less impact, easy to get into
	4
	5

	Low inputs to grow crop
	3
	1

	Can use low grade land
	4
	1

	Less regulation for producers
	2
	3

	Potential biodiversity benefits
	
	

	Potentially beneficial for bio-diversity
	3
	5

	Willow on the levels & moors reinforces local distinctiveness
	2
	5

	Increase in biodiversity
	2
	4

	Bio-diversity opportunities
	4
	2

	Public acceptability/ planning
	
	

	Local acceptance more likely
	2
	3

	Less visual impact (wind)
	2
	3

	More acceptable and easier to locate
	3/4
	4

	Nothing radically new or extra to frighten people, perceived as “safe”
	Not given
	2

	Low visual impact??
	3
	2

	“Green” energy source
	5
	2

	Clean technology – no poisonous emissions to air or within solid residue – CO2 neutral almost
	4
	4

	No permanent footprint
	5
	1

	Miscellaneous
	
	

	Any scale of production
	4
	1

	Improves diversity/ security of energy supply
	5
	2

	Identify/ awareness of energy use/sources
	Not given
	2

	Could be incorporated with district heating
	Not given
	2

	Base-load supply (complements wind and solar)
	5
	4

	Increased transportation (water table) (important on low lying land)
	2
	4

	Could improve land drainage
	2
	5


Onshore Wind

	Factor
	Ranking
	Group

	Proven technology
	
	

	Well proven/ tried and tested
	5
	2

	Existing technology & improving 
	2
	3

	Proven technology – cheap, simple, removable
	5
	5

	Well established/ proven technology
	5
	4

	Economically viable
	
	

	Help with R.O.C certificates for suppliers
	5
	2

	Most financially viable per £1 investment ( good return
	5
	4

	Lowest cost per kW
	5
	1

	No traffic implications
	
	

	No traffic implications
	4
	3

	No operating transport 
	5
	4

	Local economic benefits
	
	

	Opportunity for community ownership 
	5
	2

	Manufacturing opportunities
	2
	2

	Local economic benefits/ lease/ rents to landowners
	4
	2

	Community involvement
	4
	1

	Commercial benefits for landowners
	4
	1

	Opportunity for local community investment
	4
	4

	Income for the landowner with minimal investment
	5
	4

	No permanent footprint
	
	

	No long lasting footprint
	5
	1

	Removable/ dismantleable 
	4
	2

	Temporary structure ( minimal long term impact
	4
	4

	Clean/green /free
	
	

	Clean/green /free
	5
	2

	No emissions/ radiation/hazard
	4
	1

	Emission free – min. pollution, clean
	5
	3

	Cleanest technology
	5
	4

	No secondary processing
	Not given
	1

	Visual impact
	
	

	Elegant
	Not given
	1

	Visually appealing (most of us think)
	4
	2

	Attractive to some people’s eye
	2
	5

	Adds landscape interest. Tourism
	2
	4

	Tourist attractions/ regional identity
	2
	2

	Miscellaneous
	
	

	Potential huge
	5
	2

	Help to identify with energy use
	2
	2

	Less reliant on other installations locationally - flexibility
	4
	3

	Education and awareness raising will be critical drivers in all forms of R.E generation
	4
	5

	Takes up very little space
	4
	4


Energy from Waste

	Factor
	Ranking
	Group

	Deals with waste/ landfill problem
	
	

	Less waste – more energy (avoids landfill)
	5
	3

	A solution to waste disposal problem
	3
	5

	Waste alternatives becoming less acceptable
	4
	3

	Increasing cost of landfill
	4
	5

	Reduces landfill
	5
	4

	Reduces landfill quantities/ leachates/ CH4 & subsequent landfill costs
	5
	2

	Reduce landfill/ methane + public health benefits
	5
	1

	Transport neutral
	
	

	Transport neutral
	4
	3

	Siting plant at existing waste disposal sites would create no net increase in traffic movements
	4
	5

	Potential to attract “outside” investment
	
	

	Potential to attract private capital
	4
	1

	Easier to persuade end-users to invest i.e. big industrial companies
	4
	4

	Potential economic benefit to waste generator (e.g. chicken litter sale)
	2
	3

	Proximity principle
	
	

	Proximity principle
	3
	1

	Can be located close to point of use & source of waste e.g. in city/ town using brownfield rather than green
	4
	4

	Size – plants are very small – adaptable size
	3
	4

	Miscellaneous
	
	

	Cheap raw materials
	5
	1

	Local economic benefits
	2
	2

	CHP potential 
	4
	2

	Versatility of fuel supply/ energy security
	4
	2

	Encourages segregation/ help waste reduction
	3
	2

	Constant output ( base load supply
	5
	4

	Useful waste residue ? - aggregate
	3
	4


� Common Agricultural Policy


� During the discussion, this was found to be the same as MOD objections
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