From: DIO StratPol-Policyl (Hallett, Jane B2) [DIOStratPol-Policyl@defence.gsi.gov.uk]

Sent: 02 May 2012 15:38

To: SEB mailbox

Cc: DIO StratPol-Group (MULTIUSER)

Subject: 20120502-Consultation - Natural Resources Wales- Proposed Arrangements for Establishing
and Directing a New Body for the Management of Wales's Natural Resources

With reference to the above consultation | can confirm that the MOD is supportive of the proposal to create a single
environmental body for Wales who will take on the current functions of the Environment Agency Wales, Countryside
Council for Wales and the Forestry Commission Wales.

The MOD has a range of facilities in Wales that are crucial to defence outputs and we have established productive
and collaborative relationships with these three environmental bodies which we believe has proved beneficial to all
parties.

Sustainable Development and the Ecosystem Approach

As you are aware the MOD already employs an integrated approach to its estate management supported by
Integrated Rural Management Plans, Environmental Management Systems, Sustainability Appraisals and with
Sustainable Development principles embedded in our main processes. We would be happy to continue to explore
how these approaches can align with and inform the ecosystem approach that you are advocating in order achieve
the optimal management of natural resources in Wales.

Requlatory System

We would also welcome any streamlining of the regulatory system in the areas of statutory planning, licencing,
proposed changes to the use/boundaries of designated protected areas and public access and recreation provided
that there is recognition the national need for defence and that the MOD estate is dynamic in nature as it has to
respond to changing military outputs.

Jane

Jane Hallett MRICS
AH Land and Property Policy

Defence
Infrastructure

Organisation
Kingston Road, Sutton Coldfield, West Midlands, B75 7RL



MOD telephone: 94421 2039¢Telephone: 0121 311 2039«Fax: 0121 311 3707
Mobile: 07920406827 sEmail: DIO StratPol-PolicylsPersonal email: Jane.Hallettl70@mod.ukWebsite: www.
mod.uk



Landscape Institute Sefydliad Tirwedd
Wales Cymru

NaturalResources W ales
R esponse ofthe Landscape hstiute
30 Aprl2012

htoducton

The Landscape hstute @) & an educatbnalchariy and R oyalCharered body responsbk for
protectig, conserving and enhancig the natummland buitenvionm ent forthe benefiofthe publc. &
cham pions welkdesigned and w elhn anaged urban and mralbndscape. The LI's accrediaton and
professbnalprocedures ensur thatthe desgners, m anagers and scentists who m ake up the
Bndscape archiecture professbn woxk to the hgheststandards. s advocacy and educaton
progmmm es prom ote the hndscape archiecture professn as one whih focuses on deson,
envionm entand com m uniy n oderto hspie gratphces wher peopk wantto Ive, work and vist.
Landscape hstiute W aks LW ) & the W ekh branch ofthe LT LW rmrpresents m em bers ofthe
hstiute 1 W aks, many ofwhom cunently work fororw th the Envionm entAgency W aks, the
Forstry Comm Esbn W aks and the Countrysie CounciforW aks.

Consulation Response

The LThas responded to thE consulaton as a stakehoBerabk to assstw th deliverng the am s and
strategt outcom es ofa shigk envionm entalbody orW aks. Thi docum entfocuses on severalkey
questins fiom the consulaton docum entand hghlghts Esues and polcy areas which the LT
considerneed to be nclided 1 orderto rflectthe new appmwach and to delverthese proposak
effectve¥ and effciently. The response then goes on t© exphi how hndscape professbnak are
abk to assitthe Assem bl w ih ths work.

Question 1:W hatare yourview s on ourproposalto deliverm ore mtegrated m anagem ent
by bringing the three bodies togetherand creating a single environm entalbody forW ales?

The LIsuppoits the proposalto create a shigk envionm entalbody and thatths willfom a
central component of the Welsh Government’s strategy for natural resource management. All too
often, the m at obfctie t© secure a susteaabk apprach to natumlresource m anagem ent i
weakened by shigk Bsues whith can appearconflctng. A stategic appmach t© com bihing the
functons ofthe organikatns and r=m ovihg organiationalboundares woull resukn a shgk
envionm entalbody w ih a m ore com pEte agenda.

The LIwelom es this m ove as an opporuniy o provide envionm entaladvice and nputto the
phnnihg processes and an opportunity to hput nto the devebpm entofnew kgkshton. New
regubtory anangem ents m ustbakbnce com petihg Bnd use needs 1 oxderto shape the phces h
whih we alllive, work and vistand to ntegrate them ito the natumlenvionm entupon whith we
alldepend. Landscape archiecture iseff i a cross-cutthg discipne working w thh the phnnng
system . Landscape archiecture consiers the sockl, envionm entaland econom & chalenges of
parttcubr bcatbons h orderto devebp solitbns, be they sttategtc ordelivered onsite, whih
deliver the bestoutcom es.



Question 2: h devebping ourproposals orthe body, are there addiionalm easures we could
take to address the concems w e have dentified h section 2 4 orany otherconcems w hich
you have?

The Bndscape h W aks needs t© be rmcognied as the productofhow we use naturalresoures 1
Wales. It does not just form “the backdrop rourecratbnalactvies” as sated 1 thi consulaton
docum ent. Landscape, as defhed by the Eumopean Landscape Conventon £:‘an area, as perceived
by peopk, whose chamacter & the resukofthe acton and htermcton ofnatumland orhum an

factors’ . & in portantto recognke thatthe lndscapes we trrasure are products ofthe way we have
m anaged the Bnd. The conceptof Bndscape and the potentaliprovies o enhance both
conservaton and devebpm ent  notckarly exphned. i prin arly food producton and tw flbe
sustanabk ood producton thatw ildrive the Bndscape 1 the future abng w ih otherm ulifinctonal
uses, such as producihg ckan water, ckan at, rrnewabk energy, sequestaton ofcarbon,

m anjpubthg m To-cln ate, adapting t© cln ate change, supporthg and beg suppored by heathy
ecosystem s, as wellas m eethg the health and weltbeihg of socety, hclidihg chiblren and the
elderly. O urpmwiessin, the Landscape Professibn, £ bestphced to assem bk these uthiaran
Bndscapes.

M entin shoull be m ade ofthe in porance ofthe m appig ofthe chamacterofthe Bndscape and of
qualty ofphce, bcaldstihctieness, use of LANDM AP and the W aks Landscape ChamcterM ap
and qualty desgn as partofwhat s sustaihabk devebpm ent.

Thcreasihg com petion forbBnd m eans that bndscapes atallscaks w fllcom e under ncreased
prssure to delivera mnge of serwtes and goods. k& therefore i perative thata system whih
govems the albcatbn, use and m anagem entof hnd & coherentand consstentata mnge ofspathal
scaks. Landscape-scak approaches to bnd use eprsentthe bestway ofensurng thatdeckbns
are m ade whih do nothave a detrin entalin pacton natumlsystem s

The LIwelom es the ckarfocus on sustahabk devebpm entas a centralogan®ig princpk, ushg
the ecosystem appmoach dmaw hg on scence and evidence nfom ed by opermtonalpmactice. No

m entbn however 8 m ade to the in portance ofG ren hfiasttucture G 1. G It an envionm entaly
sound, socialy jistand econom tall vBbE m eans ofdelverng m any sustanabilty obgctes. The
Landscape hstiute beleves £ & an apprach o the phnnihg, desn and m anagem entofourbnd
whih offers the bestsoliton to a range of, offten confictihg, dem ands phced upon ourfnie hnd
1resource.

Question 3:W hatare yourview s on this phased approach? How could we in prove on i?

No comment

Question 4:Do these proposals provide a good basis forthe principalain and strategic
outcom es of the body? How could they be In proved?

The LIrrcom m ends clisbn ofthe folbw hg w ihi the prncipalain and stategi outcom es of
the body:

The European Landscape Convention
The Eumpean Landscape Conventon ELC) whih was sgned by the UK G ovemm ent1 2006
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and becam e bindihg n M arch 2007 . k& the fist htematbnalteaty dedtated to the protecton,
m anagem entand phnnhg ofalllbndscapes n Europe.

The ELC contans eghteen articks whith togetherain t© prom ote Bndscape prmotecton,

m anagem entand phnnihg and to organkze European cooperaton on Bndscape Bsues.
These artickes hghlghtthe need to:

- Recognike bndscape n bw ;

- Devebp Bndscape polces dediated to the protection, m anagem entand creatn of
Bndscapes;

- Establsh procedures forthe participation ofthe generalpublic and otherstakeholders 1 the
creatbn and in pkm entatbn of Bndscape polickes;and

- Encoumge the htegraton of hndscape nto allrkvantaras ofpolcy, hclidhg culumal,
econom I and socilpolcEs.

The LItherefore recom m ends thatthe principalain and strategic outcom es should m ake
reference to and be com plantw ih the articks ofthe EIC .

An htegrated Approach t the W elsh Landscape

A stategt outtom e & requied o provile an ntegmrated appmwach o phnnig, deson,

in pkm entaton and m anagem entofthe envionm ent, hiciidihg the bndscape ofW aks. The LI
beleves thatG I an appmwach o the pbnnihg, desgn and m anagem entofourbnd and offers the
bestsusanabk solitbns o a range of, offen conflicthg, dem ands phced upon ourfinie Bnd
wsource. G Ipwvebn § critalh m eethg the chalenge oftakig a tul hitegrated approach to the
m anagem entofourenvionm entand presents an opporunty to ach®ve m any soch], envionm ental
and econom T obgcties.

Phnnig to safeqguard and extend green nfiasticture assets & centralto ensuring the conthued fow
ofecosystem sertes to oursocety, rrcognsihg the i portance ofeco-connectiviy h m antaihing
finctonihg ecosystem s and therbbdiersiy, and buidihg h resilence o m eetfuture chalenges and
needs.

The LIfuly supports the work caried out in the document ‘Towards a Green Infrastructure Strategy’
produced by W YG Phnnihg and Desin forthe W ekh Assem bl G ovemm ent W AG ). Thi docum ent
exphis ckarly how G Ifully supponts the them es ofthe W aks SpatalP Bn.

ThE reportako ckarl shows how devebpihg ourG Ican notonly in prove ournatumlenvionm ent
butako deliversociland econom T benefis, as partofsustaabk devebpm entthat in proves the
lves and weltbeing of our communities. The report shows how this ‘green infastucture or
sustainable development’ approach could work in South East Wales, and offers a toolkit for delivery
acmossW aks.

The LItherrfore recom m ends thatthere & a sttategi outcom e thatckarl provides an htegrated
apprmach t© phnnihg, desgn, in pkm entatbn and m anagem entofthe envionm entwhich should
address green hfiasttucture , geodversiy, bbodiversiy and hndscape character.
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Question 5:W hatare yourview s on the approach to the delivery fram ew ork?

No comm ent

Question 6:Are the functons descrbbed In Bbles 1 t 3 a reasonable sum m ary of those
required? How could they be in proved?

The LIrrcom m ends thatreference to G I m ade as an fustative exam pk forthe olow ng arsas
ofwoik: Consewatbn, restoratbon and enhancem entofthe Bndscapes and seascapes ofW aks
and C onserwatbn, restommton and enhancem entofthe sttucture and fiinctons ofecosystem s 1,
orpartly n, W aks, hchidihg fbma, funa, geobgialand physbgmpht ffaturs and ecosystem
processes.

Thi willenabk a m orr htegrated and sustehabk vew ofenvionm entalm anagem entbased on
the ecosystem s appmach setouti the proposal

Question 7:W hatare yourview s on ourproposals forchanges to W elsh Govemm ent
functions, mcliding M arine and W ildlife Licensing and Tree and PlantHealh? How could
they be in proved?

No comm ent

Question 8:Do you agree w ih the proposals forco-ordination ofW elsh Govemm ent
nvestm ent n environm entalresearch? How could we In prove them ?

LIsuppous a m ore co-orhated apprach t© envionm entalresearch w ih ckarstateges for
stakehober nvo¥em ent.

Question 9:Do you agree w ih the proposals aboutthe status, govemance and
accountability of the new body? I there any way we could i prove the proposed
arrangem ents?

No comm ent

Question 10:Have you any view s on the approach we propose forthe new body in relation
to its stakeholderarrangem ents? How m ghtw e in prove the approach?

The LIagres thateffective engagem entw ih stekeholers would be essentalto the success of
the wotk ofthe new body and supports the proposed appmach forstakehoteranangem ents.

C bserworkig anmangem ents w ih organisatons hvoled w ith culumland buitheriage need to
be outlned as thi can phy a sgnifcantwk 1 the m anagem entofthe Bndscape and
envionm ent.
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How can the LIassistthe W elsh Assem bly n the delvery ofthis proposal?

The LIwoul ask to be rrcognied as a key stakeholerw ihn ths area ofwork as ourm em bers phy
a cricalok n the scence, pbnnig, deson, in pm entaton and m anagem entof hndscapes.
Addibnaly the Landscape hstute has an ntersti the m arhe envionm ent, partcubrly fiom the
seascape perspectie ofoffshore deve bpm ents beihg an area 1 whih som e ofourm em bers are
hvoled.

The LIwoul ke to dmw attenton to the olbw hg polcy docum ents whicth w llbe abk to assktthe
W ekh Assem bl 1 theirappmach to create a new body for the management of Wales’ natural
resources:

¢ Making ithom e -the pow eroflandscape t create good housing
Policy positon statem ent £010)
An umgentneed forhouse buidhg m ustnot kad o poorphbnnig and desgn.
The LTamues thatgovemm enttamgets ornew hom es em phasie on quantiy, notqualty ~-whih
B understandabk butnotacceptabk . Provebn ofhousihg cannotbe sepamted fiom curent
envionm entaland sochlchalenges hcliding clin ate change, bbdiersiy, energy supply, ood
securty, socilcohesin and fbod rEk m anagem ent. Ensurig access to good qualty housihg
foralldem ands thatwe bok agah athow we phn and desgn i.

s Green nfrastructure: connected and m ulbdfinctionallandscapes 009)
The LIbeleve thatm ultfiinctonaland connected green hfiastmcture m ustbe afforded the sam e
proriy as m ore conventonalhfiastucture; a prory trghtly deserves gien is critaliok n
addressihg a w de range ofpressig envionm ental, socialand econom & chalenges

s TLandscape arxchiecture and the challenge ofclin ate change €008)
As we confiontgrow g soch], envionm entaland econom T concem overthe use ofournatuml
wsources and the devebpm entofsustahabk wmsources, there has neverbeen a m o in portant
tin e t© hghlghtthe ok ofthe Bndscape profession. Thi Posibn Statem entain s to outlhe the
1wk ofthe pwfessbn 1 dealng w ih both clin ate change adaptaton and m igaton.

¢ Landscape Arxchiecture — A guide forclients M arch 2012)
Thi new publraton features a wealh of hndscape-kd progcts dem onstathg the vialmokE that
Bbndscape archiects phy — £ & desbned t© hspie clents to comm Bsbn sin ibrekilk h theirown
new pmoects.

Forany enquires rehtng to thE consulaton response, pkase contact:
PaulLncoh
D iectorofPolcy and Com m untatons
Landscape hstiute
Charks Damw h House
12 RogerSteet
London W C1N 2JU
paulk Bndscapeistiute og
020 7685 2649

Pmwduced forthe Landscape hstiute by Catherne Jenkihs CM LI M erxrick D enton-Thom pson CM LT,
John Brggs CM LI

5 Landscape hstiute



From: Stephen Russell [stephenr@Ilandscapeinstitute.org]

Sent: 02 May 2012 15:42

To: SEB mailbox

Subject: Natural Resources Wales, response of the Landscape Institute

Attachments: Natural Resources Wales - Consultation response from Landscape Institute.pdf
Please find attached the response of the Landscape Institute to the Natural Resources Wales consultation.

Stephen Russell
Policy and Public Affairs Officer
Direct line 020 7685 2649

Awards footer 2012




Natural Resources Wales Consultation Response

From: Phil Jones [pmj@abertawe.co.uk]

Sent: 02 May 2012 15:49

To: SEB mailbox

Subject: Natural Resources Wales Consultation Response

For the attention of Carrie Moss

I wish to lend support to the responses submitted by the FERAC (Fisheries,
Ecology and Recreation Advisory Committee) and by Pontardawe and Swansea
Angling Society Ltd. I was a member of the former until recently and I'm an
officer of the latter. But I'd also like to add a couple of points from a
personal perspective.

My main interest is game fisheries (ie, fishing for trout, sea trout and
salmon and the protection of the fish and their habitat) but fisheries are
affected by just about all of the matters handled by the Environment Agency
Wales (EAW), the Forestry Commission Wales (FCW) and the Countryside
Commission for Wales (CCW) so I'm interested in them as well.

My first point is about the purpose of the organisation. I'm alarmed at the
way the initial proposals for a new Single Environmental Body have now
become proposals for a body to manage the exploitation of the Natural
Resources of Wales. That change in emphasis is worrying. I support the
principle of sustainable development but I think the New Body should be
responsible for ensuring that development proposed by others is sustainable
- it should not itself be responsible for maximising development. There's a
basic conflict between sustainable and development. A single body can't
both promote development and decide whether it's sustainable.

My second point is about stakeholder engagement. EAW has many committees
(some statutory, some not) to help it with its work. Because fisheries are
affected by all aspects of EAW's work, fisheries interests ought to play a
full part in all of the committees. But they don't. Although there's token
fisheries representation on them, most fisheries people don't even know
that AEGs (Area Environment Groups) exist. The EPAC (Environment Protection
Advisory Committee) seems to be populated more by people from whom the
environment needs to be protected than by protectors of the environment and
there's no fisheries rep. And so on...

I don't think committee meetings are the way forward. I think there's a
need to make greater use of technology to widen the areas in which
fisheries interests can play a part and to involve a greater number of
fisheries representatives in discussions without the need to attend
meetings. And the same principle would apply to persons interested in other



Natural Resources Wales Consultation Response

areas of the New Body's work. I think the matters currently handled at
committee meetings should be discussed in online forums managed by the New
Body. The number of people involved could be greatly increased but they
could still be selected by the New Body on the basis of their ability to
make useful contributions. Officers of the New Body could initiate
discussions in much the same way as they do now - by submitting papers to
the group for information, discussion and response. All members of the
group would be able to contribute, whatever their background and whatever
the subject. So fisheries people, for example, would be able to comment on
any topic relevant to fisheries (abstraction, hydropower, water quality,
land use, etc, etc). And people with other interests could bring relevant
knowledge and experience to bear on fisheries matters. At the end of the
day officers of the New Body would be able to pick the bones out of a
discussion and take matters forward with the benefit of much more
comprehensive consideration than at present. There are also arguments for
allowing members of the group to initiate discussions themselves on topics
which they think the New Body ought to be addressing. And it might also be
useful if all members of the public could view the discussions without
being able to contribute (unless they get themselves accepted into
membership of the group). Members who misuse the facility could have their
access withdrawn.

I hope this is helpful.

Phil Jones
44 Bwllfa Rd, Ynystawe, Swansea, SA6 5AL



From: Lewis, Matthew [MatthewLewis@monmouthshire.gov.uk]

Sent: 02 May 2012 15:51

To: SEB mailbox

Subject: Natural Resources Wales - Proposed arrangements for a new body - Consultation Response

Attachments. SB MCC Response 010512.pdf
Please find attached a consultation response from Monmouthshire County Council

Regards
Matthew Lewis

Matthew Lewis

Countryside Manager / Rheolwr Cefn Gwlad
Regeneration & Culture / Adfywio a Diwylliant
Monmouthshire County Council / Cyngor Sir Fynwy
Tel / Ffon: 01633 64 (4855)

Mobile / Symudol: 07990 783165

Email / Ebost: matthewlewis@monmouthshire.gov.uk
Website / Gwefan: www.monmouthshire.gov.uk

Follow us on Twitter / Dilynwch ni ar Twitter: www.twitter.com/monmouthshirecc

Follow Monmouthshire Countryside on Twitter www.twitter.com/MonCountryside
Like our Facebook page www.facebook.com/moncountryside or follow our blog www.monmouthshirecountryside.wordpress.com

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and

intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they

are addressed. It may contain privileged and confidential information

and if you are not the intended recipient, you must not copy, distribute

or take any action in reliance on it. If you have received this email

in error please notify us as soon as possible by telephone on 01633 644992

This e-mail has been scanned for all viruses by Star Internet. The

service is powered by MessageLabs. For more information on a proactive
anti-virus service working around the clock, around the globe, visit:
http://www.star.net.uk




W ekh G overmm entConsulaton

NaturalResources W ales

Proposed Arrangem ents forEstablishing and D irecting a New Body forthe
Management of Wales’ Natural Resources

Response fiom M onm outhshire County Council

Questbn 1:W hatare yourvEew s on ourpmoposalto delverm ore htegrated m anagem ent
by brngig the three bodEs togetherand crratng a shgk envionm entalbody or
W aks? :

The proposali suppored n praciEk subectto ensurng thatthe SB i
omanied to m anage the potentialconflictbetw een varous disciplnes when
consierng regubtory, deve bpm entand m anagem ent finctons. This i
where the use ofa bustsustaihabk devebpm ent ntegmation apprach ool
w ilneed t© be adopted as partofthe culur wihin allpars ofthe
omaniatbn, operatig atallkevelk fiom stategi phnnig to delvery.

There needs t© be graterchrfication of the definion of sustaabk
devebpm entand it i essenthlthatenvionm entalissues, n pardcubr
bndscape issues, are not bst. This chriy alo needs to be tanshkted nto a
betterunderstanding ofthe ecosystem approach, from the envionm ental
specilsts to those w th nhterests hh develbpm ent.

Questbn 2: T devebpig ourpmposalk forthe body, are there additbnalm easures we
could ke t address the concems we have dentfied n secton 2 4 orany other
concems whih you have? :

W hatw fllbe the wk ofthe SB 1 devebpig and delverng the W aks
hfiastucture hvestm entPEn? The hterwilneed to dentfy and proriise
Bnd forspeciic uses w ih m anagem entoptons . Forexam pk the woodknd
estate and how i m anaged fortm berproducton, recraton, fuel,
bbdwversty etc.

Comm erxchlskills and experence 11 wihh Forestry Comm ssbn W aks ar
Ikel t© be benefcialto w derenvionm entalopporuniies i tem s ofhow the
envionm entcan supportcom m exchlactiviy. Such skilk w fllneed t© be
nurured and devebped.

hdustry concems rrgardig regubton and the stiflng ofdevebpm entare
unlkely to becom e a rralty. However, the restproducts sectorneeds
certanty and assumnces rrgardig is bng term nvestm ents 1 the tin ber
resource and tin berpmwcessihg ik to rah confidlence nW aksasa
business bcaton.

The SB has the potentalto resole the existihg siuaton wher there ar a

m uliude ofregubtory sues thatprivate devebpers and bcalauthories are
grpplhg w ith which can nvole dealing w ih each ofthe three organisatons
separtely, and the regubtions can conflctwhen dealng w ih speciic sies.



The SB needs to be stmictured to provide a m ore coordihated and htegrated
appmach so thatthese pmbEm s are r=duced.

The SB needs to emphasise that the “landscape” needs to be recognised as
one ofWales’s m ost in portantresources as wellas the opporuniy thatthe
Bndscape provies t© assist h the delvery ofthe proposed Natural
Envionm entFram ewoxk, workig w ih parners hclidihg bcalauthortes.

Questbn 3:W hatar yourviews on thi phased appmach? How coull we in prove on i?

The phased approach appears to offerthe bestopporuniy forthe new body
to becom e est@ablshed and t© underake a genuie review ofprories and
procedures. kwillbe In porantto consukfuly wih stekeholderand parner
omaniatbns, ncliding the bcalauthories, through thi revew before any
decBDns are m ade regardng the consoldatbn and orm odificaton ofpowers
and procedures.

W here consequentialam endm ents are requied to UK kgkhton is in porant
thatdue considemton & gven t there beng a ckarrsoliton ofany cross
border Englnd N aks) ssues nclidihg cross borderdesgnatons.

Questbn 4 :Do these proposak provile a good bask forthe principalain and stategic
outcom es ofthe body? How could they be in proved? :

Tw illbe a fundam enmlmwk ofthe SB t© em brace sustahabk devebpm entas
a centmlomgankihg pricpE, cham pbon whatthis m eans and how ican be
appled to practicalprofctdeve bpm entand delvery. This needs to be

em bedded 1 the culure ofthe SB and reflkected 1 is princhE ain s, sttategic
approach and outcom es.

Therfor the sttategic obctives need to capture the sockl], econom i and
environmental benefits that should arise from the SB’s work, including these
addionalbut in portant sttategic outcom es:

6. Contrbute o Iife bng kamig by prom otihg the outdoors as an
educatbnalresource and a conducive envionm entforeducaton.

7. Stim ubthg econom I prosperiy Inked to tourem and provilihg a
qualty bcaton forbushess nivestm ent.

8. A strategi outcom e rrhthg to the W ekh Bndscape as a key natonal
resource upon which m uch ofoureconom y — particubrly our hrgest
sectortourem depends.The ain s and obgctives shoul therfore
reflectthe conseration and enhancem entofthe Bndscape as an
econom I driver.

Questobn 5:W hatare yourvEew s on the approach to the delvery fiam ewoxk? :
A delivery fram ework w illbe essentialbutineeds to be setouti a user

friendly fom atw th ckarm easurabk obfcties thatuse phn and sinpk
Bbnguage.



Curnently the fiam ework nclides references, orexam pk for Bbndscape that
are so brad as to be ncapabk ofm eanihgfiilm easurem ent, 1 the absence
ofany defined ndtrators.

Em ghtbe hebfillifthe obectives were setouti accordance w ih the
ecosystem sewies categores w ih practicalexam pks of himties thatcouldd
delverthe obfctives.The cunentversion i noti this fom at.

There appears to be nsuffictentem phasi on the econom I opporunites that
the naturalenvionm ent & abk to delver.

Em ghtalko be usefulifthe deliery fiam ew ork outlhed how the SB ntends
to work w ih key parners, hclidig bcalauthories, busihesses and bcal
comm unikes to delverthe outcom es sought.

Forexam pk 1n recogniig the in porance ofthe W ekh lndscape foris
econom I potentiland n the protecton and enhancem entofthe envionm ent
the SB should engage strategially forthe pumpose ofraisng sandars of
devebpm entand t© bring abouta mnge of bng hstihg benefis forthe W ekh
bndscape Porsustenabk devebpm entand the peopk ofW aks.

Engagem entshoud ako nhclide engagem entw ith the new bcalserice
boards.Ther has been a btoffeedback fiom parmerships w ih r=gard to the
envionm entand clin ate change and how they are reflected 1 LSB activiy.
W ekh G ovemm ent & considerng thi feedback to ensur thatthese Esues
are pitked up atLSB kvel So the SB willneed to m ake Inks wih the bcal
sewle boards thatw fllbe responsbk brdirctng sttategic parmershp
actviy atthe bcal, graterGwentand regbnalkvel

Questbn 6:Ar the functbns descrbed h @bks 1 t© 3 a rrasonabk summ ary of those
requied? How coul they be in proved? :

There are som e areas ofwork m shg:

Tabk 1:

M uch ofthe tourEm econom y and opporuniies n W aks ar dependanton
the naturmlenvionm entbutthi & notm entoned. A key ok ofthe SB will
surel be t© devebp and m anage toursm nhfastucture thatcan be prom oted
by otherpants ofthe public sector, private and volintary sectors.

W hiktthere & m enton of specific nature conserwaton designatons, the
bbdwversity resource 1 W aks & notconfined to desgnated sies. Bbodversiy
consewatbn and enhancem ent s rekvantto allarras of W aks and & a key
consieraton n any sustahabk devebpm entapprach. B bdiersiy
conservation and enhancem entwanants a specific functon wihin Tabk 1
whih could hclide as fustrative exam pks, protected specEes casework,

W aks and bcalbbdiersiy parmerships.



Ther & reference o phnnihg and m anagng waterresources butther & no
acknow Bdgem entofthe ok thatwaterphys 1 the provisn ofpublic benefic
foraccess, recreaton, fishihg, boating, canoeihg, outdooradventur etc. Thi
¥ an in portantarea thatshould be nclided.

The prom otbn ofthe natumlenvionm entand how icontrbutes to the
econom y ofW aks, the educaton of is peopk togetherw th prom othg sochl
cohesn shoul be ncilided as a key ok ofthe SB.

Landscape needs to be expressed as m ore than justa backdmp and the
desn process needs to be em phasiked 1 the conserwation and
enhancem entofthe environm ent.

There & a lhck of Inkage w ih polcEs driven through the Sustahabk W aks
Agenda ie.Respectihg D stihhctiveness (one ofthe 5 key principks ofthe

W aks SpatalP Bn). S tonger Inks needs to be forged between the culuml
and buitheriage.

There & no rference o G ren hiiastucture — through which the Ecosystem
approach can be delvered orthe ke of bcalauthories n the delivery ofthis
stategic work.

The opporunites orworkig w ih both key parmners and bcalcom m unikes
and engaghg and nvolig peopk arr notconsistentl dentfied. For

exam pk grantaid to bcalauthorities and com m uniy groups t© In prove
access opporunies & dentfied, butnotso n otheraras. The sttrength and
proven valie ofexistihg parnership workhg, forexam pk the cunentCCW /
bcalauthorty /thid sectorparnerships mnghg acrss delvery ofaccess
and recreation, bodiversity, hterpretaton, education and envionm ental
outcom es, and 11 engaging bcalpeopk and comm unies & notfuly reflected
ntbkl.

TabE 3:
Everythihg shouH be w ithn the contextofand have rmgard t© sustanabk
devebpm ent.

There & no rfernce o pmwtectihg orenhancihg biodiersity @s setouti the
“‘NERC” Act duty) orto the European Landscape Conventon.Dutes under
the European Landscape Convention should form the overmrching scope of
how the SB shoul work w ih the bndscape.

Queston 7:W hatar yourviw s on ourproposak forchanges to W ekh G ovemm ent
functons, nclidihg M arie and W idlfe Litensig and Tree and PBntHealh? How could
they be mn proved? :

No specific comm ents.

Question 8:Do you agree w th the proposak forco-ordhaton ofW ekh G ovemm ent
nvestm enti envionm entalresearch? How coul we In prove them ? :

Agreed, tseem s sensbk t© coordiate research.



Questbn 9:Do you agree w ih the proposak aboutthe status, govemance and
accountabilty ofthe new body? I there any way we could in prove the proposed
amangem ents? :

Tw illbe in porantorthe board t© com price approprate rpresentaton firom
the bcalauthorities which shoul be specifically dentified. tw illbe the bcal
authorities workig w ih their bcalcom m unies thatdelverm uch ofthe
polces.

The resources, skilk and expertise ofthe EA 1 Enghnd provie key support
to the EA nW aks. ks In pemtive thatwbustamangem ents and access to
these rem an orthe SB and we seek assurance thatappmoprate

amangem ents are puth phce.Contiuaton of cross borderworkng i alko
cricalon rivercatchm entareas, such as thatofthe R verW ye and the
Sevem Estuary.Agam assumnces are soughtthatmwbustamangem ents are
puti phce forthe SB to operate effective on cross borderissues.

O thercmwss borderm atters whicth w fllrequir fom alamangem ents w ih the
Envionm entAgency, Forestry Comm issbn 1 Engbnd and NaturalEnghnd
Ticlide the W ye Valey AONB and m anagem entphn, the W ye SAC ,W ye
Navgaton and W aterway P Bn, and thatpartofthe W ekh forestry estate
M onm outhshir m anaged by Forestty Comm sbn Enghnd.

Questbn 10:Have you any vew s on the approach we propose forthe new body n
rehton t© is skehoderamangem ents? How m ghtwe in prove the appmach? :

P kase see ourcomm ents above rehthg o parmership workihng and
engagem ent.

Questbn 11:W hatare yourvEew s on the aspects ofthe rrguhtory anangem ents? :

There needs t© be ckarsepamton between reguhton and in pm entaton.

Questbn 12: Fyou have any rrhted sues which we have notspecifically addressed,
pEase use thi space o rportthem :

W e note thatyou ntend t© have furtherconsulation on the potental
Tcompormton of DBs hito the new body and supportthat. There have been
realconcems aboutgovemance Bsues and to som e extentconcems on
financialm atters. hcoypomton nto the new body wouldl bring benefis 1
graterresilence, econom £s of scak and sin plificaton of fnancihl
anmangem ents. ks notckarhow this woul be m anaged w ih cross boundary
siuatns, notably the LowerW ye DB, butwe presum e thatwoul be
coveraed 1 the furtherconsulation proposed. The cunentdem ocratic
amangem ents w ith is m x of bndowners and ekcted representatives does
bring a bcalihterestto DB opemtons and som e way ofhamessig this bcal
nvolem enth any new amangem ents coul be benefichl h any revew L
woull ako be sensbk to consierthe extentand boundares ofthe cunent
DBs and whetherany ofthose areas shouHd be partofthe rrlkvantbcal
authority’s control.
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Dear Ms Moss

| attach a response to the consultation on ‘Natural Resources Wales’ from the Campaign for National
Parks. | would be grateful if you could confirm safe receipt of this response.

Regards
Ruth

Ruth Bradshaw

Policy and Research Officer
ruthb@cnp.org.uk

020 7924 4077 ext 222

M yusualw orking daysare M onday, Tuesday, W ednesday and Friday.
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DearM s M oss

Natural Resources W ales — A consulation on the proposed armangem ents for
establishing and directing a new body for the management of Wales’ natural

resources
htoduction

The Cam pagn forNatbnalParks (CNP) & the charty that cam pagns to protect and
prom ote Natbnal Parks 1 Enghbnd and W aks as beautfiil and nspiatonal phces
enpyed and valied by all. Tthas been in existence for over 75 years. CNP’s work in
W aks & nfomed by a W ekh Adviory Comm tee, whirth nclides mepresentatives
from each of the NatbnalPark Socktes and otherbodes such as CPRW and the
NatbnalAssochton of AONBs. The NatbnalPark Authortes 11 W aks and Natbnal
Parks W aks have obserwerst@atus.

NatbnalParks are the fnest hndscapes whih have been granted the hghest Bvelof
protectbn. The satutory pumposes of NatbnalParks are:

e To conserwe and enhance the naturmlbeauty, wiblfe and culumlhertage of
the NatbnalParks

e To promote opportunies for the publc understandig and enpym ent of the
specilqualtes ofthe NatbnalParks

Ih those cases wher conflict exists between the two pumposes and reconcilation
proves in possbk, the firstpurpose shoul take precedence.

Th W aks, Natbnal Parks comprise about 20% of the country’s land mass and
therefore have a vialwk to phy 1 sustenabk devebpm ent. They alrady contrbute
spniicantly t© the wellbeihg of the natbn, thmwugh pmwtecton of the hndscape,
widlfe and key envionm ental resourwes and sewies, lke water provisibn and
catbon stormge n peat soik and Prests, whith can m igate the effects of cln ate
change.
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NatbnalParks are hispIing spaces forpeopk t© enpy and in prove theirhealth and
wellbeng, whiktm akihg a sgnificant contrbuton t© the economy of W aks through
fam ng, toursm and other rhted busihesses. CNP beleves that the natonaly
desynated Bndscapes ofW aks should be m anhtaned as disthctive and unijue tacts
of countrystle, whih are ako adaptabk and wsiient to future pressures such as
cln ate change.

CNP & pkased to have thiE opportuniy to respond to the W ekh Government’s
consultation on a new body for the management of Wales’s natural resources. W e
support the need to m ove t© a deckbn m akihg fiam ework that & setw ihh a context
of sustahabk devebpment and delivered though mnstiutonal and adm histatie
amangem ents thatare as sinpk as possbk.W e, therrfore, support the prncipk of
establshihg a Sihgk Envionm entalomganiaton and is proposed ok 1 guidihg and
overseeng the management of the W ekh envionm ent, provided that this takes
proper account of all the in portant aspects of naturmlresources, hclidihg the use of
End and sea for rmcratbn and the natuml beauty and culurmal hertage whih
NatbnalParks and Aras of O utstandig NatumlBeauty exit to protect. However,
we have a num ber of concems about the detailof what & proposed, whith can be
sum m arsed as Plbws:

1. The need Porthe new body t© phy a strong ok 1 prom otihg the duty for
rekvantpublc authories to have regar to the statutory purposes ofNatobnal
Parks.

2. The hck of mference to the new body’s role in protecting, prom othg and
cham pbnig bndscapes deem ed to be ofnatbnalin portance and n
prom otihg opportunites fortheirenpym ent.

3. The bck ofreference to seascapes as wellas Bndscapes.

4. The em phask on the use, mtherthan the protecton and responsbk
stewardship, of Wales’s naturalresources.

5. The in porance ofthe new body pbynhg a key ok 1 encouragig under-
reprsented and disadvantaged groups ofpeopk t© gan greateraccess and
understandig ofthe naturmlenvionm entand the benefis thatcan bring.

6. Therr & nsufftentconsieraton as t© how the new body willacheve is
obectives at bcalkveland how itwillhtemctwih existihg bodEs and
establshed m echanim s.

7. The potentally negatie effects of th® rromganiation on essentalfiinding for
the thid sector.

Consileratbn ako needs t© be gien as to who willm oniorand scruthie polcy on
the natumlenvionm ent. Eths & notto be 11 the rem tofthe new body, then who will
be responsbk orthis?

The folbw g sectbons provile furtherdetaion each ofthe poits setoutabove.



1. Prom oting the duty to have regard to NationalPark statutory purposes

Sectbn 11A ofthe 1949 NatbnalParks and Access to the Countrysile Actphces a
duty on ekvant authories t have regard to NatbnalPark satutory pumposes whik
canyihg outtherractiviies butther & offen a bw awarness ofth® duty am ongstthe
rkvant authoriies and, as a rmsul, Natbnal Park pumposes ar offten gien
nsuffcent weght 1 polcy deckbns, partcubrl those hvolvihg other govemm ent
deparm ents and rrgubtors. One exampk of thk & the communtatons regubtor,
O from , whih has persitently faled t have rgard to Natbnal Park pumposes i
deckbns rrhthg t© BT O penrach and othertelkcom m unitatbns nfrastructure. CNP
woul lke to see the new body phy a strong kadershp ok 1 ensurng thatthe duty
B mor wiley appled and understood.

2. Lack ofreference to landscapes

Natbnal Parks m ake a vial contrbutbn to susteihabk devebpment n W aks and
have a key ok to phy 1 delverng the ecosystem approach t© the m anagem ent of
natuml resources. They ako contain Wales’ finest landscapes. Landscapes are
resources h theirown rght and represent a diverse com bhaton of natuml features
and fom s, spaces, habiats and experences whith ar expressed through a uniue
Egacy of nheried hum an tradibns, skils and endeavour. W e are, therfore, very
concemed atthe bck ofany diectreference to the ok ofthe new body n potectng,
prom otihg and cham pionig Bndscapes deem ed to be of natbnal in portance and 1
prom othg opporunies prtheirenipym ent. Exam pks ofthis hclide::

e The list of functions for the new body in Table 1 includes “conservation,
restoration and enhancement of the landscapes and seascapes of Wales” but
the examples given refer only to the new body’s role with regard to designating
NatbnalParks @nd Arras ofO utstandig NaturalBeauty).

e Ther i nodiectrfrnce to the new body assum g the existihg powers of
CCW to desynate and underake actons t© protect bndscapes deem ed t© be
ofnatbnalim portance.Thi wE shoul be explcil stated as a proposed
functon ofthe new body.

e The bkck ofany properrecognibon thatprom othg opportunies forthe publc
understandig and enpym entofthe specialqualies ofthe NatonalParks of
W aks willbe an in portantok ofthe new body.

e There is very little reference to the term ‘landscape’ throughout the document
and it i notm entbned atalli the proposed Istofsttategic outcom es forthe
omaniaton.

3. Lack ofreference to seascapes

Prtected seascapes are another very inporant feature of the Natbnal Parks 1
W aks, havihg a key ok t© phy 1 the coastalenvionm ent of both Pem bmokeshie
Coastand Snowdong. &t & vialthat the seascapes associated wih these aras ar
protected. To address both this, and our concems about the kck of mference to



EBndscapes, we suggest am endig the ain of the Sngk Envionm entalBody SEB)
as setouti Sectbn 4 4 ofthe consulatbn docum entto the folbw hg:

‘To protect, enhance and develop the responsible stewardship of Wales’
environment, natural resources and all its landscapes both on land and at sea’

The words ‘people and economy of Wales’ which was included in the original version
are covered anyway n the mference t© sockland econom  welltbenhg 1 the first
strategi outtom e so we do notbeleve that anythihg willbe bstby rem ovig those
wors from the ain .

Fthi & notpossbE then atthe very kastan addibnal sttategic outcom e shoul be
nclided to cover the consewatbn, enhancem ent and enpym ent of Bndscapes and
seascapes, especily those thatare protected natbnally.

4. Too much focus on the use ofnaturalresources

CNP wants t ensur that the protectbn and valie of the Natbnal Parks are not
emded 1 pursuit of short term econom & and sockt@l goak. W e beleve that the
poposak for the new body focus too much on is wE wih rmgard to the use of
Wales’s natural resources as opposed to theirpmtectbn and responsbk stewardship.
W e are concemed thatths willresukn 1s wotk beng driven prin arly by the provisin
of sewires arishg from the use of Bndscapes and seascapes, rather than an
appmach based on sustanabk prmcpEs.

5. Encouragihg access and understanding

W e note thatone of the functions of the new body & to in prove and hcrease access
to, and use of the envionment for outdoor mcraton but ther & no specift
rference t© hcrasihg access by groups curnently underrepresented am ong veiors
to the NatbnalParks.CNP has recently obtained funding from the Big Lottery Funds’
Peopk and Phces programm e t© mn a three-yearnew audence engagem entprogct,
coverng allthree NatbnalParks h W aks.Ths willbe based on the successfulCNP
Mosat modelof tahng nflienthluran comm uniy kaders to becom e Cham pons
and prom ote the Natbnal Park to others h thelr communiy. & wil wmet ethnic
m nority comm unikes h Newpoit, Cardif, Swansea, Bangorand W rexham and ain s
to nhtroduce thousands ofnew peopk to the physitaland m entalhealh benefis that
NatbnalParks offer.

W e are keen to ensure thatthere I an opportuniy forothersin lbrnihtives h W aks
1 future . The new body should provide enablng m echanim s and support orprofcts
such as this to ensur thatdisadvantaged groups of peopk can gain grateraccess
and understandig ofthe natumlenvionm entand the benefis ths can bring.

6. Ihteraction w ith existing bodies

W e wekom e the nclisbn of ncreasig publc hivolvem entas one of the fuinctons of
the new body.However, to be m eanihgfillpublc hvolem entofien has t be ata bcal
Evel, partcubrly when considerng and msolvihg Isues of natuml rmesource
m anagem ent. The new body will need t have actize and conthuous engagem ent
wih all sectors of W ekh sockty hclidhg communikes, volnt@ary ormanisatons,
com m uniy and bcalcounciks, publc bodEs, private sectorbusiesses and regubtory
bodes.



W e ako wekome the reference to “new and nnovative appmaches and parmershps
rdelvery, hclidhg work w th thid sectorpartners and local authorities” page 4) but
we ar concemed thatthers does notseem to be any r=cognibon of the need to wke
maximum advantage of exkthg parnershps and amangements, such as the
M anagem ent P hns, whith each NatbnalPark Authoriy aleady prepars.W e woull
Hke to see a ckar comm im ent that the new body will, wherever possbk, seek t©
acheve 1s obfctives through NatbnalPark Authories and bcalauthorikes.

7. Funding forthe thid sector

The Countryside CouncilforW aks & curnently a m apr source of uindng forthe thid
sectorwhih phys a vialwE n delverng envionm entaland sustahability obgctives
1 W aks. The consulatbn docum ent recognies the potentialcontrbuton of the thid
sector, espechlly hh devebpig new and hnovative approaches to delvery ofnatumal
resource m anagem ent. However, we are concemed thatthe creation of the new body
and the need to find efftiency savihgs coull have a negative In pacton the fundng

and support avaibbk forthe thid sector. W e woull lke a rassumnce that the new

body willgwve suffcent prorty to the viabily of rEvant thid sectorbodEs and that
there w illbe no overmllreducton 1 the scak offuindihg avaibbk t© i

CNP twsts thatthese comm ents w illbe hebfiilh devebpig the proposak fora

S hgk Envionm entalbody W aks.W e woull be pkased to conthue working w th
the W ekh G ovemm entand otherparmers to ensure the successfillesablshm entofa
shgk body whith can effectively m antah and enhance all of Wales’s natural
wmsoures.

Yours shcerly

Ruth Bradshaw
Research and Polcy O ficer

Tel 020 7924 4077 ext. 222
Em aillmuthb@ cnp orguk
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Dear Sir/Madam,

Please find attached the National Trust response to the consultation on ‘Natural Resources Wales'.

Best Wishes,

Emily Keenan
External Affairs Consultant- Land Use and Enviornment
National Trust for Wales

07766820767

The National Trust is a registered charity no. 205846. Our registered office is Heelis, Kemble Drive, Swindon, Wiltshire SN2 2NA.
The views expressed in this email are personal and may not necessarily reflect those of the National Trust unless explicitly
stated otherwise.

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed.
If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately. If you are not the intended recipient of this email, you should not copy it for
any purpose, or disclose its contents to any other person. Senders and recipients of email should be aware that, under the Data Protection Act
1998, the contents may have to be disclosed.

This email has been scanned by the MessageLabs Email Security System. For more information please visit <>. However the
National Trust cannot accept liability for viruses that may be in this email and we recommend that you check all emails with

an appropriate virus scanner.



Ymddinedolaeth
Genedlaethol
Mational Trust

A Consultation Response by the National Trust to Natural Resources
Wales, Proposed Arrangements for Establishing and Directing a New
Body for the Management of Wales’ Natural Resources

May 2012

Introduction

As Europe’s largest conservation organisation, we manage natural and historic heritage for
conservation and public access. The charity owns over 50,000 hectares of land in Wales
which it manages for the benefit of the nation.

Therefore the National Trust will be a major partner of, and deliverer for, the new body. We
look forward to working with the shadow body and the new body at every level, from
developing an effective strategy and ensuring delivery on the ground. Perhaps most
importantly, we can help the body put people at the heart of its new approach, and ensure
we look at the natural, cultural and historic environment in its entirety. If we can help people
to understand the importance of the natural, historic and cultural environment and get them
involved in caring for it, we will be better able to work together to deliver positive outcomes
for Wales.

With more than 100,000 members in Wales and more than 6 million visitors to our sites in
Wales each year, the National Trust is well placed to assist Welsh Government and the new
body with this vital engagement work.

Summary

The National Trust believes that the Welsh Government’s work on development of a Single
Body for managing the environment in Wales, in conjunction with the proposed new
approach to managing natural resources as outlined in the recent Green Paper ‘Sustaining a
Living Wales’, presents a number of positive opportunities. In particular we want the body:

- To manage Wales’' places sustainably, both the land and sea, in an integrated
manner for the benefit of people. This will need to include the protection and
enhancement of Wales's biodiversity, landscape and heritage assets so that
everyone can value and enjoy them.

Ymddiriedolaeth Genedlaethol / Llywydd / President: HRH The Prince of Wales £
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- To help embed consideration and stewardship of the environment (natural, historic
and cultural) across all levels of government and sectors of society.

- To halt and reverse decline in biodiversity and landscape quality, not only in
protected areas but also throughout wider urban, rural and marine environments.

- To aid adaptation to our changing climate by planning for and investing in more
resilient ecosystems.

- To widen appreciation of, access to and understanding of the environment (natural,
historic and cultural).

- To deliver sustainable development through the actions of the Single Body itself and
by empowering others.

- To instil a sustainable culture that encourages economic development which supports
and reinvests in ecosystem services. Ecosystem services that we derive benefits
from (water management, tourism and other areas) should have investment flowing
back to them in order to maintain and repair them®.

Whilst being broadly supportive of the creation of the new Single Body in order to advance

the management of Wales’ natural resources this response focuses on some points of
concern for the National Trust.

Headline Issues

1. Integration with ‘Sustaining a Living Wales’

In order to take full advantage of these opportunities we believe that ‘Sustaining a Living
Wales’ must sit at the heart of the creation of the Single Body. Although it is not yet fully
formed, the ecosystem approach as outlined in ‘Sustaining a Living Wales’ is destined to
become the underlying context within which the Single Body will operate. In creating the
Single Body therefore, Welsh Government must build in flexibility and capacity for the new
body to deliver this ecosystems approach, as expressed in the draft terms of the Green
Paper. It is also essential to harmonise the development of the Government’s Sustainable
Development policies with the creation of the Single Body.

2. Definition of the Environment

The National Trust strongly recommends that the definition of ‘the environment’ for, and by,
the single body is a broad one which recognises the continuum from natural environment to
historic environment to cultural environment. Very little of Wales’ environment is ‘natural’ as
most of it has been influenced by people. We feel that this holistic view of our environment
needs to be ingrained in the way the single body views our environment and carries out its
duties. A key way to ensure this will be to provide training for staff which enables them to
recognise and appreciate the interdependencies of our natural, historic and cultural
environment.

! For more information http://www.assemblywales.org/cr-lu2 natures capital wales final.pdf
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3. Vision/ Legislative Purpose for the Body

3.1 We believe that Wales needs a public body (or bodies) with a clear purpose to protect,
conserve and enhance the environment (natural, historic and cultural) and that this is not
fully reflected in the proposed purpose of the new body, as outlined in the consultation
paper. The primary purpose of the Single Body must be to protect, conserve, enhance and
positively manage Wales’ natural, historic and cultural environment and so ensure benefits
for the people of Wales now and in the future.

3.2 We recognise that Welsh Government has shown an appreciation of the
interconnectivity of ecosystems with people by including references to ‘managing natural
resources for social, economic and environmental benefit' and ‘delivering better outcomes
for and from the environment’ in the consultation document. However, we would like to
emphasize the importance we place on the protection and responsible stewardship of
natural resources as opposed to their ‘use’. We do not accept that the priority of a body
which should be primarily responsible for the management of the Welsh environment should
also be focused on social or economic advances without clear environmental obligations or
limitations.

4. Designations

The network of SSSIs, SACs, SPAs, Registered Landscapes, AONBs and other protected
areas represent a genetic reservoir for biodiversity, a framework for biodiversity
conservation, natural resource management in the wider countryside, landscape
enhancement and a basis for spatial resource planning. This existing hierarchy of protected
site designation works well due to the established processes and conservation objectives
and have been successful in protecting our most precious and valued habitats and wildlife.
For this reason we do not wish to see any hasty changes being made to our current system
of designations, the importance of which we feel are played down in ‘Natural Resources
Wales’. We are unconvinced that the new body should be making immediate changed to the
systems which safeguard our country’s designated sites. If and when changes are made we
would like them to ensure that current designations and environmental standards are used
as the benchmarks for assigning significance to all landscapes and for testing and
assessing the impacts of proposed change. Changes should be carried out with the sole aim
of bringing sites into favourable condition; seeing no net loss of biodiversity and reversing
declines in biodiversity, habitats and landscape quality.

5. Importance of Cultural Services

The Green Paper identifies culture as a key service group noting how local places,
landscapes and seascapes are essential ecosystem services. We are concerned that the
consultation for the Single Body makes provides little clarity as to how these will be
delivered. People value places and culture- these are key to emotional and social well being
and therefore fundamental to healthy, resilient and productive ecosystems. We would
contend that the body should have clear responsibility for the stewardship of those cultural
dimensions of the environment of Wales and the public values and services they provide.
National Trust recommends the strategic outcomes of the body should include:
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“To ensure that Wales’s most prized and most significant natural and cultural assets are
safeguarded and their functional values optimised for the benefit of those who seek to use
them in the future.”

6. Importance of Landscape

6.1 The Single Body document frequently refers to ‘land’ but largely ignores the concept of
‘landscapes’, more clarification is needed in order to give guidance to future landscape
policy. The protection of landscapes is something that the Trust sees as being of vital
importance in Wales.

6.2 Landscapes provide a great number of services to the Welsh population. They provide
surroundings which are attractive and familiar. Engagement with landscapes can positively
impact on quality of life and physical and mental wellbeing. The landscape forms our visible
environment which is unique for each place and at the same time shows us how places are
related, the character of the landscape being determined by natural and human factors and
the interaction between them. They provide a range of opportunities for learning about the
natural and cultural heritage and constitute a setting for formal and informal learning activity.
Landscapes are also a key economic asset for Wales. From built monuments to old land
occupation patterns and from intact coastlines to wide upland views, much of what attracts
people to Wales is irreplaceable and vulnerable to change. This is especially true for our
archaeological heritage. In the competitive global market for inward investment, our
landscapes are a key part of our unique offer used in promoting Wales as a desirable
location. And of course, Wales’ landscapes, historic sites and wildlife attract tourists from
near and far, and are consistently given as the top reasons for visiting Wales.

6.3 Wales is exceptionally blessed with a wide range of landscapes and biodiversity the
quality of which is undeniably high, nearly 25% of the land area and 70% of the coast of
Wales are recognised as being internationally important for their quality and character. Our
rural economy is strongly dependant on the tourism industry which is worth approximately
£1.8 billion Gross Value Added to our economy. With expanding travelling ranges, people
are freer than ever to choose the places where they want to live, work and recreate. A
beautiful and characteristic landscape will be one of the main assets of Wales to keep
developing as a vivid and economically healthy region, justifying an ambitious agenda for
landscape. The Single Body will be central to delivering that ambitious agenda.

6.4 Our landscapes are combinations, in varying proportions, of the habitats set out in the
table on page 9 of the Sustaining a Living Wales Green Paper. These habitats are
interconnected and interdependent and cannot deliver ecosystem services in isolation from
each other. Landscapes provide the framework within which this interaction takes place and
therefore should be at the heart of Single Body and the new approach to natural resource
management.
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6.5 The Welsh Government has ratified the European Landscape Convention. Therefore
implementation of its principles should underpin any approach which guides the stewardship
of the landscapes and seascapes in Wales and therefore any organisation, including the
Single Body, which is charged with undertaking this role.

6.6 For these reasons the Single Body should be charged with a duty to protect our
landscapes. In order to protect the goods and services provided by landscapes there is a
need to incorporate a consideration of landscape into spatial planning. In particular there
needs to be recognition that the capacity of landscapes to accommodate new land uses and
development varies from place to place. The Single Body will need the expertise to uphold
the system of landscape designations and update that where appropriate. That involves the
maintenance of up to date knowledge of landscape features, while its success will be
measured by the practical outcomes of everyday work with the designations.

6.7 National trust recommends explicit reference in the role of the new body for the
stewardship of Welsh landscapes and seascapes, plus the promotion of
understanding and enjoyment of the qualities of all landscapes. We also believe that
landscape protection should be a key strategic outcome for the new body. There should
also be a precautionary principle adopted so that its remit reflects an obligation to prevent
landscape degradation. To make the new body’s role in respect of landscape stewardship
clear, we believe that the wording and sentiments of Section 4.4 should be amended so that
the desired outcomes of the new body refer explicitly to:

“Further responsible landscape stewardship and resource use nationally and locally, in
ways which promote distinctiveness, identity and an enduring sense of place. In so doing
encourage appropriate measures which ensure the improved resilience, diversity, quality
and cohesion of these natural and cultural assets thereby optimising the public services
and benefits they provide.”

6.8 Our concerns about the protection of the landscape and cultural values of Wales could
be addressed by the Single Body being mandated to agree a coordinated operational
approach with Cadw to ensure that the heritage and cultural interests of landscapes are full
integrated across both their functions and areas of work.

6.9 The National Trust recommends the establishment of a Ministerial Landscape Advisory
Group to assist the Welsh Government and Single Body in their delivery of the European
Landscape Convention and to help monitor the stewardship of Wales’ protected landscapes.
We would welcome the opportunity to participate in such a Group.

7. Spatial Planning

7.1 In order to create a spatial resource management plan for Wales we must start by
forming a clear understanding of our assets. This will require a full assessment of our
natural environmental assets plus our related historic and cultural assets. Work will then be
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needed to develop a better understanding of how all these assets deliver ecosystem
services to the people of Wales.

7.2 The National Trust has expertise in this area which we are willing to share and develop
mutual learning. We are currently investing in Land Capability Assessments which explore
the ability of land to support different uses without unacceptable impact on the natural
processes and other assets of the land itself. Seven main functions or ecosystem services
are identified: food, fibre and fuel; space for development; water services; carbon stores and
reduction of greenhouse gases; biodiversity; landscape and cultural heritage, and recreation
and inspiration for people. Not all developments or changes are unwelcome but they need
direction to be change for the better; the Land Capability Assessment process is intended to
guide location of land-uses where most suitable. This will help protect natural resources and
so help ensure sustainable management.

7.3 The role of Land Use Planning is to provide a framework for development and use of
land taking into account economic, social and environmental uses. If the spatial plan is to
act to pull together all activities which impact on the natural resource management of Wales
then we believe that alongside this, the work of the Single Body should be fully integrated
into the Welsh Land Use Planning system. The body should therefore be charged with
providing guidance on how the planning system should reflect the principles of integrated
resource stewardship and how this system should be used as a means of protecting all of
Wales’ natural, historic and cultural assets.

7.4 The use of an ecosystems approach which maps ecosystem services provided by the
natural, historic and cultural environment should become a formal ‘material consideration’ in
the planning system to help inform on the feasibility and location of future developments.

8. Inclusion of Glastir

The Welsh Government has always been clear that Glastir is about providing public
benefits. The National Trust believes that this can best be achieved through the inclusion of
the running of agri-environment schemes, such as Glastir, in the remit of the Single Body.
Our ability to manage our land and resources sustainably is dependent on the agricultural
industry being incentivised to practice sustainable land management, in order to safeguard
the natural resources and ecosystem services on which they and the rest of society depend.
It is in the interest of everyone to promote sustainable rural development and the
subsequent interaction with the landscape. Along with food production, rural communities
manage vital ecosystem services such as soils, water and landscapes.

If the Welsh Government is to achieve it wider 2020 environmental obligations for water,
greenhouse gas emissions as well as biodiversity Glastir must deliver as intended. The
temptation to water down the scheme’s effectiveness and objectivity for political gain must
be resisted and we view this as most likely to occur if Glastir is entrusted to the Single Body.

6

parhad / continued



9. Clarification on role and empowerment of local administration and
stakeholders

9.1 The delivery of the new approach from the Single Body will need to be carried out by the
body itself, but also by a multitude of other partners. These include local administrations,
businesses, communities and third sector organisations. Relationships need to be as strong
as, if not stronger than stakeholders’ current relationships with the legacy bodies. The
proposal needs more clarification on what is asked from these local administrations and
stakeholders and how they will be empowered to act to allow regional and local
implementation of the new approach. It is essential that the body cultivates effective
stakeholder involvement and influence (a genuine two-way process) while also developing
delivery mechanisms for the programs to take place on the ground. As plans for stakeholder
engagement have not been revealed so far, we urge the Government to publish a
Stakeholder Liaison Charter outlining these plans which can be subject to scrutiny by such
stakeholders before being adopted by the Welsh Government.

9.2 Although we cannot comment at this stage on the Single Body governance structure we
recognise that it will be of great importance to our future work and we are keen to continue
to be involved throughout the organisational development process. We would recommend a
series of formal advisory fora to facilitate the input of all stakeholders.

10. Loss of expertise

10.1 We are aware that during the creation of the Single Body, staff in the legacy body have
been seconded to working groups which are guiding the process. However, these posts
have not been replaced which, we are concerned, will impact on the legacy bodies’ ability to
deliver service over this period.

10.2 We acknowledge that due to increased efficiency and a reduction in duplication of work
savings can be made in the creation of the new body. However we would like assurance
that savings made will not reflect a loss of expertise upon which much good environmental
management is dependent. We also hope to see a reinvestment of these savings in services
lost to the Single Body due to the detachment of both the Environment Agency and Forestry
Commission from their parent bodies outside Wales.

11. Relation of the Body to Welsh Government

We would like the body to be a forward thinking organisation which is distanced from the
political pressures of Welsh Government ,but with the freedom to challenge and act as a
faithful guardian of the environment.
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Consultation Questions
We have responded to most of the consultation questions in our points above. Here are our
comments on the remaining questions:

Question 3: What are your views on this phased approach? How could we improve it?

Overall we are very positive about the phasing in of an ecosystems approach given that
assurances are received that there will be no decrease in protection for our designated
sites, or in the delivery of environmental protection as a whole.

However, we view the timetable for the creation of the new body as being very ambitious.
We feel that this timetable does not reflect the complexities surrounding the creation of the
Single Body. We recommend slowing the process to allow the incorporation of effective
feedback from internal and external stakeholders.

Question 4: Do these proposals provide a good basis for the principal aim and
strategic outcomes of the body? How could they be improved?

The National Trust believes that the principal aim proposed in the draft needs to be altered
to reflect that the first priority of the Single Body is “to protect, conserve, enhance and
positively manage Wales’s environment (natural, historic and cultural) and so ensure its
benefits for the people of Wales, now and in the future.”

As discussed above we believe that additional strategic aims should be added in order to
address the importance of landscapes and consideration of cultural services.

Question 8: Do you agree with the proposals for co-ordination of Welsh Government
investment in environmental research? How could we improve them?

We strongly support an evidence based approach to conservation and Natural Resource
Management. We hope that the Welsh Government will continue to support and invest in
environmental research. More closures, like that of the research station near Aberystwyth,
could endanger such a scientific approach.

Lead Contact: Emily Keenan, External Affairs Consultant
Organisation: National Trust
Email: Emily.keenan@nationaltrust.org.uk

Telephone: 07766820767
Address: Wales Office Llandudno
Trinity Square
Llandudno
LL30 2DE
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From: Furlong, Rachel [rfurlong@scottishpower.com]

Sent: 03 May 2012 10:09

To: SEB mailbox

Subject: Proposed arrangements for a single environment body for Wales

Attachments: WAG Single Environment Body_SPR response_03 05 12.pdf

Please find attached ScottishPower Renewables response to the above consultation — | hope it is of use in finalising
arrangements for the proposed Single Environment Body. Please do not hesitate to get in touch if you have any further
questions.

Kind regards,

Rachel

SP_RW_V_Pos_RGB.jpg

Rachel Furlong
Policy Manager (Environment)

ScottishPower Renewables
Cathcart Business Park, Spean Street, Glasgow. G44 4BE
Tel: 0141 568 2922
Mob: 07738 062 763
rfurlong@ScottishPower.com

b% Before printing thism essage, m ake sure it's necessary.

The environm ent is in ourhands

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender and immediately
delete this message and any attachment hereto and/or copy hereof, as such message
contains confidential information intended solely for the individual or entity to
whom it is addressed. The use or disclosure of such information to third parties is
prohibited by law and may give rise to civil or criminal liability.

The views presented in this message are solely those of the author(s) and do not
necessarily represent the opinion of Iberdrola, S.A. or any company of its group.
Neither Iberdrola, S.A. nor any company of its group guarantees the integrity,
security or proper receipt of this message. Likewise, neither Iberdrola, S.A. nor
any company of its group accepts any liability whatsoever for any possible damages
arising from, or in connection with, data interception, software viruses or
manipulation by third parties.

Por favor, piense en el medio ambiente antes de imprimir este mensaje.



Si usted recibe por error este mensaje, por favor comuniquelo a su remitente y borre

inmediatamente tanto el mensaje como cualgquier anexo o copia
contiene informacion confidencial, dirigida exclusivamente a
utilizacion o divulgacion a terceros estan prohibidas por la
a responsabilidades civiles y/o penales.

Las ideas contenidas en este mensaje son exclusivas de su(s)
representan necesariamente el criterio de Iberdrola, S.A. ni
su grupo. Ni Iberdrola, S.A. ni ninguna sociedad de su grupo
integridad, seguridad y correcta recepcion de este mensaje,

los posibles perjuicios de cualquier naturaleza derivados de
virus informaticos o manipulaciones efectuadas por terceros.
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3 May 2012

Canxe M oss

Lyvhg W aks Programm e Team

D eparm ent orEnvionm entand Sustahabk Devebpm ent
W ekh G overmm ent

Cathays Park

Caxdif

CF10 3NQ

Byemailto SEB@ wales gsigovuk

DearM s M oss,

PROPOSED ARRANGEMENTS FOR ESTABLBHNG AND DRECTNG A NEW
BODY FOR THE MANAGEMENT OF WALES’ NATURAL RESOURCES

ScottshPowerRenewabks GPR) & the higest opemtor of onshore wndfam assets
n the UK and the UK's kadng devebperwih over 1,300MW of consented profcts
and a hge ppele of future proects. W e have a sgnificant hterest n offshor wind
and we are a kader hh the devebpm ent of new m arne technobgks. W e therfor
welom e the opporuniy o feed nto ths consulaton process.

SPR has bng been nvoled n rnewabk enery genemtion nn W aks. h a pnt
venture with Eurus Energy (UK), “Celtpower” has been operating the existing
Penthyddhln and LIdartywaun windfam i Powys shce 1992. SPR ® ako actiely
devebpig m orr onshor wid generaton n W aks t© assistthe W ekh Govemm ent n
m eetihhg s sustanabilty targets. P Bnned devebpm ents h W aks niclide:

s The rpowerng of the Llandmham wihdfam sie, cunently the subgct of a
Sectbn 36 applcaton, subm ited 1 2008 underthe E kctricity Act1989;

* The proposed M ynydd M ynyllbd whdfam sie wihih the bcalauthority aras
of Denbghshie and Gwynedd whith 1 the process of Envionm entaln pact
Assessment ER) and wil be subm ited for consiemton to the Natobnal
hfiastucture D iectorate WD) 1 2012; and,

* The pmposed Dymant windfarm located in Forestry Commission Wales’
Dyfmant Forst nn the county of Montgom eryshie, Powys. Thk progct &
undergong ER and w fllbe subm ited to the NID ©h 2012.

The role ofthe new body

W e very m uch welom e the focus on sustanabk devebpm entand the expectation that
the new body willheb the W ekh Govemm ent to achkve is stategt ains for the
economy, I addibn to envionm ent and sockty. The three pilhrs ar hextricabl
Inked, and a new body w ih a very ckarsustahabk devebpm entrem iw llalow wider

ScottshPowerRenewabks CathcartHouse, Spean Street, G hsgow G 44 4BE
Telkphone 0141 568 4412,Fax 0141 568 4450
www scottishpow enenewabks .com

ScottishPowerRenewablk Enewgy Lin ied
Registered O fice: 1 Athntic Quay, G hsgow G2 8SP .Registered 11 Scothnd No.326127



rrecognibn of thik. One of the key ks of the new body shoull be to support the
planning and decision making system in delivering Wales’ contribution to the UK’s
ntematonal oblgatbns on mnewabk enemgy. Thik should be acheved by
constmuctive, tinel and concke engagement h phnnihg and mapr hiastucture
applcatons.

W ework cbseywih CCW and FCW cunently hh shapihg proposed wihdfam s and &
vialthat the proposed shgk envionm entbody conthues to provie the resoures or
this EBvelof engagem ent. These hfom alworkihg rhtionshps ar valiabk addions
to the form alconsulaton pmcess and hedp faciiate the delvery of approprate sied,
wellphnned and wellm anaged devebpm ents.

I hope these comments arr of use and pkase feelfire to contactme on 0141 568
2992, oratrurbng@ scottshpowercom shoul you requir any addibnalnfom aton.

Yours ihfuly,

RachelFurbng
Polcy M anager Envionm ent)



Annex 1l: ScotdshPower Renewabls GPR) comments on the Consulation
Questions

THE CASE FOR CHANGE

Question 1: W hat are your views on our proposal to deliver m ore Integrated
m anagem ent by bringing the three bodies together and creatihg a sihglk
environm entalbody forwW ales?

We welcome efforts by the Welsh Government to “focus on Wales’ priorities,

opporunies and chalenges refected 1 W ekh kgishtbn and poley”’ fpage 8). T our
vEew , one of these prbries shoul be the depbym entof renewabk energy t© support
wih nhtematbnaloblgatons t com bat cln ate change. The phnnihg and decksbn-
makhg system 1 W aks shoul faciliate the devebpment of newabk enewgy
genermton opporunites n Ine wih the UK tamet to delver 15% of enexgy fiom

renewable sources by 2020 under the EU Renewable Energy Directive. Given Wales’
syniftrant renewabk enewgy resoures, thas an inportant ok to phy 1 achevihg
these mmets and meapihg the sockl], econom I and envionmental benefis of
rnewabk enemy.

W e have no strong prefrence for or against the form atbn of a shgk envionm ent
body over the three constiuent bodes, however, £ & vial that these bodes work
together and wih other stakehoHers and devebpers in order to deliver Wales’ key
polcy obectives. The fom aton of a shgk environm ent body offers a consilembk
opporuniy to make inprovem ents to the engagem ent of the satutory envionm ental
bodes 1 W aks wihn the phnnihg system . W e would lke t see a mor irmtve
system w ih statutory consulees rrcognksing therkey ok n the successfiildelvery of
poPcts, wih an hcrased willhgness to work wih devebpers t© delver hnovative
solitbns to outstandig Esues, resuling 1 the delvery of a high qualiy product. W e
beleve that a very ckar sustanhabk devebpm ent rem i or the new body will heb
engenderthis appmach.

W e wekom e proposak t delver ntegrated m anagem ent through a m ore focussed
polcy appmwach; however the fom atbn of a shgk envionm ent body does ke a
num berofpotentialchalenges:

= T tem s ofthe phnnig system , respondig t© phnnng authories based upon
a “‘common shared vew” may help remove ambiguity regarding potential
envionm ental in pacts and sinplfy dicussbns. However, when brhgig
togethera sihgk response therr m ay conflicts between different nterests e g.
forestry and nature conserwaton obctives). Receiig conflicthg advice fiom
stutory agences mwesuls h a bhrge degre of unceranty sumoundig an
applcatbn and whith advice takes precedence. Therfor i i vialthat the
new envionment body “proviie k] a shgk consitent vEw on Bsues and
poposak’ (as stated in page 8) and that the responses are clear, robust and
wox o rem ove am bguiy.

s W e support efforts to prmvide earler and more constmuctie resoliton of
conflicthg sues n orer o reduce debys to maprapplcatons ©.8). Thi &
welom e butrequies appropriate resources.

= Agah, we support efforts to sinplfy regubton (.8) and this and any other
addibnalceranty & kel to nstlnvestorand devebperconfdence.



s Clkarand ntegrated polcy guilance ¥ requird on envionm ental obgctives
and prories, partcubrly rhthg to Bnd use obects nhclidhg habiat
m anagem ent and mprvement. Shoull polcy changes rwsulk fiom the
ntegraton ofpolcEes, we seek assurance thatany sygnificant changes w illnot
be appled rtospectively to proects thatar alrady welladvanced 11 desgn.

Question 2: I devebping our proposals for the body, are therr addidonal
m easures we could take to address the concems we have identified In section
2 4 orany otherconcems w hich you have?

We wam l wekome the comm iment ©1 the mcent ‘Energy W aks: A Low Carbon
Transtbn" to “ensure Wales’ statutory agencies continue to improve their provision of
advie to applrants pror o thex subm sion of applications t© consentihg bodEs and
frame ther advie constctively, to Hentfy tinely, consstent and constmctive
solitbns” and beleve that this appmach can hed the delvery of rrnewabk energy
depbym ent.

However, ourm an concem regariing the form atbn of a shgk environm entalbody &
regardig oncrased unceranty durng the tansibn perod. W e wekome the
comm im entby the W ekh G ovemm entto ensure consistency and an orderly transion
0l12), but £ & vial that this consstency & tmely and from the comm encem ent of
operatbn of the new body, othew e we rigk ncrased regubtory unceraity and
potentaldebys o profctprogmm m es and delvery aganstthe mgets.

Furtherto ourcomm ents 1 response to questbn 1 regardig consstency of responses
to phnning applicatons, & in porant that the decisbn-m akihg and adviory process
¥ ttansparent. kwillbe necessary or the new envionm entbody t ckarl setout is
polres and how potentil conflcts between these polcy obgcties willbe resoled.
Ourexperence thmwughout the UK has shown that there i, orexam pk, potential for
conflict between different habiat m anagem ent prores, nclidihg forestry, peathnd
westomton, and otherbibdiersiy orhabiatgoalk. The creaton ofa shgk envionm ent
body has enom ous potental to reduce thi conflict and produce a  coherent and
consktent setofenvionm entalprories. This, however, rrles on efforts t ensure that
allparts of the new body appl these prories consktently, and that there i uniom

understandig of natbnal and ntematbnal comm im ents and polckes t© rnewabk
enewy. Advice mustbe consktent at every kvelof the organiaton, rrcognisihg the
need to delverrnewabk enewgy.

The consulation docum entalko states thatconcems have been rmied by ndustry, that
the proposed new body could hcrease regulhtion and stfke devebpm ent. W e wekom e
the assumnce thatthe W ekh G ovemm ent htend to in prove and sin plfy regubton n
W aks, therefore supporthg and encouragig hdustry and dem onstratihg thatW aks &
‘open for business’. It is critical that, given the importance of the coming years in the
devebpm entofon and offshore wid, and wave and tdaltechnobgts, thatreguhtory
uncertanhty ® m nhin sed 1 oxler t assur nvestor confidlence n this new and
emerghg sector. The prposed shgk envionm ent body wil have a key ok 1
delverng thi cerainty and efforts shoul be m ade t© work constructive w ith ndustry.

"W ekh G ovemm ent M arch 2012) EnegyW aks:A Low Carbon Transibn:
http :/Av aks govukHocsMesh publcatons/120314energyw aksen pdf

4



LEGAL POW ERS

Question 3: W hat are your views on this phased approach? How could we
In prove on i?

As stated 1 our response t© questbns 1 and 2, the risks of unceranty durng the
nterin perbd ¥ a key concem for hdustry. ThE ceranty & needed t nstl the
necessary hvestor and devebper confidence rquird at this piotal sage 1 the
devebpm entofWales’ renewabk energy hdustry. Thi perbd & ofhuge in portance n
tem s of encouragihg renewabks, hclidihg on and offshore wid, and wave and tdal
eneryy h orderto reach the UK's kgaly bhndhg amgetofsecurng 15% ofenergy fiom

renewabk sources by 2020, and achevihg rrductons 1 clin ate change em &sbns of
80% by 2050.

Therfore we wekome the recognibn that an orerly tansibn & necessary (p.12)
however we note that “the establshm ent of the new body wil provide a genune
opporunty to rview prories and to change processes” (p 15).

SPR ¥ actively engagihg 1 ongoinhg consulatons wih regard to phnnihg for enerxgy
and the envionm ent, and w illbe cbsel folbw g any kgalchanges proposed t© m eet
the full ambition of ‘Sustaining a Living Wales’.

Question 4: Do these proposals provide a good basis for the principalam and
strategic outcom es ofthe body? How could they be in proved?

W e very much wekom e the ckarfocus on sustehabk devebpm ent, and the rem i or
the new body to help develop the Welsh economy “n ways whith enabk us t© better
Ive wihnh envionmental Imis and hedb rmverse trends n declhihg bbdiwersiy,
unsustahabk resource consum ptbn and assochted greenhouse gas em Esbns”.

W e ako wekome both the ain of the new body and the rcognibn of is ok t©
“contrbute to both m Higathg and adapthg to the effects of cln ate change” as one of
the key stategic outtom es of the new body. *h tem s of rrgubtory deckbns, the
proposed shigk envionm entbody w lllhave a key ok 1 responding to and nfliencig
deckbns rhthg t© rnewabk energy devebpm ents and associted hfiastuctur
through the phnnng system and decisbn makihg process for Natbnally Significant
himstucture Proects NSIPs) va the natbnal nfrastmicture diectommte as partof the
PEBnnhg hspectomte. Therre we woull lke to see thi explcily recognied 1 the
key strategi outcom es of the new body and suggest the addibn of the folow g
wordihg to outcome 5 (.18):

5. Contrbute t© the m igaton and adaptin of the effects of cln ate change
through the facilimtion of renew ablk energy and sustainable developm ent.

FUNCTONS OF THE BODY

Question 5:W hatare yourview s on the approach to the delivery fram ew ork?

SPR suppoits the devebpm entof a delivery fram ework which ckarly sets out the key
obpgctives of the new body and how these willbe m easured. The delvery fram ework
needs t© nclide ckar obecties t© faciiate the delvery of rnewabk enexy
devebpments hh lne wih htematonal rnewabk enery and clnate change

5



comm im ents, and gudance on how the new body & to delver these obgctives. As
m entbned prevbusl these need to be considered and reflected 1 the advice given at
every Evel of the omgankaton, checks need t© be 1 phce to ensur that there &
consktency 1 the advie gwven. Ewoul ako be usefulto mpkment some om of
baseline monitoring against which achievement of the new body’s objectives coul be
m easured (ie.comparhg how those obfgctives are m et now, com pared to how they
are m eti future once the new body i established).

Question 6:Are the functions descrbed n tbles 1 to 3 a reasonable sum m ary of
those required? How could they be in proved?

W e are satisfied thatm any of the functons dentfied 1 @bEks 1 © 3 seem rweasonabk
and approprate of an envionm entalbody encom passihg the work of CCW , EA and
FCW . However, there & a hck of recognion of the ok of the new body nh engaghg
wih the phnnng and devebpm ent system . As such we suggest that an addibnal
functbn & hclided:

Function @rea ofwork) T strative exam ples

To fciliate sustthabk devebpment| s Provide advie to applcants pror to
through posive engagement 1 the ther subm Bsibon of applcatons t©
phbnnihg and decksbn-m akihg system . consentihg bodes and fiam g advie

constuctively, t© dentdfy timel,
consitent and constmictive solitbns’
w ihih agred tin escaks

s Faciliate the sustahabk depbyment
ofrenewabk enemgy resources.

Question 7: W hat are your views on our proposals for changes to W elsh
Govemm ent functions, mcliding Marine and W ildlife Licensing and Tree and
PlntHealth? How could they be m proved?

SPR has the folbw hg com m ents on the proposak forchanges to functons:

Polcy

SPR suppous the prncpE that strategtc polcy shoull be devebped by the W ekh
Govemm ent, and the nhclisbn of stategt polcy on forestrty woull alow a greater
coherence across Bnd use polcy framework 1 W aks whith we would fully suppozrt.

M arhe Irensig

The consoldaton of functbns wihih the new body to hcompomte marne licensig
m ght serve t© sin plfy regulhton and provide a shgk pontof contact. However, it &
notckarhow ths functbn woul ntemctw ith the devebpm entand in pm entaton of
polcy on M arhe Conserwatbn Zones and m ariie phnnig as they are cbsel Inked.
C bty on how the varbus m arne polcy areas w illbe htegrated and wher ownership
ofthem willle would be helpfii], as the sepamton of the m arne lIrensihgenforcem ent
ok fiom assochted polcy functons m ay notbe hebful There & ako a ckarneed t©
ensure thatm arne licensihg and is enforcem ent & adequately resourced, partcubrly
w ih curent am bibns or offshorr and m arne rnewabks, wihih a context of new

polces on m arne consewaton and phnning.

? As setouth Energy W aks:A Low Catbon Tmansion M arch 2012)
http :/Av akes govukHocsMesh publcatons/120314energyw aksen pdf
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W dlife rensihg

Agai, we apprechte the mtbnak for consoldathg thi fincton wihih the new body,
but there shoull be fullconsidemton of the htegraton of this fiincton w th assochted
polcy functins, and chriy on their ownershp. For exampk, thE rm t wil ako,
prsum abl, nclide Irensng formarne EPSs, and as such the devebpihg polces
across the UK and Eumwpe on the mpacts of noke on these specks, and
In pm entaton of the M arne Stategy Fram ework D iective, willneed to be ted hto
th’s frensing functon.

GOVERNANCE ACCOUNTABILITY AND TRANSPARENCY

Question 8: Do you agree wih the proposals for co-ordmation of W elsh
Govemm ent Investm ent n environm ental research? How could we inprove
them ?

W e woull supporta m o coorhated appmach t© envionm entalresearch, partcubrly
wherre th® & 1 Ine wih govemm ent prorikes. For exampk 1 rgar to offishore
activites and the despnaton ofm arne pmtected aras, enhanced and focussed data
colectbn and rmsearch coull support the desgnatbn process to ensur thatMarne
Consewaton Zones are despnated based on mwbust scentfic evidence. This wil
supportnature conservation obgcties butalko provide m orr ceranty to ndustry and
devebpers.

Question 9:Do you agree w ih the proposals about the status, govemance and
accountabiliy ofthe new body? Is there any way we could in prove the proposed
arrangem ents?

The amangem ents as pmoposed 11 secton 6 wherby the board of the new body would
be ndependentof the W ekh G ovemm ent h s deckbns and the delvery of s work
woul presenta num berofchalenges.

¢ W hik twoul albw key deckbns and advie to be ndependent Whih may
hedb o mantan publc confidence), i & cridcal that advice on devebpm ents
and polcy proposalk, pem ithg, lcenshg and prosecutbn deckbns are
entirel consstentw ih govemm entpolcy atboth W elsh and UK Ekvel

¢ W hie W ekh M nnsters woul notbe partof the deckbn m akihg process, they
would retan ther appelbte ok and cal-h powers and woull have powers to
diectand agan thi should be consistentw ith govemm entpolcy.

Question 10: Have you any view s on the approach we propose forthe new body
n rhtion to is stekeholder amangem ents? How m ight we inprove the
approach?

W e wekome the comm im ent o ensur effectie engagem ent wih a full mnge of
stakehoHers. W hik we have no specific comm ents on the proposak t abolsh EPAC
and FERAC 11 W aks @s has happened nh Enghnd), we do note the amangem ent
regardig stakeholder consulaton. The consulaton states that the new body willbe
required to “bring omward, consul upon and inpkm ent proposak to ensur effective
stakehoBer engagem ent’ whih we support and bok bmward to engaghg wih the
process.



Question 11: What are your views on the aspects of the regultory
arrangem ents?

W e have no comm ents on the proposed reguhtory amangem ents, whereby reguhtory
deckbn-m akihg woul be hdependentofgovemm ent.

MANAGING THE CHANGE

Question 12: ¥ you have any related issues which we have not specifically
addressed, please use this space to reportthem .

W e woull consder the conthued support for devebpm ent on Forestry Comm &sbn
stes vAE the W hd Energy Propct team wihhh FCW a key Bsue h rmgard to the
devebpm ent of onshorr wihd 11 W aks. Ourexperence of thk process t© date has
been posiie and we seek assurances thatths willrem ah n phce.
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Wales Council for Voluntary Action

A response to the consultation Natural Resources
Wales

Introduction to WCVA

Wales Council for Voluntary Action (WCVA) represents the interests of voluntary
organisations, community groups and volunteers in Wales. It has over 3400 organisations
and individuals as membership and is in contact with many more through national and
regional networks.

WCVA'’s mission is to make Wales a better place by championing the voluntary,
community and citizen action at the heart of Wales’ third sector, in order to increase
economic, social and environmental participation, inclusion, equality, wellbeing and
sustainable activity.

Question 1: What are your views on our proposal to deliver more integrated
management by bringing the three bodies together and creating a single
environmental body for Wales?

In theory this offers a real opportunity to work differently, making the most of the strengths
of each organisation, within the context of better use of financial resources. It is particularly
welcomed if it enables the third sector and communities to better engage on these issues,
be supported to take action and be considered a partner in decision making and delivery.
Participation and citizen engagement is an essential aspect of sustainable development, in
particular around maintaining and improving our environmental assets over time, ensuring
that they are there for the benefit of communities - one of the key aims of the new Single
Body. The later is currently a niche area with which does not have understanding in the
general community and third sector and therefore suffers from low engagement rates. This
was highlighted through our Regional Policy Events'.Engagement with and involvement of
third sector and communities in decision making needs to be integral to the function of new
body in all aspects of its work with communities. Single Body should recognise from the
outset that it must adopt a partnership approach in dealing with its agendas. We would
recommend that the principles of Co design and Co delivery " are considered by the Single
Body in its work with the third sector and communities. There are examples of communities
and the third sector working in this way within the environmental and sustainable
development field which could be used as models and case studies for consideration.

The broad principles set out in the document are very high level and there is very little
information and direction on how this will be achieved and how communities and third
sector will be supported. The Single Body needs to recognise the effort that engagement
and involvement on these issues will take and provide appropriate resources within the
new body to support this.

There is likely to be different approaches and specialism in specific areas that are brought
into the Singe Body from the three existing bodies. Consideration needs to be given on
how these different agendas are managed in the Single Body and whether they remain
separate approaches to engagement on issues e.g. flood risk, energy, countryside
engagement etc, or whether an integrated approach to engagement is more effective on a
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localised basis. There will need to be serious consideration given to this, using evidence as
well as good practice from each of the bodies. It should not be a decision based on
resource management, rather on what is most effective. Involvement of the third sector in
this decision would be necessary as they are likely to be one the key delivery partners.

Question 2: In developing our proposals for the body, are there additional measures we
could take to address the concerns we have identified in section 2.4 or any other concerns
which you have?

There is little or no mention of the social remit of the Single Body and a heavy bias
towards the environment. The social side of future work should be explicit at this stage,
not implicit which risks important areas being missed. The effort required to engage the
public, communities and the third sector on this subject of natural resource management
should not be underestimated. The events held by WCVA on this issue (reference)
highlight the lack of understanding and knowledge of this topic amongst the general third
sector, many of which will need to be engaged if this approach is to be delivered
successfully .In particular there needs to be reference to support the communities and
third sector in understanding the value of ecosystems to their work and aims, for example
education, learning, skills, wellbeing and health. There are many examples from within the
third sector where natural resources are being used to delivery these aims, including
mainstream programmes which use natural resources.

We have concerns that the initial Business Plan only identified criterion for people as a
10% weighting. People are at the heart of an ecosystems approach and cannot be
separated from ‘the environment'. If the aim of the Single Body is to achieve greater
understanding, engagement and behaviour change in the general population and
communities then a people centred approach is essential and needs to be a central aim. If
sustainable development is to be the ‘organising principle’, then social, economic and
environmental issues must have equal weighting in organisational structure, delivery and
aims.

The consulted stakeholders cited in 2.4 do not include a range of others for who access to
and the use of woodlands and green space is central or wider issues that the Single Body
will now support, for example — flooding. A number of our members have raised concerns
over the level of engagement on over the Single Body and Living Wales programme which
is likely to lead to poor number of consultation responses, in particular from the more
general third sector and communities, of which this agenda needs to reach to be
successful.

Many of our members have concerns over the increased expectations and involvement in
public authority activity. We welcome involvement but this needs to be managed effectively
S0 as not to put undue burden on the third sector and communities, especially during a
time when the sector is experiencing resource reductions. The Single Body can help
address this concern if it were to simplified stakeholder engagement arrangements and
encourage transparency and mean that there is less likelihood of over-consulting
stakeholders. This streamlined way of working should also encourage the organisation to
work closely with others and share information with other organisations where possible.

The consultation document mentions that a Wales only body would enable more locally
based decision making and accountability, but it does not explain how this would happen.
The new organisation should understand where existing frameworks are in place (e.g.
LSB/Community Strategies) but recognise what the existing frameworks limitations are on
the agenda the Single Body will be addressing and therefore whether additional or altered
arrangements of exiting framework are needed.
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Question 3: What are your views on this phased approach? How could we improve on it?

The phased approach is logical, we have concern that the short time scales for the
development of the Single Body does not give time for all opportunities to be identified and
developed and there is potential that things will be missed. This is already evident in the
omissions described above of the Single Body’s social remit. Time needs to be given to
addressing the issues of the engagement and social side raised in our consultation.

Care must be taken that stakeholders, the third sector and communities can scrutinise the
body effectively during this time.

There is also danger that opportunities to shape the organisation and services that are
being provided during this period may be lost as stakeholders may be unsure who to
contact. It is important that transparency is central to this process so that opportunities to
review priorities and to change processes can be taken.

Question 4: Do these proposals provide a good basis for the principal aim and strategic
outcomes of the body? How could they be improved?

If the Single Body is to have sustainable development as its central organising principle,
and take major decisions that ‘affect the quality of life of people in Wales’, then reference
to how the Body will engage, involve and support communities and the third sector needs
to be clear. Although people and communities are mentioned in the document, exactly
how it's planned that the Body will engage and interact with them and what resources will
be allocated to this important function is not stated.

Reference needs to be made to the National Principles for Public Engagement in Wales,
endorsed by the First Minister on behalf of the Welsh Assembly Government.

The Welsh Government strategies and policies listed at 4.2 are limited to those concerned
directly with environmental issues. Again, if Sustainable Development principles are at the
heart of the new SB, then social and economic outcomes must also be among its priorities,
‘supporting employment and wellbeing’ as stated in 4.3. There are many examples that
already existing with the third sector which is delivering on this within an eco services and
sustainable development approach. These need to be recognised by the Body and used
as a tool for engaging wider communities and third sector about how the aims of the Body
can be achieved.

As well as greatly improved integrated, cross-departmental working across the Welsh
Government, the Single Body will need to play a key role in delivering the following
Programme for Government commitments:

0 9/002 - Continue to invest in our most deprived communities, integrating our
Communities First Programme with all our regeneration activity and ensuring
that Communities First areas are a priority for funding across all Welsh
Government programmes.

0 10/025 - Ensure woodlands are for people - serving local needs for health,
education and jobs.

0 11/023 - Remain committed to improving public access to land with better
access for families and young children.

4



Question 5: What are your views on the approach to the delivery framework?

The focus on transparency is welcome as it enables customers and stakeholders to
effectively scrutinise the body’s work. Enabling customers and partnerships are both
principles in the National Principles for Public Engagement in Wales. If every principle is
embedded into the body’s work it will help to improve customer-facing outcomes. For
further information please see www.partipationcymru.org.uk/Principles

The staff focus is also welcome as good staff engagement is central to good customer
engagement. This will also mean that the workforce is well motivated and engaged. That
staff are well trained is also one of the National Principles for Public Engagement in Wales
— “Engagement is given the right resources and support to be effective.”

e The language used in Annex 5 needs to be simplified with jargon removed.

e Not all the ‘Themes’ are reflected in the ‘What success will look like’ column, e.g. health
and well-being.

¢ Need to identify and establish much more explicit economic and social objectives and
measures.

e Need explicit reference to Programme for Government targets

e Need outcome focussed longitudinal monitoring and evaluation built in from the outset
with stakeholder feedback.

Question 6: Are the functions described in tables 1 to 3 areasonable summary of
those required? How could they be improved?

Increasing public understanding of the value of | ¢ Supporting outdoor environmental
the environment and natural resources of Wales | education programmes.
and the importance of sustainable use. » Come Outside programme.

We are pleased to see the recognition of the increased public understanding of the value
of the environmental and natural resources. However much more activity is required to
enable this than the 2 programmes listed. These include

Information, guidance and support third sector, which include:

e Narratives which really link the value of the environment and natural resources to
communities existing aims and values are needed.

e Case studies which demonstrate how this can be achieved and the value of this at a
local level, by community groups are also required.

e Consultation and engagement with the general public, community and interest

groups — especially those in Communities First areas, and those with high indices of

multiple deprivation.

health and wellbeing — promotion, opportunities, initiatives

promotion and management of volunteering

enterprise advice and support

small scale, community managed renewable energy schemes



To be able to deliver this will require a resourced team within Single Body specialising in
community and third sector engagement as well as being a requirement through all of the
listed functions. The creation of a new body offers a great opportunity to resource
engagement work properly in its own right. If this is not resourced, we would question the
commitment of the Single Body to placing people and communities at the heart of this
agenda as it would lack the capacity and expertise to delivery on the aims it has set for
itself.

Increasing public involvement in decisions about
the use and management of the environment and | « Community use of assets including
natural resources of Wales. leasing and direct management.

» Water Framework Directive
engagement.

* Volunteering on National Nature
Reserves.

* Open Council meetings.
 Consultation on the Clwydian
Range AONB extension.

We welcome the focus on public involvement. However it is vital that this is put into action.
Council meeting may be open, but how will they be made more accessible? How will the
public be engaged in practice? The new body should endorse the National Principles for
Public Engagement in Wales and put them into practice when working. The issues around
increasing public understanding will need to be addressed alongside improving the
mechanism and processes via which public can be involved.

More generally the functions listed have an environmental management bias — need to
develop and include social and economic functions too if the overall aim is to deliver
sustainable development outcomes.

Question 7: What are your views on our proposals for changes to Welsh Government
functions, including Marine and Wildlife Licensing and Tree and Plant Health? How could
they be improved?

Transparency and scrutiny

Question 8: Do you agree with the proposals for co-ordination of Welsh Government
investment in environmental research? How could we improve them?

Only “environmental issues” are referred to. An integrated and inclusive sustainable
development approach to research is needed, including social and economic research, not
solely environmental research.

Question 9: Do you agree with the proposals about the status, governance and
accountability of the new body? Is there any way we could improve the proposed
arrangements?

It is rightly identified that independence from Welsh Government is important in order to
maintain public confidence.



It will be essential to ensure that Board members represent all stakeholder interests —
including the third sector and civil society (e.g. WCVA, Cynnal Cymru).

An explicit role of the CEO and the Board should be to ensure that public engagement is
being undertaken effectively and in accordance with the agreed National Principles.

Question 10: Have you any views on the approach we propose for the new body in
relation to its stakeholder arrangements? How might we improve the approach?

Welcome that the new body recognises the need to ensure effective engagement with a
full range of stakeholders, including the third sector, other non-governmental
organisations, communities and the public. It essential if the new body is to achieve its
wide remit of ensuring the sustainable use of natural resources and ecosystem
management that the full range of third sector and communities are involved. We are
concerned about how this will actually be delivered against. The consultation involvement
to date would suggest that stakeholders from the social sector have not been considered
or involved as much as others.

Third sector and communities representatives should equal status with those from the
environmental and economic sectors. Future stakeholder groups must include
representatives from community groups and the wider third sector. To omit the social
sector excludes a key strand of sustainable development and means that the work of the
Single Body could not meet the Government’s sustainable development objectives.

A third sector / civil society board or sub-group would help to provide specialist advice and
best practice guidance, and well as facilitating access to this wide sector.

Question 11: What are your views on the aspects of the regulatory arrangements?

No comment

Question 12: If you have any related issues which we have not specifically
addressed, please use this space to report them.

Language used through all documents (public facing and internal) and the way in whihc
this is currently presented needs to avoid jargon and be simple, consistent and easy for all
to understand — unless concepts are clearly presented and easy to grasp they will not be
readily adopted. This was an issue raised consistently during the Regional Policy Events".
Currently we have a vast number of consultations in a similar areas this is causing
confusion in the third sector and also concerns over why there are so many which which
do not from the outside, seem to link up. This is reflecting negatively on the Welsh
Governments cohesive approach in these linked agendas.

An independent Equality Impact Assessment should be carried out on the final draft of the
Single Body proposals and recommendations implemented to ensure that the changes do
not disproportionately impact on protected groups. This for example may occur if a
programme to support excluded or marginalised groups in one of the existing agencies are
not continued.

The Programme for Government aspirations for urban regeneration and flood risk
management need to be addressed and details of how the Single Body will influence
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urban green-space and benefit urban communities set out clearly. With 80% population
living in urban areas, their relationship with natural resources and its management and
benefit to people living in urban areas is an issue that will need to be addressed, both the
natural resources outside of the urban it relies on but also how it can enhance the
resources in urban areas.

Serious consideration needs to be given to how the Single Body is going to support
communities and third sector to be at the heart of its delivery. This includes both
organisation and groups who are already working in the desired way which have a vast
amount of expertise which need to be integrated and shared, and also organisation and
communities who this is not currently linked into this agenda, but needs to be. Each of
these will require different types support and approaches, to be designed in partnership
with the third sector. This support is likely to include grants to support activity, information
and advice, awareness rising. An example of a successful model of grants and
development work which has consistently delivered sustainable development within the
community is Environment wales. The Body should consider how it could expand this or
develop a similar model to deliver on its objectives

JMc
WCVA
2 May 2012

' Regional Policy Event Report
http://www.wcva.org.uk/images client/policy paper/Report%20from%20RPE%20Jan%2020126.pdf

Thttp://Amww.wcva.org.uk/policy/dsp paper_briefing.cfm?paperid=323&briefingtype=briefing&display sitedepti
d=9

Regional Policy Event Report
http://www.wcva.org.uk/images_client/policy paper/Report%20from%20RPE%20Jan%2020126.pdfo




From: Colin Slater [central @thedeerinitiative.co.uk]
Sent: 03 May 2012 09:45

To: SEB mailbox

Subject: FW: DI Response to SEB Consultation

Attachments. Natural resources Wales - DI Ltd response Apr 2012v2.pdf
Dear Ms Moss,

With reference to below:

Please accept our apologies but if you could submit the attached version in place of that sent yesterday,
it would be much appreciated.

With thanks

Colin Slater BSc (Hons), FLS

Central England Deer Liaison Officer
The Deer Initiative

Brynkinalt Business Centre

Chirk

Wrexham

LL14 5NS

Tel: 0845 872 4956

Mobile: 07917 797292

Email: central@thedeerinitiative.co.uk

www.thedeerinitiative.co.uk
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From : Colin Slater [mailto:central@thedeerinitiative.co.uk]
Sent: 02 May 2012 16:07

To : 'SEB@wales.gsi.gov.uk’

Cc: 'Peter Watson'

Subject: DI Response to SEB Consultation

Dear Ms Moss,



Please find attached the Deer Initiative Ltd Consultation Response for:

Natural resources Wales - Proposed arrangements for establishing and
directing a new body for the management of Wales’ natural resources.

With thanks

Colin Slater BSc (Hons), FLS

Central England Deer Liaison Officer
The Deer Initiative

Brynkinalt Business Centre

Chirk

Wrexham

LL14 5NS

Tel: 0845 872 4956

Mobile: 07917 797292

Email: central@thedeerinitiative.co.uk

www.thedeerinitiative.co.uk

DI logo




The Deer Initiative

The Carriage House
Brynkinalt Business Centre
Chirk

Wrexham

LL14 5NS

Tel: 0845 872 4956
Email: policy@thedeerinitiative.co.uk

Carrie Moss

‘A Living Wales’ Programme Team

Department for Environment and Sustainable Development
Welsh Government

Cathays Park

CF10 3NQ

2" May 2012

Dear Ms Moss

Consultation: Natural resources Wales — Proposed arrangements for establishing
and directing a new body for the management of Wales’ natural resources.

Thank you for inviting The Deer Initiative (DI) to comment on this consultation. This
response reflects the views of the staff of DI Ltd, and is not the collective response of the
DI Partners. Partner organizations affected by proposals may respond separately.

The aim of the Deer Initiative is to ensure the achievement and maintenance of a
sustainable and healthy population of wild deer in England and Wales.

We would make three key points:

Firstly, we agree that strategic policy, including legislation, should be developed by the
Welsh Government and that operational delivery (which may include technical advice on
policy implications and provision of evidence and data) should be done by the body in
partnership with stakeholders.

Secondly, we believe that there is more work to be done on aligning the aims, objectives
and outcomes and are supportive of the approach take in Annex 5.

Thirdly, Section 5.3.3 makes no mention of licensing in relation to wild deer (or other
ungulates). The Welsh Assembly Government's strategy for Wild deer management in
Wales recognises that wild deer have both increased their numbers and distribution:



‘In the last 20 years or so there has been an increase both in deer numbers and their
distribution in Wales....although wild deer are not yet as humerous or widespread in
Wales as in other parts of the UK, their impacts on agriculture, forestry and vulnerable
habitats are becoming more obvious, as are collisions between deer and vehicles on the
roads, and the potential role for deer in the epidemiology of specific diseases. Deer are
likely to become more established in urban and peri-urban areas, leading to increased
concerns over deer welfare and impacts on gardens and public green spaces’

The Welsh Government is responsible for licensing under the Deer Act. The consultation
asks for our view on two options relating to badger licensing. Whilst this is not of direct
concern to the Deer Initiative, we believe that for all species including deer, the principle
should be that policy is set by government and the delivery body should be responsible
for licensing. This should be done so in a similar manner to the relationship between
Defra and Natural England, and Scottish Government and Scottish Natural Heritage
which appears to work very well.

Our detailed response to the questions is provided in Annex A: Consultation Questions
and Deer Initiative Ltd Responses

We would be happy to discuss the points we have raised in more detail if you so wish

Yours sincerely

chron

Peter Watson

Executive Director



Annex A: Consultation Questions and Deer Initiative Ltd Responses

Question 1: What are your views on our proposal to deliver more integrated
management by bringing the three bodies together and creating a single environmental
body for Wales?

In theory this is clearly an idea which makes sense. Creating a single body bringing
together the functions of the Environment Agency Wales, the Countryside Council for
Wales and possibly the Forestry Commission Wales will allow the simplifying of
institutional arrangements, but more importantly should provide:

e A single environmental point of contact for landowners and land managers which
should reduce the number different organisational representatives involved in
advice and regulatory tasks — essentially a one stop shop

e Enhance the service to the land and wildlife management sector

e Consistency of advice

Question 2: In developing our proposals for the body, are there additional measures we
could take to address the concerns we have identified in section 2.4 or any other
concerns which you have?

We agree that the body should be fully accountable to Ministers for the delivery of their
objectives using the resources placed at its disposal.

Some concerns have also been raised about potential conflicts of interest and

transparency of decision making.

Question 3: What are your views on this phased approach? How could we improve on
it?

We are content with this approach.
Question 4: Do these proposals provide a good basis for the principal aim and strategic
outcomes of the body? How could they be improved?

See our below, our response to Question 5

Question 5: What are your views on the approach to the delivery framework?

We like the approach taken in the illustrative table at Annex 5 and believe that the
structure and content of aims is more appropriate than that set out in Section 4.4. The
two overarching aims in Annex 5, under the heading of ‘Sustainable Development’



appear to encompass the breadth of strategic responsibilities to which the new body
should aspire.

It will be extremely important to detail objectives for the body, supported by success
statements, linked to the aim of the new body and to the outcomes in the strategies to
which the Welsh Government wish the body to contribute.

In addition, the list of relevant strategies does not include any reference to The Welsh
Assembly Government's strategy for Wild deer management in Wales. To quote an
extract:

‘Although wild deer are not yet as numerous or widespread in Wales as in other parts of
the UK, their impacts on agriculture, forestry and vulnerable habitats are becoming more
obvious, as are collisions between deer and vehicles on the roads, and the potential role
for deer in the epidemiology of specific diseases. Deer are likely to become more
established in urban and peri-urban areas, leading to increased concerns over deer
welfare and impacts on gardens and public green spaces’

Question 6: Are the functions described in tables 1 to 3 a reasonable summary of those
required? How could they be improved?

We are not clear what tables 1 — 3 add to the discussion. The major work areas should
flow directly from the Delivery Framework in Annex 5.

An additional point would be to ensure a dynamic approach to ongoing and future
decision making, flexibility to allow adaptation and mitigation to both internal and most
particularly external influences.

Question 7: What are your views on our proposals for changes to Welsh Government
functions, including Marine and Wildlife Licensing and Tree and Plant Health? How could
they be improved?

We agree that that strategic policy, including legislation, should be developed by the
Welsh Government and that operational delivery (which may include technical advice on
policy implications and provision of evidence and data) should be done by the body in
partnership with stakeholders.

We agree that this is an opportunity to improve the delivery of forestry policy, and access
of stakeholders to Government, through a formal change, by transferring forestry policy
to the Welsh Government and would support such a move.

Section 5.3.3 makes no mention of licensing in relation to wild deer (or other ungulates).
The Welsh Assembly Government’s strategy for Wild deer management in Wales
recognises that wild deer have both increased their numbers and distribution:

‘In the last 20 years or so there has been an increase both in deer numbers and their
distribution in Wales....although wild deer are not yet as numerous or widespread in
Wales as in other parts of the UK, their impacts on agriculture, forestry and vulnerable



habitats are becoming more obvious, as are collisions between deer and vehicles on the
roads, and the potential role for deer in the epidemiology of specific diseases. Deer are
likely to become more established in urban and peri-urban areas, leading to increased
concerns over deer welfare and impacts on gardens and public green spaces’

The Welsh Government is responsible for licensing under the Deer Act. The consultation
asks for our view on two options relating to badger licensing. Whilst this is not of direct
concern to the Deer Initiative, we believe that for all species including deer, the principle
should be that policy is set by government and the delivery body should be responsible
for licensing. This should be done in a similar manner to the relationship between Defra
and NE, and Scottish Government and Scottish Natural Heritage which appears to work
very well.

Question 8: Do you agree with the proposals for co-ordination of Welsh Government
investment in environmental research? How could we improve them?

We agree that it is important that the new body should be able to commission research
and develop advice itself.

We are less convinced that to support this approach, the body should retain research
and investigative resources and would suggest a partnership approach utilising both
public and private sector expertise for specific subjects might be more appropriate.

Overall, ensuring that duplication of research does not occur makes sense. However it is
not clear if the intention is to ensure available funds are most effectively utilised or
reduce funds in line with a reduction in duplicated effort. To improve the current situation
it is important to clarify what is actually meant by securing efficiencies. It is also
important to provide a quantitative sum of money available for research to ensure that
complex, long-term research can be undertaken with the assurances of ongoing funding.

The Wales Environment Research Hub is mentioned. We are not aware of this
organisation and it is not clear from the consultation document, what its role would be.
We would welcome further details.

Question 9: Do you agree with the proposals about the status, governance and
accountability of the new body? Is there any way we could improve the proposed
arrangements?

Yes, having a broad range of expertise within the governing body should be very
beneficial. However, as this is ultimately an environmental body its status should be
reflected as such by always ensuring that the incumbent Chair has a relevant
environmental background and expertise.

In light of the proposed timescales we would emphasise that there is an urgent need to
appoint a Chairperson and CEO to ensure a rapid and efficient transition toward the new
structure.



The Audit Committee’s recommendation that all new WGSB'’s serve a two year
probation period is interesting. We welcome this. However, on-going monitoring of
performance will be necessary and the course of the new organisation adjusted
accordingly. To achieve this Welsh Government should consider appointing a change
monitor or a change monitor stakeholder group. The Deer Initiative would recommend
this is extended to include financial and staff performance. The body should then be
audited the following year against the recommendations made.

Question 10: Have you any views on the approach we propose for the new body in
relation to its stakeholder arrangements? How might we improve the approach?

We fully support the provision for the board of the body to run local committees as it
sees fit, to consult upon and implement proposals to ensure effective stakeholder
engagement. We also support the range of approaches suggested, including board
subgroups with co-opted members to provide subject specific expertise; more formal
links with existing locally based groups; and the use of new and modern technology
which did not exist when the current statutory committees were established. We believe
that the DI Partnership is an example of a public/private group that currently advises
each of the constituent bodies and Welsh Government and provides a successful model
for one approach.

Question 11: What are your views on the aspects of the regulatory arrangements?

We agree that decision making should be independent from political influence.
Furthermore, lawful and transparent regulatory decision making are aspirations to be
commended, but we have no particular view on the example given.

Question 12: If you have any related issues which we have not specifically addressed,
please use this space to report them

The DI is currently supported financially by WG, CCW and FCW to deliver the outcomes
required in the Welsh Assembly Government’s deer strategy. If we are to provide
successful delivery of operational plans by all three existing bodies it will be vital to
ensure business continuity for the services provided, before resources and responsibility
have fully transferred to the new body on vesting. We would urge the existing bodies to
ensure that the effect on service for customers and stakeholders is minimised while the
new organisation is being established. As a small environmental charity a short term
hiatus in our funding can have catastrophic effects on the organisation, and thus our
ability to deliver the Minister’s vision that:

“Wales benefits from its wild deer population in balance with the natural, social and
economic environment”
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ESTABLISHING AND DIRECTING A NEW BODY FOR THE
MANAGEMENT OF WALES’ NATURAL RESOURCES

May2012

Natural Resources Wales

Introduction

Coed Cadw (The Woodland Trust) welcomes the opportunity to respond to this consultation.
The comments that follow are delivered on behalf of Wales’ leading woodland conservation
charity. We achieve our purposes through a combination of acquiring woodland and sites for
planting and through wider advocacy of the importance of protecting ancient woodland and
trees, enhancing its biodiversity, expanding woodland cover and increasing public enjoyment.
We have over 1,000 sites in our care covering approximately 20,000 hectares (50,000 acres).
These include over 100 sites in Wales, with a total area of 1,580 hectares (3,900 acres). We
have 300,000 members and supporters across the UK. Coed Cadw has three key aims: i) to
enable the creation of more native woods and places rich in trees; ii) to protect native woods,
trees and their wildlife for the future and; iii) to inspire everyone to enjoy and value woods and
trees. Coed Cadw believes it can be a key delivery body in assisting the Government of Wales

with its aspirations for woodland expansion.

Coed Cadw is an active member of Wales Environment Link and has also intends to sign up to
the WEL joint response to this consultation. This response, however, goes into a little more
detail about how the Assembly could make native woodland its hidden ally in managing and

developing Wales’ new approach on sustainable land and marine management.

We welcome the modern forward looking vision of approach and concepts of A Living Wales and
agree that the opportunity should be taken to form a new integrated Single Environmental Body
(SEB) tasked with delivering these ideas. This approach will be very challenging to both of the
new body and Government generally. Our ambition is to see integrated approach and

environmental sustainability a priority and at the heart of what it does.
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Question 1: What are your views on our proposal to deliver more integrated management by

bringing the three bodies together and creating a single environment body for Wales?

We offer a guarded welcome to the proposal by the Welsh Government to create a Single
Environment Body for Wales. We have very real concerns, however, as set out below, which

match many raised by the forestry industry.

Our position is based to a large extent on what we see as best enabling the people of Wales to
benefit from trees, woodland and forestry. In particular we want to see a greater appreciation
within Government of the role for trees and woods in delivering across and will want to see this

recognised within the structure and priorities of the Single Environment Body.

Coed Cadw believes that FCW should be included within the new body. The alternative of
creating a new Body not relating to trees and woodland, while retaining a separate independent
but marginalised forestry commission with little influence over either policy development or grant

support, can make no sense.

We support the view, expressed strongly by Wales Environment Link, that the new body should
be independent of direct Government control. This however begs the question as to which
functions of the existing bodies will be rolled into the Welsh Government civil service prior to

merger.

We strongly support the principles of integrated multipurpose land management and an
ecosystem services approach that lie behind Living Wales. The real challenge is to put these
concepts into practice in the Welsh Government’s approach to support for farmers and land

managers, and to managing its own substantial forestry estate.

We support the concept of a public forest estate whose main responsibility is to deliver public
benefit. If some future rationalisation of the estate takes place, we would wish to see revenue
reinvested in the creation of woods close to communities and in woodlands that provide a

combination of public benefit for the people of Wales. Coed Cadw itself is not actively seeking
to acquire more estate from Government and does not anticipate Government disposals under

terms that would be sufficiently attractive to make it interested.
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Question 2: In developing our proposals for the body, are there additional measures we could

take to address the concerns we have identified in section 2.4 or any other concerns which you

have?

The Woodlands for Wales, the Welsh Government’s Strategy for Woodlands and Trees should be
retained. This is the driving force. Trees and woodland both existing and new, are hugely
important to delivering our needs and the Government’s agenda. The Welsh Government needs
an energetic tree and woodland strategy, building on the existing successful Wales Woodland

Strategy lead by the new Single Environmental Body.

There is now an opportunity to widen this Strategy to include more on trees and woods on
farms and in our towns and cities and to promote the thousand woods up and down Wales
whose owners already welcome visitors. It is vitally important that the new Single Environmental
Body continues to engage with sector stakeholders and retain its voice for example through the
WSAP.

The public forest estate offers a hugely valuable public access and this needs to be supported.
We support the views expressed by Llais Y Goedwig that there remains to be concern about the
internalisation of forest policy to Welsh Government — experience with the integration of grant

support to forestry with Glastir has not been good.

The Woodlands for Wales Strategy includes a commitment to “promote the value of ancient
woodlands and veteran trees [our italics], and support owners in managing them appropriately,
so that they are safeguarded for the future.” Coed Cadw believes this commitment to promote
the conservation of ancient trees is vital, but in reality has yet to be delivered. We urge that, for
the avoidance of doubt, this commitment be incorporated as a power, or a duty, of the new

single body.

Question 3: What are your views on this phased approach? How could we improve it?

Coed Cadw does have concerns about the process in setting this new body up, particularly
relating to the very short timetable for decisions, with the consequences not really known. For
example there are only a few weeks between the close of this consultation and the appointment
of the Chairman, Board and Shadow Body. We are wary of the rushed change and think that this
is insufficient time for the plans to reflect the results of the consultation and therefore concerned

that a key driver is to save money. The Welsh Government needs to avoid the risks of corner

3
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cutting, ensuring that there is the opportunity for creative development or considered building of

a new body.

Many of the concerns that we and other stakeholders have about whether an effective SEB will
emerge relate to the process timing and resources that will be invested in its creation. We
believe that confidence would be enhanced if the Welsh Government could show what lessons
have been learnt from previous agency mergers and reorganisations, both in Wales and
elsewhere in the UK. The reputation of newly created agencies tends not to be very high, often
reflecting the loss of experienced staff, poor communication, extended periods of disorganisation

and poor service.

Question 4: Do these proposals provide a good basis for the principal aim and strategic

outcomes of the body? How could they be improved?

The proposed aim of the new body is to be: ‘To maintain, improve and develop Wales’ natural
resources, to deliver benefit to the people and economy of Wales now and into the future.” With
five strategic outcomes:
1. Contribute to protecting public health and safety and to promoting economic, social and
environmental well-being and outdoor recreation.
2. Prevent, minimise, remedy or mitigate the harmful effect on the environment of pollution,
alien species and diseases.
Further the conservation, restoration and enhancement of ecosystems.
4. Secure the sustainable use, management and consumption of natural resources and
ecosystem services.

5. Contribute to both mitigating and adapting to the effects of climate change.

Coed Cadw feels that there is very little to object to in the aim and strategic outcomes
presented here. We would support the points raised by Llais Y Goedwig in that Outcome 1 could
perhaps be better phrased: why are public health, safety and outdoor recreation singled out -
are they not part of social well-being? Outcome 3 needs to be reconciled with outcome 5 and

ecosystems allowed to change and restoration to be forward as well as backwards looking.
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Question 5: What are your views on the approach to the delivery framework?

Coed Cadw notes that section 4.2 states that the new body should deliver existing Welsh
Government environment strategies. There should be clear cross-referencing to the various
strategies to ensure that nothing is left out and that existing strategies and the partnerships
established to deliver them are maintained. We share the view of the Woodland Strategy
Advisory Panel that the existing Woodlands for Wales Strategy is extremely important and
should be delivered by the new body. Here are a few more specific areas of importance Coed

Cadw would like to highlight:

Coed Cadw believes that one of the key purposes for SEB must be to support a vigorous and
actively expanding woodland sector in Wales; one that continues to deliver very significant
economic benefits and has a crucial role in providing an attractive environment, protecting
wildlife, securing water supplies, providing places to visit and involving communities and
continues to deliver very significant economic benefits through commercial forestry. The
woodland sector needs to both encompass and distinguish between urban trees, native
woodland, and productive forestry. We believe that SEB could help in the wider championing of
the role of trees and woodland to deliver Welsh Government Policy objectives across many

different policy areas. We believe particular priorities should be:-

Stewardship of the public forest estate: The Welsh Government directly owns 40% of the forests
in Wales and we support the retention of these assets in public ownership and managed for
public benefit.  An essential part of the governance of that estate is the application of the UK
Woodland Assurance Standard (UKWAS) and monitoring against it through independent external
audit. We believe it is essential that this auditing continues and it provides a good example of
the practical application of sustainable development principles. The Woodland Trust’s estate is
also subject to external independent audit under the FSC standard. Woodland needs to be seen
as more than just a habitat or landscape element; it is also a tool to be used proactively to
deliver environmental benefits. This needs to be incorporated as a top level purpose of the new
body. The forest estate will be its major asset, and brings with it influence and responsibilities
over the whole forestry sector in Wales. Sound management of this asset by suitable
experienced people needs to be given primacy within the new body. Productive and restoration
elements of the forest estate need strong estate level leadership by experienced foresters, and

not management of land by committee.
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Woodland creation target: A well wooded landscape should be an important part of the SEB’s

vision for landscape improvement in Wales, and is an excellent example of the practical
application of Living Wales. The SEB needs to take responsibility for facilitating the delivery
of the target to create 100,000 ha of new woodland by 2050 in an appropriate manner.  This
targeted woodland expansion should be one of the visionary outcomes that gives an early focus
and purpose to a new SEB. We also believe that the benefits of urban trees should be fully
appreciated within the new SEB. Currently this is outside the FCW remit, and although is in the
Wales Woodland Strategy there is no one to lead on this. SEB should naturally take on this role.
There should be a commitment and an integrated strategy across agriculture, rural business

support, forestry and conservation.

A duty relating to ancient trees: Wales has a particularly rich and internationally significant
heritage of ancient trees. We would like to see a duty placed on the SEB to promote the
survival ancient, veteran and notable trees by providing advice and support to land owners. As
referred to above, the Woodlands for Wales Strategy contains a commitment to supporting the

owners of ancient trees, which we feel has yet to be delivered.

The Planting Opportunity Map: For SEB, we think the Opportunity Map should be an important
part of communicating their vision for landscape improvement in Wales, and reflecting the
principles of NEF: Landscapes are dynamic — managing for stasis cannot achieve conservation
objectives. Land management needs to meet multiple objectives, but objectives must be
prioritised; one cannot achieve everything on the same patch of land. We must accept that the
priority objective must not be undermined by secondary objectives. In using generalised mapping
of this kind the role of the expert advisor must not be lost. Such approaches must remain
capable of distinguishing between the large scale or cumulative impacts of forestry planting and
the desirable biodiversity benefits of small scale native woods and native woodland expansion
that can deliver ecosystem services benefits. This can be safeguarded by ensuring the
appropriate level of knowledge and expertise resides in the single body to devise such systems
and to advise in the case of any challenge to or appeal against the unreasonable or unintended

consequences such generalised approaches.

Glastir: Whilst not responsible for Glastir, despite this being the principle tool for influencing
land management in Wales, SEB must vigorously set out its expectations of agricultural land
management and hold industry and government to account in meeting demanding environmental

standards.
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Delivering Welsh Government Strategies: There is a wide range of Welsh Government strategies
and policies that we would expect a new body to help deliver and to ensure a joined up

approach. These include:

Rural Development Plan and Glastir

Both RDP and Glastir have an important influence on land management and
environmental outcomes across Wales. Currently the 3 separate bodies have various

advisory and implementation roles within this policy process.

Wales Woodland Strategy

WWS sets out a vision for more diverse woodland estate, a substantial increase in
woodland cover and a wider use of this natural resource, especially our public forest
estate. The new body would be responsible for delivering these ambitions both through

its direct management and via its promotion and regulatory role.

And Climate Change Strategy, One Wales One Planet, and Environment Strategy to

name but a few.

Public access: This is an important and economically valuable objective but does not feature
strongly in consultation document compared to say fisheries. Woodland access opportunities
need to be fully realised as part of an integrated strategy which is not happening at the moment.
In particular, the value of woodland access at a local and community level is not being
supported. Woods offer valuable public access and this needs to be supported. Glastir targeting
favours woods which provide for tourist recreational use and there is a danger that woods that

principally provide local community access will not be supported through Glastir grant aid.

Question 6: Are the functions described in table 1 and 3 a reasonable summary of those

required? How could they be improved?

Yes, Coed Cadw believes that the functions described in table 1 and 3 are a reasonable

summary, however, we would suggest the addition of the following:

Coed Cadw believes that the ancient, veteran and heritage trees of Wales are a vital and irreplaceable

part of our environment and heritage. So we are calling on the Welsh Assembly to provide greater
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protection for them, for example placing a duty on the new Single Environmental Body to promote the

conservation of such trees by providing advice and support for their owners, including grant aid where

necessary. We suggest that this should be an additional function of the new body.

The delivery of agricultural policy through the Rural Development Plan and Glastir has not been included
in the remit of the SEB despite being fundamental to the achievement of environmental outcomes. 80%
of Wales is farmed. No biodiversity, water management, landscape or public access outcomes can be
achieved without comprehensive engagement with farming. We believe there needs to be strong
linkage between the work of the SEB and the delivery of Glastir and for this reason have proposed below
that the SEB has an objective to set the standard for environmentally sustainable farming. We do not
believe the Welsh Government department of Business, Education and Training which is responsible for

Glastir is best placed to do this.

Question 7: What are your views on our proposals for changes to Welsh Government functions,

including Marine and Wildlife Licensing and Tree and Plant Health? How could they be improved?

This section also refers to Glastir and states that this function will not be transferred to the new
body. We support Llais y Goedwig’s view that this is a real concern not least because of the
present apparent inability of the forestry sector to successful lobby Glastir to address serious
problems with the provisions and administration of the new scheme. The new body will need to
have direct access and influence with the Welsh Government Glastir development and
administration to safeguard delivery of timely and well-proportioned payments for forestry and
biodiversity conservation in a manner which supports existing woodland management plans. It
also needs to have a function in the development of other RDP strands to support economic

development based on natural resources.

The responsibilities of the SEB wiill not include Glastir, despite this being the principle tool for
influencing land management over 80% of Wales. Nevertheless the SEB must vigorously set
out its vision for environmentally sustainable agriculture and set the standards it expects
industry and government to meet.  The forestry sector benefits from the Sustainable
Management Framework provided by UKWAS, and the water sector has the Water Framework

Directive. What is the equivalent framework for farming?

Coed Cadw doesn’t feel qualified to comment on the majority of these functions listed. We do

however seek clarification on one of the Functions listed in Table 1 on page 41 ‘Prevention or
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reduction of the spread of pests and diseases affecting all trees and timber products’ and the

lllustrative examples ‘leading and supporting disease control measures & direct control of
invasive species.” We need clarity as to what exactly the function is. Currently the Forestry
Commission Wales rely on funding through from Westminster to deal with such problems. How
will the new Single Body deal with it without this funding stream? Where will the money come

from? What will happen if we have tree health problems confined to Wales only?

We believe the SEB requires a significant budget to use to commission, review and summarise
scientific research including buying into UK and European wide research where appropriate. We
expect the SEB to openly publish research results and use them to develop and provide advisory
material, and provide advice to Ministers on the likely consequences and outcomes of policy
options. One example of need is in research on tree heath risks and responses, currently
urgently needed at a UK level and may have to be supplemented by specific requirements in

Wales which are not reflected in UK wide priorities.

Question 8: Do you agree with the proposals for co-ordination of Welsh Government investment

in environmental research? How could we improve them?

Coed Cadw believe that Forest Research plays an important role at UK level and this function
needs to continue. We agree with the proposals that the new body will continue to participate
with the current arrangements for forest research which is undertaken at a national level and
funded by Defra. Clearly, Wales need to contribute towards this and we wonder what capacity
is there for the Welsh Universities to contribute to research needs in forestry and the

environment?

We would support Llais y Goedwig’s view that a missing element in this is the role and value of
citizen science. Through NGOs such as RSPB, communities of people caring for local
environments and as amateur experts, the people of Wales are very much interested and
engaged in environmental monitoring. There is much that could be done using participatory
research techniques to develop the contribution of citizen science to research and monitoring not
just of the environment but also of the delivery of ecosystem services. This should be an

additional function of the new body.
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Question 9: Do you agree with the proposals about the status, governance and accountability of

the new body? Is there any way we could improve the proposed arrangements?

Coed Cadw agrees with the proposals to make the new SEB at arms length, independent of
direct control by the Welsh Government. We also welcome the fact that the new Body will have
a probation period of two years to ensure the correct ‘overview’ of the new arrangements. The
probation period and the scrutiny during this time should reflect the lessons learnt from previous
amalgamations. This should be set as a challenge for the new SEB; ensuring that all areas of
interest are fully represented. The scrutiny conducted by the relevant Assembly Committees
need to have in place a realistic assessment of what it wants the new SEB to achieve in Wales
within the first two years and beyond to ensure its delivering for Wales. The new body needs to

be transparent and accountable with governance arrangements that ensure this.

The membership of the board will be 12 representing a range of interests; this is significantly
less than the current 35 who between them govern the current existing 3 bodies however. The
Board is to be independent of the Government in its decisions and the delivery of its work but
with the chairman of the board being a direct ministerial appointment. Coed Cadw only
presumes that steps will be taken to ensure that the new body is indeed independent delivering
what is required, within its mandate. Clarification is required as to whether the SEB board also
operates as the ultimate appeals body, as the CCW council currently does. In FCW this function

is provided by a separate Wales Committee with external representation.

Question10: Have you any views on the approach we propose for the new body in relation to its

stakeholder arrangements? How might we improve the approach?

Coed Cadw believe that some of the strengths demonstrated by FCW should and need to be
embedded in the new Body. For example, its success with engaging with and listening to the
wider woodland owner stakeholder community, including the retention of Woodland Strategy
Advisory Panel (WSAP) as a tree and woodland focused advisory panel. We believe that the SEB
should retain and build on the successful Wales Woodland Strategy including retaining the voice
of external stakeholders through the WSAP. We would like to see the Strategy widened to
include more on trees and woods on farms and in our towns and cities and to promote the

thousand woods up and down Wales whose owners already welcome visitors.
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We believe a woodland focused external advisory body similar to WSAP should continue as one

of a several specialist external advisory groups. We think that the wide range of subject areas
covered by the SEB external advice and oversight cannot be provided by “wide and shallow”
groups, and therefore we do not believe the Strategy or the Advisory Panel should merged into a

wider land use strategy.

External stakeholder engagement is crucial to the credibility and effectiveness of the SEB and
will provide essential oversight that guarantees the SEB’s independence. We do not believe that
this can be provided adequately just be external representation on the SEB board.

We also are of the view that the new body should include a serious professional land
management advisory capacity, but retaining the use, pioneered by FCW of private agents to

provide that service.

Given that Forest Policy development and monitoring is to be taken into Welsh Government and
WSAP’s future is uncertain we hope there will continue to be a mechanism for stakeholder
consultation on policy development and monitoring. The proposals say nothing about this. Will
this be provided by the new Policy team? Or might it be sponsored by the new body? It is

important that stakeholder consultation on forestry policy is maintained.

Coed Cadw will continue to contribute to both policy formation and delivery. Our particular
contribution as a major national NGO will be through acting as champions for ancient woodland
and trees, and for native woodland creation. We will continue to seek involvement in policy
development and will participate in the delivery of appropriate policy in partnership with

Government and others, both on our own estate, and through working with other landowners.

The SEB is described as a delivery agency and will not have responsibility for policy formulation.
We ask that Ministers clarify responsibilities within the civil service for policy development and
how advice will be sought from the SEB. = We also seek a single clear framework for
stakeholder engagement in both policy formulation by the Welsh Government, and in its

interpretation and delivery by the SEB.
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Question 11: What are your views on these aspects of the regulatory arrangements? This

section deals with self-regulation e.g. FCW doesn’t need felling permits.

Clarification is required as to whether the SEB board also operates as the ultimate appeals body,
as the CCW council currently does. In FCW this function is provided by a separate Wales

Committee with external representation.

Currently the FCW does not require or issue felling licenses to itself for five year felling periods.
The felling and associated re-stock and landscape design plans are put together as three maps
which are designated the ‘Design plan’ for each forest block. There is a presumption for local
consultation on these with statutory bodies and with other interested local stakeholders. We
support the views expressed by others that we would like to see the Design Plans evolve into
true Management plans with better local consultation and engagement in operations, use of
timber and development of social benefits. In addition, perhaps there ought to be more
accountability on the operation of these plans and this could perhaps be achieved through a

more formal process for regulating felling on the public estate.

We believe the issue of self-permitting needs to be fully and transparently addressed and we are
not convinced that a robust Chinese wall within the SEB is a sufficient measure. We believe

oversight by a group of predominantly independent external representatives is necessary.

Conclusion

Generally speaking, we are very positive to the overall proposals set out in Natural Resources
Wales. We believe that this new approach is cutting edge and has the potential to put Wales on

the map. The SEB is a valuable opportunity to grow a Welsh identity.

Coed Cadw believe that a lot of issues which are a priority for both us and the FCW can be
effectively led on by the new body. Such examples include:
+ Woodland expansion
+ Development of the potential of the accessible woodland resource in Wales (over one-
thousand)
+« Urban trees - currently outside the FCW remit, and although is in the Wales Woodland
Strategy no one has led on this in the past. There is a new opportunity for SEB to pick
this up.
= Wider use of conservation land management and native woodland creation to provide

solutions in flood defence planning and water resource management.
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Coed Cadw (the Woodland Trust), Unit 3, Coopers Yard, Curran Road, Cardiff CF10 5NB

www.coedcadw.org.uk

www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/saveourtrees

For further information please contact:

Angharad Evans email: angharadevans@woodlandtrust.org.uk

Rory Francis email: roryfrancis@woodlandtrust.org.uk
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From: Heather Galliford [heather@waleslink.org]

Sent: 02 May 2012 16:13

To: SEB mailbox

Cc: Quinn, Matthew (ESH - Director); Clarke, Dave (DES-DT); Westlake, Jon (DES-DT)
Subject: WEL Natural Resources Wales (Single Body) consultation response

Attachments. WEL Natural Resources Wales (Single Body) response.pdf
Dear Carrie,

Please find attached the full response from Wales Environment Link to the Natural Resources Wales
(Single Body) consultation.

The following 22 member organisations of Wales Environment Link support this document:

. Afonydd Cymru

. Bat Conservation Trust

. British Mountaineering Council

. BTCV Cymru

. Butterfly Conservation Wales

. Cambrian Mountains Society

. Campaign for the Protection of Rural Wales
. Council for British Archaeology Wales
. Coed Cadw / Woodland Trust

. Cymdeithas Eryri / Snowdonia Society
. Keep Wales Tidy

. Llais y Goedwig

. Marine Conservation Society

. Open Spaces Society

. Plantlife Cymru

. Ramblers Cymru

- RSPB Cymru

- Wildlife Trusts Wales

« WWEF Cymru

- Wye and Usk Foundation

. Ymddiriedolaeth Genedlaethol / National Trust
- Youth Hostel Association

Best wishes,
Heather

Heather Galliford



Policy Coordinator / Cydlynydd Polisi

Wales Environment Link / Cyswllt Amgylchedd Cymru
Baltic House / T+ Baltic

Mount Stuart Square / Sgwar Mount Stuart

Cardiff / Caerdydd
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Tel / Rhif Ffon: 02920 497 509
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www.waleslink.org

Charity No. 1022675

This message is confidential and for the sole use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed. It may not be disclosed, copied or distributed in any form unless it
contains and express statement to the contrary.

Wales Environment Link (WEL) does not accept responsibility for changes made to this message after it was sent. Personal opinions expressed do not necessarily reflect the
policies of the organisation. no responsibility can be accepted by WEL for action taken on the basis of information in the message.



27 Heol y Wig / 27 Pier Street, Aberystwyth, SY23 2LN @& : 01970 611621 :7: enquiry@waleslink.org

Cadeirydd / Chair: Dr Madeleine Havard Cyfarwyddwraig / Director: Susan Evans www.waleslink.org

Natural Resources Wales (Single Body) consultation response

May 2012

Wales Environment Link (WEL) is a network of environmental and countryside Non-
Governmental Organisations in Wales, most of whom have an all-Wales remit. WEL is officially
designated the intermediary body between the government and the environmental NGO sector
in Wales. Its vision is to increase the effectiveness of the environmental sector in its ability to
protect and improve the environment through facilitating and articulating the voice of the
sector.

Wales Environment Link values the opportunity to take part in this important consultation.

Question 1: What are your views on our proposal to deliver more integrated
management by bringing the three bodies together and creating a single environmental
body for Wales?

WEL believes that the Welsh Government’'s work on development of a Single Body for
managing the environment in Wales in conjunction with ‘A Living Wales’' the Natural
Environment Framework (NEF), presents a number of positive opportunities:

e To manage the land and sea in a sustainable and integrated manner for the benefit of
society. This will include the protection and enhancement of Wales’ urban and rural
environments, biodiversity, landscape and heritage so that society can value and enjoy
these assets.

e To embed consideration and stewardship of environment across all levels of government
and all sectors of society.

e To halt and reverse the loss of biodiversity and the decline in landscape quality, not only in
protected areas but also throughout the wider urban, rural and marine environments.

e To aid adaptation to our changing climate by planning for and investing in more resilient
ecosystems.

e To widen access to and understanding of the natural environment, increasing the sense of
ownership, responsibility and well-being in the people of Wales.

e To contribute to the delivery of Welsh Government's sustainable development agenda
through its own actions and by empowering others.

WEL also acknowledges and welcomes the Welsh Government’s aspiration for the new Single
Body to be a Welsh body, designed to reflect the Welsh cultural identity, and be answerable to
the people of Wales. However, we would like to highlight that local decision-making cannot
take place in isolation from international legislation or agreements, or without recognition of the
consequences on others in a global context.



In order to take full advantage of these opportunities, WEL believes that ‘A Living Wales’ the
Natural Environment Framework (NEF) must sit at the heart of, and guide the strategy to
create a Single Body. Although it is not yet fully formed, the NEF is destined to become the
underlying context within which the Single Body will operate.

In creating the Single Body therefore, Welsh Government must build in flexibility and capacity
for the new body to deliver a holistic and integrated ecosystems approach, as expressed in the
draft terms of the NEF.

WEL also believes that Welsh Government has a responsibility to consolidate its work on the
development of the Single Body and NEF with the creation of its sustainable development
policies. This must set out the principle of ensuring that essential natural processes are
safeguarded and enhanced to allow an ecosystems approach to be implemented effectively.
The resulting approach must also recognise the intrinsic and full value of the environment as
well as its economic and social values.

WEL has identified other important points and areas of concern, and has taken the opportunity

to respond under the appropriate consultation questions in this document. These include:

e Considerations for Welsh Government regarding process for change (Question 3& 10).

e Clarification on the purpose of the Single Body and suggested amendments to strategic
outcomes, so that the themes of protection and responsible stewardship of the Welsh
environment are deeply embedded in both areas (Question 4).

e Recommendations regarding functions, governance and stakeholder engagement
(Questions 6, 7, 9 and 10).

Question 2: In developing our proposals for the body, are there additional measures we
could take to address the concerns we have identified in section 2.4 or any other
concerns which you have?

The issues identified in section 2.4 regarding conflicts of interest and transparency of decision-
making are of particular concern to WEL. We will outline our concerns later in this response
under Question 9.

We have additional concerns regarding the process for change. These include:

e The creation of a Single Body prior to full development of A Living Wales, the Natural
Environment Framework and parallel development of Welsh Government sustainable
development policies — these projects must be harmonised. (See Question 1.)

e Effective engagement and communication must be established with all stakeholders, and
in particular between Welsh Government, the three legacy bodies and the organisations
in the voluntary sector, which help deliver environmental services. (See Question 3 &
10.)

e Impaired operational capacity within the three legacy bodies is a serious concern during
the interim (until 1 April 2013) and initial (immediately after 1 April 2013) periods. (See
Question 3.)

e Changes to the current network of designations — there is a risk that well managed
natural, historic and cultural resources could be placed in jeopardy if hasty changes are
made in this area of work. WEL actively discourages any abrupt alteration to systems
that have been effective in protecting our most precious and valued habitats, cultural
heritage and wildlife.

Question 3: What are your views on this phased approach? How could we improve on
it?

WEL would like to highlight to Welsh Government the need for open and effective
communication with all partners and stakeholders involved in the process of creating the



Single Body. Particular reference is placed on the need to increase internal communication
with the three legacy bodies.

A further concern shared by WEL is that during the interim period prior to inception, many
functions carried out by the three legacy bodies will be severely restricted due to resourcing
issues associated with the creation of the new body. For example the staff of the Work
Streams created within Welsh Government to develop the new body and the NEF have been
directly recruited from the parent bodies without replacement.

It is therefore of concern that the parent bodies will not be able to deliver the same level of
service during this period. The consultation document states that a staged approach is
favoured in relation to development of the new body. During this period the new body will
inevitably be more inward facing. WEL is therefore seeking reassurance from Welsh
Government that this situation will in no way hinder the delivery of environmental protection,
nor lead to a negative impact on partnership arrangements such as the ‘Environmental
Compact’ or other provisions for service delivery managed by the voluntary sector.

Question 4: Do these proposals provide a good basis for the principal aim and strategic
outcomes of the body? How could they be improved?

WEL believes that the primary purpose of the Single Body must be: to protect, conserve,
enhance and positively manage Wales’ environment and so ensure its benefits for the people
of Wales, now and in the future.

In addition, WEL understands that impacts on our ecosystems often have a knock on effect on
people beyond our borders. In seeking to deliver the best outcomes for the environment,
economy and people of Wales, the Single Body must look to achieve this in a responsible
manner without shifting any burden or impact to ecosystems and people in other countries.

To accompany its clear purpose, the Single Body must also have measurable objectives.
However, the current objectives are almost without exception, focussed on resource use and
consequential benefits of using natural resources.

We believe that the primary purpose of the Single Body is to protect and enhance the Welsh
environment, and consequently, WEL would expect measures of success to include the
following amendments to the strategic outcomes proposed by Welsh Government:

e Contribute to protecting public health and safety, and to promoting environmental well-
being and sustainable outdoor access and recreation, thus contributing to social and
economic well-being.

e Prevent, minimise, remedy or mitigate the harmful effect on the environment of all
anthropogenic impacts, including physical damage, pollution, alien species and diseases.

e Further the conservation, restoration and enhancement of ecosystems, maintaining the
heritage and unique sense of place which exists in many locations, and halting and
reversing the loss of biodiversity.

e Secure the sustainable use and management of natural and cultural resources and
ecosystem services within environmental limits.

e Contribute to both mitigating and adapting to the effects of climate change.

e Work with and enable other organisations to contribute to the delivery of environmental
targets, sustainable development and the management of ecosystems.

Question 5: What are your views on the approach to the delivery framework?

Provided that WEL'’s proposals for the primary purpose and strategic outcomes are taken into
account, the Delivery Framework (Annex 5) sets out some useful high level themes. However,
the lack of detail in the “Objectives” and “What will success look like” does not give confidence
that the themes will be achieved.



WEL would expect to see measures of success centred on halting and restoring biodiversity
loss in accordance with International and EU targets included in the Delivery Framework.
Failure to achieve such targets in 2010 was a primary driver for Welsh Government’s approach
to the NEF, and as such WEL would expect to see these targets included.

Question 6: Are the functions described in tables 1 to 3 a reasonable summary of those
required? How could they be improved?

Tables 1 to 3 provide a reasonable starting point from which to determine key functions of the
Single Body. However, WEL has concerns that detail in a number of specific functions has not
been provided, and therefore presumes the tables are indicative rather than comprehensive.
For example, there is very little about the new body’s direct role in protecting and enhancing
biodiversity, landscapes/ seascapes and the marine environment.

The Single Body must continue to deliver all existing legal responsibilities, especially those
relating to protecting air, water and land, e.g. designhated sites of national or international
importance, vulnerable species etc. The body must also be required to have due regard to
international and EU obligations in the exercise of its functions. The development of
environment policy and its subsequent delivery should also operate seamlessly, both within
and beyond the new body.

WEL also believes that potential exists to incorporate the delivery of agri-environment
schemes and management of landscapes in the functions and remit of the Single Body. This
would show genuine commitment by Welsh Government to a joined up approach; would
enhance the body’'s capacity to deliver strategic land management and environmental
outcomes for Wales, and serve to care for our most cherished and vulnerable landscapes.

WEL also believes strongly that a concerted effort must be made to ensure that all the
expertise developed within the three legacy bodies is retained and incorporated into the Single
Body, including roles such as environmental education.

Question 7: What are your views on our proposals for changes to Welsh Government
functions, including Marine and Wildlife Licensing and Tree and Plant Health? How
could they be improved?

Marine Licensing

The proposed transfer of marine licensing from the Welsh Government into the Single Body
raises concerns in regards to the transparency of process between a body that both permits
and provides its own advice (see our response to Question 9). Given the insufficient
information and detail available at present regarding the transfer, WEL is unable to comment
as to whether we would support such a proposal. In light of the complexities involved in the
management of licensed activities at sea, we would be concerned about any diluting of
expertise or resourcing of this function. The document states that a staged approach is
favoured in relation to development of the new body. We therefore seek assurances from
Welsh Government that during any transitional arrangements existing regulatory bodies will be
able to deliver the same level of service as at present.

This highlights a further concern that there will be no increase in capacity of the new body,
beyond that of absorption of existing staff and their present workloads, in relation to marine
environment. The consultation raises concerns over terrestrial EPS licensing and potential
conflict caused by the permitting body also acting in an advisory role. It should also be noted
that EPS licensing also applies to marine protected species such as harbour porpoise,
bottlenose dolphin, grey seals and a number of other marine species.



Wildlife Licensing

WEL supports the principle of consolidating wildlife licensing conditions, providing that
safeguards are put in place to ensure full and adequate transparency, and acknowledges the
potential benefits. For example, harmonising species licensing into a Single Body would be
advantageous to those seeking European Protected Species licensing, meaning an applicant
would need to liaise with only one body. This provides an opportunity for the new licensing
body to set appropriate standards for training and CPD for ecological consultants.

If the issues of transparency of process for permitting and regulation are addressed to the
satisfaction of all stakeholders, it would appear unnecessary to continue with a two-track
system (Welsh Government and the new body) for some wildlife licensing e.g. Protection of
Badgers.

WEL would need to see more detail on how the Welsh Government proposes to consolidate
the licence conditions and functions within the new body however, in order to respond more
completely.

Tree and Plant Health

WEL acknowledges the Welsh Government’s proposal to transfer functions regarding tree
health to the new body, effectively mirroring the existing arrangements on plant health, and
agrees with this in principle.

However, we would like further clarification on the precise nature of the proposed functions
regarding management of tree health. Under current arrangements Forestry Commission
Wales relies heavily on funding from Westminster to deal with disease control measures and
direct control of invasive species. How will the Single Body deal with this type of work without
access to this funding stream? What will happen if we experience tree health problems
confined to Wales?

It will be important to continue to work with other agencies across the UK on the issue of Tree
and Plant Health, and indeed on any communicable diseases of wildlife, or domestic plants
and animals, be they terrestrial or aquatic. The issue of invasive species is also one that needs
to be tackled locally, and nationally, and undertaken in conjunction with others in the UK and
further afield.

Question 8: Do you agree with the proposals for co-ordination of Welsh Government
investment in environmental research? How could we improve them?

WEL broadly supports the principles outlined in the consultation document in section 5.4
‘Research and Evidence’. We support the ‘pay once, use many times’ approach to data that is
collected using public money. Consequently we fully endorse the moves outlined to make data
available to regulators, users and stakeholders.

We feel it important for environmental research to be co-ordinated in Wales, but also that the
new body should be able to commission and undertake its own research as necessary to meet
its functions and duties. WEL would like to see voluntary sector organisations included in the
process of identifying priorities for future research, as well as being offered the opportunity to
bid for delivery of or participation in appropriate projects. Research should also be linked with
‘A Living Wales’, the Natural Environment Framework, as well as sustainable development
requirements.

Co-ordination of research should remove duplication, leading to the release of funds for

additional environmental action and/ or research, which is particularly welcome; as is the
assertion that a key Welsh Government priority for the new body is to gather evidence of
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environmental issues. We would however like further clarity regarding the funding for this
additional work. For example, more information is required on how the new body will develop
funding mechanisms for forestry research as the budget currently lies with Defra.

Question 9: Do you agree with the proposals about the status, governance and
accountability of the new body? Is there any way we could improve the proposed
arrangements?

Ensuring the appropriate operational framework is critical to the success of the Single Body.
The new body needs to be:

e Independent and accountable — a forward thinking organisation able to operate at ‘arm’s
length’ from policymakers but with the freedom to challenge and act as a faithful guardian
of the environment.

e Open, transparent and impartial — adopting an integrated approach to decision making,
which considers all relevant requirements and gives each its due weighting.

e Properly equipped to manage potential conflicts inherited from the three legacy bodies.

Although Welsh Government has sought to address stakeholder concerns regarding
transparency in decision-making within the Single Body, WEL believes the new body will face
challenges and conflicts of interest inherited from the three legacy bodies. To build trust and
confidence in the new body it is imperative that these conflicts are dealt with effectively and
openly.

Question 10: Have you any views on the approach we propose for the new body in
relation to its stakeholder arrangements? How might we improve the approach?

Effective stakeholder involvement and influence (a genuine two-way process) must be
cultivated to realise maximum potential for collaboration with all relevant partners. This
includes working with, and enabling others to take action, as well as continuing to provide
funding for on the ground conservation and management work.

National and local delivery mechanisms need to be clarified and developed with stakeholders
to ensure adequate financial and staff resources are available for the effective delivery of the
Living Wales agenda.

WEL itself is keen to work closely with Welsh Government in the process of developing the
Single Body and NEF. The Welsh Government will be able to use the collective knowledge and
expertise contained within WEL and gain valuable insight into the diverse relationships the
environmental NGO sector has with the three legacy agencies: as a customer, a co-deliverer
of services/ objectives and a challenger of policy.

Question 11: What are your views on these aspects of the regulatory arrangements?

WEL remains unclear as to how the new body will clearly differentiate between its advisory role
and permitting roles, whilst remaining compliant with the International and EU habitat, species
and environmental regulations.

We would agree with the requirement for strict division within the new body including in any
matters relating to specific processes. However, clarification on this issue, for example: how
the independent advice provided by the Countryside Council for Wales on issues relating to
protected sites is to be delivered through the new body whilst remaining compliant with its
functions defined under the Habitat regulations, is needed.



The following WEL members support this document:

Afonydd Cymru
Bat Conservation Trust
British Mountaineering Council
BTCV Cymru
Butterfly Conservation Wales
Cambrian Mountains Society
Campaign for the Protection of Rural Wales
Council for British Archaeology Wales
Coed Cadw / Woodland Trust
Cymdeithas Eryri / Snowdonia Society
Keep Wales Tidy
Llais y Goedwig
Marine Conservation Society
Open Spaces Society
Plantlife Cymru
Ramblers Cymru
RSPB Cymru
Wildlife Trusts Wales
WWF Cymru
Wye and Usk Foundation
Ymddiriedolaeth Genedlaethol / National Trust

Youth Hostel Association
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Consultation Response

From: Chris Burns [CPBurns@carmarthenshire.gov.uk]
Sent: 02 May 2012 16:25

To: SEB mailbox

Cc: Eifion Bowen; Mark James; Catherine Evans
Subject: Consultation Response

Attachments. Response to Welsh Government Consultation Carms CC.doc

Please find attached a response from Carmarthenshire County Council regarding the consultation on
the establishment of the new Single Environmental Body.

If you require any further information please do not hesitate to contact us.

<<Response to Welsh Government Consultation Carms CC.doc>>

Chris Burns

Prif Weithredwr Cynorthwyol (Cwsmeriaid a Pholisi)/Assistant Chief Executive (Customer Focus & Palicy)
Neuadd y Sir, Caerfyrddin/County Hall, Carmarthen.

Mewnol/Internal: 4112Allanol/External: 01267 224112

Ebost/ cpburns@sirgar.gov.uke

Email: cpburns@carmarthenshire.gov.uk

Mae'r e-bost hwn ac unrhyw atodiadau yn gyfrinachol ac wedi'u bwriadu at ddefnydd yr unigolyn y'u
cyfeiriwyd ato/ati yn unig. Os derbyniwch y neges hon trwy gamgymeriad, rhowch wybod i'r sawl &'
hanfonodd ar unwaith, dilwch y neges o'ch cyfrifiadur a dinistriwch unrhyw gopau papur ohoni. Ni
ddylech ddangos yr e-bost i neb arall, na gweithredu ar sail y cynnwys. Eiddo'r awdur yw unrhyw farn
neu safbwyntiau a fynegir, ac nid ydynt o reidrwydd yn cynrychioli safbwynt y Cyngor. Dylech wirio
am firysau eich hunan cyn agor unrhyw atodiad. Nid ydym yn derbyn unrhyw atebolrwydd am golled
neu niwed a all fod wedi'i achosi gan firysau meddalwedd neu drwy ryng-gipio'r neges hon neu ymyrryd
hi.

This e-mail and any attachments are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual to
whom it is addressed. If received in error please notify the sender immediately, delete the message from
your computer and destroy any hard copies. The e-mail should not be disclosed to any other person, nor
the contents acted upon. Any views or opinions expressed are those of the author and do not necessarily
represent those of the Council. You should carry out your own virus check before opening any
attachment. We accept no liability for any loss or damage which may be caused by software viruses or
interception/interruption of this mail.



Response to Welsh Government Consultation on:

Natural Resources Wales: Proposed arrangements for establishing and
directing a new body for the management of Wales’ natural resources

By: Carmarthenshire County Council
Introduction

We are supportive of the proposals. In particular we would hope that this new
structure will remove the duplication and conflict which has arisen on occasion
between the CCW and EA and which has at times led to extended delays in
the determination of important planning applications.

Our main concerns are that we should not lose the good working relationships
we have built up at a local level, including through the Carmarthenshire Local
Service Board. We are also concerned that there should not be an over-
centralisation of functions and that an adequate regional presence remains
with sufficiently senior staff as to give effective leadership, representation and
decision making.

1. Vision of the Single Body

We agree that the amalgamation of the three bodies has the potential to
increase effectiveness through:

e Providing local delivery for Wales in Wales — more direct
accountability and increased local flexibility and presence

e Potential to simplify and de-bureaucratise processes such
as consultation on planning application and on the LDP

e Able to plan and focus on Wales’ needs for expertise and
delivery priorities

e In environmental terms it would provide a single voice for
the environment in Wales with one set of duties and
priorities

e Streamlined regulation and advice for regulated customers
& planners

e Pooled expertise and powers

e Reduced corporate overheads frees up substantial
resources for front line work - (£23m currently goes over
the border for central services)

e Savings from joint management of estate, procurement,
equipment and emergency resilience

e Reduced duplication of input to advisory and regulatory
processes

Carmarthenshire County Council is a service user, delivery partner and
regulated body amongst others in terms of the three organisations. The



complexity of these relationships and the extent of the differing roles are
difficult to capture in terms of this response.

Carmarthenshire has an excellent partnership and liaison at LSB and how this
must not be lost in new body. We are pleased to see that the document
acknowledges that the new body would need to work with local government at
all levels to facilitate its aims and form effective partnership working
arrangements, including the sharing of services where appropriate.

We think there should be more emphasis on the opportunity to capitalise on
the opportunities for more regional collaboration, back office efficiencies,
premises sharing etc. However there is little or no reference in the
consultation document to resources and how the transition is to be managed.

The relationship with the collaboration agenda as set out in the Simpson
Report should be more strongly identified so as to ensure that the new body is
able to consider closer joint working and collaboration with other bodies and
particularly with local authorities.

In the past we have witnessed duplication between CCW/EAW and on
occasion have had to wait a significant amount of time to get responses in
relation to planning applications. Carmarthenshire would be anxious that the
SB continues to support the authority in the joint delivery of services,
objectives and strategies and provides the support and guidance as required
by statute, e.g. response to planning applications. It is important that the SB
ensures a local/regional presence and maintains a visible leadership.

The Carmarthenshire LDP will shortly be going to examination and CCW and
EA have provided a major input to date it is expected that this support will
continue and that resources are not diverted to the detriment of continued
support from the three agencies.

2. Aim

The authority agrees that the proposals identified provide a good basis for the
principal aim and strategic outcomes of the body.

3. Approach

The authority would wish to avoid uncertainty and would urge that a clear
timetable is outlined to identify the programme of delivery of not only the
establishment of the SB, identified as April 2013, but also the relationship with
and timetable for key legislative changes. The Sustainable Development Bill,
Environment Bill and Planning Bill may amend the role and function of the
new body and local authorities resulting in duplication of work. In particular
clarification on the matter raised in point (v), which states that:



‘Transfer any Welsh devolved function relating to the environment from
the person whose function it is to (a) a new body, (b) the CCW, or (c) The
Environment Agency or Forestry commission’.

It is not clear what the rationale behind seeking this power was and how it is
envisaged that it would be exercised in the future, particularly when it is read
in conjunction with roles identified for the SB as listed below as under review.

4. Functions of the Single Body

It is considered there is a need to identify a simpler framework, based on the
suggested framework in Annex 5, if the SB is to ensure the public has a clear
understanding of its purpose and functions and the concept of sustainable
development.

There is no specific reference to screening and scoping in respect of TOWN
AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING
(ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT) (ENGLAND AND WALES)
REGULATIONS 1999. Clarification of the role of the new body in respect
these requirements is needed to avoid confusion and delays. Regulation 5 for
example specifies a strict timetable for a LPA to respond to screening
requests.

a. Wildlife Licensing

It is considered there is scope to review the arrangements in respect of
certain aspects of wildlife licensing.

For example, a planning authority is required, when determining a planning
application for developments involving potential habitat for bats, to assess the
likelihood of a WG development licence being granted. Three tests are
outlined within (Article 16 of) the EU Habitats Directive and (Regulation 53 of)
the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations (2010) need to be
addressed by the LPA. One of which is that the Countryside Council for Wales
has examined the proposed scheme in detail and is satisfied that provided the
proposed mitigation measures are implemented the conservation status of the
bats should not be adversely affected.

Following the grant of planning permission the developer is also required to
apply for a licence to undertake the work.

b. Research and Evidence

We do agree with the proposals for co-ordination of Welsh Government
investment in environmental research. However, the potential for joint
research is not highlighted either with local Government or through the
developing links with further education institutions.

Currently research and evidence is developed within the three bodies and the
Welsh Government, both through externally commissioned research and



through direct investigations. While it is important that the new body should be
able to commission research and develop advice itself, WG believe that co-
ordination and commissioning arrangements can be improved to secure
efficiencies, ensure that duplication does not occur and align research
investment with Welsh Government priorities. Central co-ordination and
establishment of a single framework for external research commissioning,
input into UK research programmes and contractual arrangements with the
Wales Environment Research Hub should be led by the Welsh Government.
To support this approach, the body would retain research and investigative
resources, which would work within the framework established by Welsh
Government.

5. Governance, Accountability and Transparency
a. Governance

We do agree with the proposals about the status, governance and
accountability of the new body. It is clear that a wholly devolved structure with
transparency over governance and decision making is a positive of this
process; especially as the assembly will be able to hold the Minister to
account for performance in Wales.

This must be balanced with an understanding of the expertise and capacity
required to deliver on the range of functions these bodies currently deliver and
what may be potentially denude through the loss of access to UK expertise.
This must be carefully managed through ongoing relationships on a UK basis
and indeed may be improved in terms of clarity about what services are being
utilised and at what cost. However it is considered that better value for money
can be sought and delivered through the creation of highly valued and skilled
capacity within Wales that will be of wider benefit to the economy.

b. Stakeholder Engagement

We are broadly in agreement however there is no reference to the Local
Service Boards. The Local Service Board in Carmarthenshire would present a
major opportunity to develop stakeholder engagement. Both the Board and
Environment partnership are existing arrangements where the EA and CCW
work closely to ensure development in the County is both sustainable and
strengthens the local economy. For example: the Memorandum of
Understanding in relation to the Burry Inlet.

c. Regulatory arrangements

Welcome the proposal for a single point of contact

FURTHER INFORMATION



Further information or background to this response can be obtained from
Eifion Bowen, Head of Planning, Carmarthenshire County Council. 01267
224850, EBowen@carmarthenshire.gov.uk



From :Jennifer Kelly [j.kelly@ccw.gov.uk]

Sent: 02 May 2012 16:28

To : SEB mailbox

Cc: ReisJ@cardiff.ac.uk; AlisonPalmerHargrave@gwynedd.gov.uk; sue.burton@mhpa.co.uk
Subject: Consultation Response

Attachm ents: European Marine Sites Officer's Single Body Consultation Response.pdf
Dear Carrie,

Please find attached a consultation response from European Marine Sites Officers in Wales.

We would relish the opportunity to discuss any of these points further so please feel free to use my
contact details (below) for this purpose.

Please note that this response is in my capacity as the European Marine Sites Officer for Cardigan Bay
SAC and has no connection to CCW as my email address may suggest.

Thank you for the chance to be involved with the consultation and we look forward to discussing our
points further at the following stages.

Kind Regards,
Jennifer Kelly

Jennifer Kelly
Swyddog ACA Bae Ceredigion/
Cardigan Bay SAC Officer

CCGC/CCW

Welsh Government Building
Rhodfa Padarn, Llanbadarn Fawr
Aberystwyth, Ceredigion,

SY23 3UR

Ebost/Email: j.kelly@ccw.gov.uk

Ffon/Telephone: 01970 631171

www.cardiganbaysac.org.uk




Consultation on ‘Natural Resources Wales’ (The proposal of a Single Environment Body)

A response from:

Jennifer Kelly, European Marine Sites Officer (EMSO) for Cardigan Bay SAC (An individual
response incorporating views from individuals from the Relevant Authorities Group)

Sue Burton, EMSO for Pembrokeshire Marine SAC (An individual response - the Pembrokeshire
Marine Relevant Authorities have made their own consultation responses as appropriate)

Alison Palmer Hargrave, EMSO for Pen Llyn a’r Sarnau SAC (An individual response — the PLAS
Relevant Authorities have made their own consultation responses as appropriate)

Dr. Jeanette Reis, EMSO for Severn Estuary European Marine Site (An individual response - the
Severn Estuary Relevant Authorities have made their own consultation responses as appropriate)

Key points:

1. Sustainable development is the central principle of the Welsh Government and is not
appropriate for an organisation with substantial responsibilities to environmental
protection and enhancement.

2. Biodiversity is not a natural resource or an ecosystem function and should not be
considered for “‘development’, whether sustainably or not.

3. The new body should further consider its marine functions and the need for this

management to be equal to that of the terrestrial — and more overtly recognised.

The consultation is inconsistent with its approach to the marine environment — often
making contradictions.

Issues with fisheries management and justification for it remaining within WG have not
been adequately addressed.

The Habitats Regulations (2010) will need amending to define the new body as a
Relevant Authority. This should also be used as an opportunity to clarify the role of
WG with regards to management of protected sites.

Concerning use of the words ‘resources’, ‘simplify’, and ‘streamline’ within the
document that suggest that efficiencies can be made within regards to environmental
protection and that the environment is a resource to be exploited for economic and
social gain.

The new body or WG directly, should ensure adequate funding for European Marine
Sites to ensure that the sites are managed both effectively and efficiently as the two
main contributors (EAW & CCW) are joined.

Research should be a greater focus of the new body due to the number of identified
gaps in knowledge currently damaging conservation efforts.



In support of the single body:

A single organisation with a more complete agenda focused on delivering better
environmental (not development) outcomes should be the key driver of the new body’s work.

Similarly, the simplification (by reducing duplication of relationships) of stakeholder
engagement would also release valuable staff time (please see disagreement t0o).

Simplifying institutional arrangements — in so far as this means to bring together
complementary teams from the three organisations to improve communications and delivery.
Functions within WG that could also result in this benefit should also be considered for
inclusion within the duties of the new body (E.g. Fisheries and Marine Branch).

The removal of restricting boundaries in principle would allow a more efficient delivery of
services. However, the definition of ‘restricting boundaries’ should be clarified to state that
this must not jeopardise the protection of biodiversity and the function of the environment.

In terms of legal functions, amendments will need to be made to the Habitats Regulations
with regards to the single body being recognised as a Relevant Authority to avoid the
complete dissolution of the management of Natura 2000 sites. It should also be considered a
priority to acknowledge Welsh Government as a Relevant Authority with regards to their
acquisition of the role of the Sea Fisheries Committees (a former RA).

In general legal functions, it is vital to strengthen the accountability of Welsh Government to
the recommendations and responsibilities outlined by the new body. At present, WG too
easily ignore key advice and much staff time is spent re-writing advice to gain acceptance
from WG.

The use of the ecosystem approach is supported. It should be considered on a wider scale to
link aspects of the management of designated sites that could be carried out on a site wide or
cross Wales scale to allow for a more efficient delivery of objectives. This would require an
expanded function within the new body with regards to Marine Protected Areas.

Key concerns:

The consultation seems biased with little reference to the important advisory work that CCW
conducts and how this will be retained within the new bodies function. Little justification for
the alteration to CCW functions, except to fall in line with what is being altered with the
FCW and EAW.

The consultation implies a compromise on the values of the three organisations in order to
agree a consistent objective for the new body — all three bodies have different cultures and as
such the conflict between these has not been properly addressed. The concern is that this will
result in the ‘watering down’ of some values (E.g. commercial aspects of the body being
considered above protection of designated sites).



The consultation suggests that the new body will have greater operational freedom but will
this be achievable if the body sits too close to WG. The new body must have a defined
agreement and allowed space to operate without WG influence over decisions.

The consultation alludes to the ‘simplification” of regulation and development — should a
body driven by the protection of our ‘natural resources’ (which is an inadequate
representation of the environment in itself) be looking to ‘simplify’ or ‘streamline’ the
procedures in place to protect the environment?

Whilst the body is given accountability to Welsh Ministers, there is no acknowledgement of
reciprocal accountability and recognition for the body from either Welsh Ministers or Welsh
Government.

The consultation refers to “[maintaining] environmental standards”, which directly
contradicts the legislation driving the ‘improvement’ of environmental standards that is a
common objective of both the Environment Agency Wales and the Countryside Council for
Wales. This suggests that the body may lose focus on the improvement of our environment,
instead focusing on simplifying delivery.

A key function of CCW is providing policy advice — this should be retained and expanded
within the new body.

The consultation places the responsibility for current issues in preventing “linking up
environmental decision making” with the new body and looks to them to “simplify decision
making”. The use of ‘simplifying” (here and throughout the document) is worrying. The
consultation fails to recognise the delays caused by WG and no suggestions are made as to
how WG will improve their engagement with the decision making process with the new
body.

Section 4.2 fails to make any mention of marine strategy, though there are many documents
that WG are supporting under this function. The marine environment covers over 15,000km?
of Welsh territorial waters (36% of which is currently protected), 60% of the Welsh
population live and work along the coast, and the marine environment contributes £2.5
billion to the Welsh economy each year — so why is the strategy for the protection of this
resource not considered by the consultation on the body which will be responsible for this
function?

The document also suggests that the *Green Paper’ will provide the ‘overall challenge set
out’ to the Single Body — there is an unacceptable absence of marine information within the
Green Paper, which, coupled with the lack of direction within this consultation, poses a very
high risk that the marine environment will suffer (not benefit) as a result of these proposals
should appropriate action not be taken.

Additional points:

A commitment not an intention for reinvestment is vital to ensure that money saved is used to
improve the environment and not for deficit reduction. Reinvestment should look to increase
the capacity of the body in areas that were previously short of funding but are vital to the
principles of the body. A key example of this is the management of marine SACs.



e With the merging of CCW and EAW (the two main contributors to the management) in the
Single Body, the new body should include a greater responsibility to Habitats & Birds
Directive sites management into its new structure and look to extend its functions further into
marine management as a whole. As part of this the body should consider the benefit of
creating more secure roles for Marine Protected Areas Management. (E.g. European Marine
Sites Officers).

e There is a need to ensure adequate central funding, monitoring/ reporting and support for
European Marine Sites (EMS) Officers individual and network activities as well as
maintaining a focus on EMS on the Single Body’s agenda. The EA and CCW (along with
local authorities) are the main funders of most RAGs. Without adequate funding to employ
an EMS officer to coordinate, drive and support management of protected marine sites, any
proactive management will grind to a halt. The new body or WG directly should ensure
adequate funding to ensure that the sites are managed both effectively and efficiently.

e There is a need maintain support for outdoor education and awareness raising activities

e The regulatory measures of the new body should seek to improve marine regulation. A recent
conviction of scallop dredgers fined the offenders £29,000, but the profits from their dredge
through an internationally protected site were £37,000 — not acting as a deterrent to
offenders.

e Current relationships between fisheries management (currently carried out within WG
functions) and the environmental sector are poor and yet this function has been proposed to
be unchanged. There will continue to be damaging effects of fisheries on the marine
environment until changes are made to the current management structure. This could be
rectified by including the function of fisheries management into the single body.

e In terms of physical area of jurisdiction — the new body’s jurisdiction should extend seawards

to the Welsh Fisheries Limit so that consistent conservation advice can be provided to
government on all fisheries issues.

Consultation Questions:

Q1. It is a good idea theoretically to have a single organisation protecting and managing the
environment. However, it is vital that ‘environmental protection’ and not our ‘natural resources’ or
‘ecological services’ be at the heart of the values of the organisation. There is a need to respect the
strong evidence base supporting conservation in Wales alongside the commercial aspects of the
other functions the body will carry out. The implementation should seek to aid coherence through a
blend of priorities that are fair and appropriately weighted (but not necessarily balanced).

Q2. The consultation fails to fully acknowledge the likely conflict between nature conservation,
commercial enterprise and regulatory systems that are being brought together. There is a real risk of
there being a loss of focus on the environmental objectives that are required to safeguard
biodiversity and protected species/habitats and a move towards greater conflict and
commercial/regulatory influence over key environmental protection.



Q3. Whilst the use of a phased approach may allow flexibility for changing requirements and
additional duties, there is no consideration of whether the structure of the organisation will be able to
support these new functions. Will new functions mean an expansion of staff or an increase in already
heavy workloads and a resultant reduction in efficiency of delivery in order to expand capacity?

Q4. The current aim of the new body gives a general re-wording of the accepted definition of
sustainable development outlined in the Brundtland Report (1987), which does not promote the true
aims of the body. Whilst the new body would be right to consider the social and economic
implications of its functions, these should not be the driving force. The functions that will be
incorporated into the new body have international (as well as national and local) responsibility for
the protection of the environment — a focus that sets it apart from the social and economically driven
organisations (sectors that are adequately represented) within Wales. The new body will, by
definition within the consultation, be a single point of contact within Wales for environmental
protection and it should be made clear that the environment is the principle aim of the body, with
economic and social benefits being strategic outcomes. The strategic outcomes cover the bases well
but a good addition would also be to “further the protection of ecosystems’ (to point 3) and ‘and
other harmful human activities’ (to point 2).

The use of the term “natural resources’ suggests the view that the Welsh environment can be reduced
to the social or economic gain that can be extracted from it — this must not be the case. There is no
mention of the protection of sites to preserve some of the best examples of rare species and habitats,
simply for their environmental benefit and not for the current or near-future populations gain.

Q5. The delivery framework gives a good base for pursuing positive change but this approach is
unlikely to be fully successful for the delivery of conservation aims. The number of stakeholders
involved and the lack of stringent, consistent management of sites (especially marine sites) means
that without supporting legislation and funding, mean this would be difficult to achieve in the
efficient manner proposed.

Q6. The table gives a specific example of the designation and management of NNRs and SSSIs but
makes no reference to the required function to manage Marine Protected Areas. The suggestion that
the only function of the new body will be to advise on designation of Natura 2000 sites is
inadequate. In the marine environment, EAW and CCW form a large basis of the management of the
sites and WG have little input to the management.

The breakdown of the three main functions of the body is inadequate and the suggestion that
conservation should be an “issue’ to ‘consider’ when carrying out duties is cause for concern.

Q7. It is very concerning to see the use of the term “streamline present arrangements’ with regards to
licensing aimed at protecting environmental features.

The consultation looks to be diminishing the new body’s power to influence policy, even though
they will hold the greatest expertise once formed. Advice for policy should not be created within
Welsh Government — it is essential to have external independent advice to ensure the policy is well
evidenced and will achieve the desired outcome. WG should look to take greater, not less advice
from the new body to support policy decisions. The suggestion of taking policy advice within WG is
then directly conflicted by the suggestion that the body will ‘remain integral to effective policy
development’.



There is huge inconsistency with the strategy for licensing and the compromise does not promote the
‘single point of contact’ that the rest of the consultation does. In addition, there seems to be
conflicting viewpoints within section 5.3, where ‘potential conflict of interest’ is acceptable in the
case of some wildlife licensing but not others.

In the case of marine licensing and the management of Sea Fisheries, current conflict between WG
and those attempting to influence management of marine fisheries in European Marine Sites
(designated under the EC Habitats Directive) is causing delays in delivery of environmental
objectives. Therefore, due to the current unsuccessful arrangement there must be a marine fisheries
management aspect, as well as marine protected area management functions in the new body to aid
co-operation.

Q8. The consultation suggests that WG will take stronger leadership of the financial aspects of
research with little responsibility for its delivery. There needs to be greater guidance on the
responsibilities of research within the organisation. There is a need to acknowledge the new body’s
requirement to fulfil research as a strategic aim and to pursue gaps in knowledge.

Q9. Bringing commercial aspects within the new body will give greater financial flexibility —
however, commercial ventures should not become the sole focus for any function of the body.

Q10. The suggestion of twelve board members is inadequate, as there are many more than this in the
three bodies currently. There needs to be an appropriate representation of all specialisms and
functions of the organisation on the board (E.g. separate marine, terrestrial and freshwater board
members). This should be decided through the structure of the new body.

It is important for the board to encourage WG to recognise their responsibility to improve
communication with the new body above the current levels with the separate organisations.

Replacing board members on cross-border panels (E.g. JNCC) should be done with care to ensure
similar values are represented as were before. Promotion of communications with non-Welsh
organisations should be encouraged to promote best practice.

The consultation suggests abolishing advice committees and using a board elected by Welsh
Ministers to guide the body — effectively removing stakeholders ability to influence the body’s work
— this is concerning as independent advisory groups are vital to sound decision making and also
contradicts the consultations aims to improve stakeholder engagement.

Time is the most important factor when considering effective stakeholder engagement. It is a very
lengthy process that requires relationships to be built and maintained to retain valuable and efficient
lines of communication. It is important to acknowledge the requirement of staff time to stakeholder
engagement within the structure of the new body.

Q11. The consultation fails to acknowledge how the body will manage conflict over permitting
should it arise. The suggestion of the ‘most efficient service to the applicant’ fails to address the staff
time required to assess the likely environmental impact of proposals — rushing this process can only
lead to greater environmental damage. Quality of environmental protection should be considered
above the speed of service to customers.

Section 6.6.3. states that decisions should “[balance] all relevant interests and, in doing so, protects
the environment”. Environmental protection should not be presented as a convenient outcome of the



decision making process once economical and social interests have been considered. Neither should
we seek to “balance” interests...we should look to ‘protect the environment by giving appropriate
weight to all interests’.



From: Communications [communications@wales.gsi.gov.uk]

Sent: 02 May 2012 16:50

To: SEB mailbox

Subject: SEB Consultation online form
Page used to send this email:

Responses to consultations may be made public -
on the internet or in a report. If you would prefer
your response to be kept confidential, please tick
here:

Your name:
Organisation (if applicable):
Email / telephone number:

Question 1: What are your views on our proposal
to deliver more integrated management by bringing
the three bodies together and creating a single
environmental body for Wales?:

/consultations/forms/sebresponse/

(Unchecked)

Rhian Nowell-Phillips
Farmers Union of Wales
rhian.nowell-phillips@fuw.org.uk

The FUW is generally supportive of the proposal
to create a single Environment body for Wales,
although it is concerned that the creation of such a
new entity should be driven by a real need for
change rather than a cost cutting measure by the
Welsh Assembly Government. The success of the
new body will of course be dependant on how
well the wider public and stakeholders understand
its role and purpose and therefore it needs to have
clear, transparent outcomes. The FUW does have
real concerns as to whether the Forestry
Commission, with its commercial focus, should be
incorporated into the new body and there is also
genuine concern that the Welsh Governments
policy on commercial timber production will
change if the FC is incorporated into the new
body. It is also not clear how the new body will
deal with conflicting advice and guidance
currently noted with the existing Agencies.



Question 2: In developing our proposals for the
body, are there additional measures we could take
to address the concerns we have identified in
section 2.4 or any other concerns which you have?:

Question 3: What are your views on this phased
approach? How could we improve on it?:

The FUW believes that it is extremely important
that the new body maintains and enhances the
good practise and positive working relationships
developed by Environment Agency Wales, to
ensure that the positive approach to working with
farmers is retained and enhanced under the
auspices of the new body. The FUW is also
concerned that the “‘environmental body’ should
have the wider definition of sustainability, which
includes economic, social and environmental
benefits, enshrined within its mission statement.
The Environment body will face a number of
challenges over the transparency of its decision
making and there are a number of potential
conflicts of interests , such as forestry, where the
potential polluter will also be the regulator, which
require careful consideration if the new body is to
be a credible agency in years to come. To this end,
consideration should be given to how potential
conflicts of interest will be handled and a clear,
transparent reporting process developed to address
these concerns.

The FUW is concerned that the timetable for
implementation should not be driven by political
timetables, but rather by a phased process which
ensures that the new body is set up seamlessly
with minimal disruption to the services and
functions of the current institutions. The FUW
does have some concerns that the new body is
being set up prior to the development of the new
environmental framework, which has been set out
in a very broad scope within the current Green
Paper, “Sustaining a Living Wales”, but is
currently at a very embryonic stage of its
development. The FUW is also keen to ensure that
the frontline staff who deal with farmers and
landowners on a daily basis are retained and that
local offices that deliver services to stakeholders
are maintained to facilitate delivery of services.



Question 4: Do these proposals provide a good
basis for the principal aim and strategic outcomes
of the body? How could they be improved?:

Question 5: What are your views on the approach
to the delivery framework?:

Question 6: Are the functions described in tables 1
to 3 a reasonable summary of those required? How
could they be improved?:

The Union has two main concerns with the
wording of the principle aim for the new body and
they are as follows 1) The new body should
recognise the important role agriculture has in the
management of the environment, or its role in
food security, It suggests that an outcome to
“Work with the farming industry to promote
sustainable food security” be incorporated. 2) It is
Important that the environment and its
conservation should be enshrined within the need
for sustainable use of resources and the
sustainable development of rural areas. The FUW
Is concerned that the aims for the new body should
not encourage the stagnation of rural areas, but
instead recognise the needs of a vibrant rural
economy. The ‘strategic outcomes’ alluded to in
the consultation need to reflect business efficiency
in addition to other drivers, to ensure value for
money

Whilst there is little detail in the consultation
document, the FUW believes that the existing
delivery framework is sufficient.

Whilst the FUW agrees that the functions as
described in tables 1-3 provide a reasonable
summary of those required, it is concerned that it
is merely a list of current functions with no
consideration of how the amalgamation of the
three bodies may affect this or indeed what
functions the new body may need in future. In the
Unions view, detailed consideration of the
functions can only be done once the National
Environmental Framework priorities have been
agreed and thus there should be flexibility within
the system to allow the new body to react to
change. Additionally, there is a need to ensure that
the “Working Smarter’ agenda is fully addressed
within the list of functions to ensure no
duplication or excessive burdens on the farming
industry. The FUW believes that the longer term
development of functions will need to be reviewed
once the new body has been established and it has
considered its resources and priorities.



Question 7: What are your views on our proposals
for changes to Welsh Government functions,
including Marine and Wildlife Licensing and Tree
and Plant Health? How could they be improved?:

Question 8: Do you agree with the proposals for co-
ordination of Welsh Government investment in
environmental research? How could we improve
them?:

Question 9: Do you agree with the proposals about
the status, governance and accountability of the
new body? Is there any way we could improve the
proposed arrangements?:

The FUW fully supports the view outlined in the
document that no changes to current functions be
made and that Welsh Government retain its
functions for agri-environment, etc.

The Union remains concerned that the
considerable amount of research work that is
currently undertaken covering England and Wales,
should not be jeopardised by the creation of the
new body and whilst it is important to ensure that
Wales specific R&D is commissioned for specific
measures, it is unlikely that the new body will
have the resources available to fund the level of
research available to the Forestry Commission and
Environment Agency at present. The FUW
believes it is vital to ensure that Wales does not
lose out in terms of R&D and that existing
frameworks are maintained to ensure the co-
ordination of research work and ensuring that
there is no duplication of effort across the
devolved regions. The new body should also look
to develop closer relationships with the
universities in Wales, the UK and Europe to
improve information flow and technology transfer.

The FUW is concerned at the lack of detail on the
arrangements for the Governance of the new body
that have been set out in the document and
believes that this does not help in terms of
transparency and accountability of the new body.
As the three existing bodies have varying degrees
of independence from the Welsh Government,
there is a need to ensure that there its level of
independence from political institutions, albeit
recognised that the body will be resourced by
Government. The FUW also believe that, given
the importance of farming to the management of
the environment, there should be farmer
representation on the board, to ensure that
practical considerations are addressed as part of
the new organisations functions.



Question 10: Have you any views on the approach
we propose for the new body in relation to its
stakeholder arrangements? How might we improve
the approach?:

Question 11: What are your views on the aspects of
the regulatory arrangements?:

Question 12: If you have any related issues which
we have not specifically addressed, please use this
space to report them:

The FUW believes that the way the new body
engages with its stakeholders is vital to its future
success. Within the existing organisations, farmers
have enjoyed varying relationships with the
regulatory bodies and it is important to ensure that
best practise is considered as part of the
development of the new stakeholder engagement
process. It is also hoped that there will be further
opportunity to expand on the importance of
effective stakeholder engagement as every sector
will have different needs and these need to be
developed, before the new body has been
established. As outlined previously, faming is the
major land use in Wales and so positive
engagement with the industry is vital, if the new
body is to fulfil its functions effectively.

The FUW is concerned that there needs to be
transparency regarding the self regulation of
various functions within the new body, for
example environmental permitting for forestry
activities or the investigation of pollution
incidences. There remains a great deal of concern
about the inclusion of the Forestry Commission in
the proposals for the new body and so it is
extremely important that there are clear and
transparent reporting lines for all aspects of its self
permitting functions. The FUW supports the
Welsh Governments view that effective regulatory
decision making should be independent of the
political process and believes that there may well
be a need for an independent process to deal with
potential internal conflicts of interest.



From: Communications [communications@wales.gsi.gov.uk]
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Question 1: What are your views
on our proposal to deliver more
integrated management by
bringing the three bodies together
and creating a single
environmental body for Wales?:

Question 2: In developing our
proposals for the body, are there
additional measures we could take
to address the concerns we have
identified in section 2.4 or any
other concerns which you have?:

/consultations/forms/sebresponse/

(Unchecked)

Colin Russell
West Wales Biodiversity Information Centre
colin@westwalesbiodiversity.org.uk

Wales would appear to be in an ideal place both geographically
and politically for this move to integrate the three organisations.
However the long history of independent working causes some
concern and how this is managed for the large number of
experienced staff and what it may imply for the knowledge base
within Wales, one of our great assets. Another concern is how the
proposal will affect way that the three bodies distribute funds to
the many smaller organisations, private companies, not-for-profit
and charities which do so much of the work on the ground and in
many cases are reliant on this funding. | have a particular concern
over this last point as a manager of one of the four Local Record
Centres in Wales and work with a wide network of volunteers.
This support is a contributing factor to cultural and social elements
which the ecosystems services approach encompasses and
therefore should continue under the new body.

There are such a wide range of stakeholders which will be affected
by the proposals, this section seems to be inadequate in its
summary. Much of the work is underpinned by reliable data,
gathered by many small organisations and individuals and support
for them must be built in so that Wales can continue to
demonstrate good practice in conservation and the enhancement of
biodiversity. While a joned up approach to ecosystems services
may be improved by an SB, Wales also wants value for money,
and the value of volunteer effort must not be underestimated. As a
Local Record Centre | have particular views on IT sytems. The SB
IS an opportunity to bring together systems seamlessly, and to
capture and deliver environmental information for Wales in new
ways. Other countries have moved ahead with the development of
the technology and this is our chance. Our research tells us that a



proprietary system, in global use, whilst carrying significant cost,
Is worthwhile in that it comes with support, is constantly being
developed and is a way to futureproof the system. Is not the SB an
opportunity to look at a system for itself and partner organisations
to achieve this seamless flow of data?

Question 3: What are your views
on this phased approach? How
could we improve on it?:

Question 4: Do these proposals
provide a good basis for the
principal aim and strategic
outcomes of the body? How could
they be improved?:

Question 5: What are your views
on the approach to the delivery
framework?:

Question 6: Are the functions
described in tables 1 to 3 a
reasonable summary of those
required? How could they be
improved?:

Question 7: What are your views
on our proposals for changes to
Welsh Government functions,
including Marine and Wildlife
Licensing and Tree and Plant
Health? How could they be
improved?:

Question 8: Do you agree with the
proposals for co-ordination of
Welsh Government investment in
environmental research? How
could we improve them?:

Question 9: Do you agree with the
proposals about the status,
governance and accountability of
the new body? Is there any way we
could improve the proposed
arrangements?:

The approach seems reasonable. Again, an opportunity to design
systems which will provide the evidence for the chosen indicators.

It is not clear from this to what extent the new body has to
commission work in gathering the evidence base. My feeling is
that integration provided by forming the SB is the opportunity to
co-ordinate research and avoid duplication.



Question 10: Have you any views
on the approach we propose for the
new body in relation to its
stakeholder arrangements? How
might we improve the approach?:

Question 11: What are your views
on the aspects of the regulatory
arrangements?:

Question 12: If you have any
related issues which we have not
specifically addressed, please use
this space to report them:

If I can make a specific point which is related to consistency. As a
stakeholder, we currently experience different relationships with
the three bodies. We provide data to all three under different
agreements, but receive data from only one, CCW who are the
principal supporter of LRC's in Wales as part of their remit. The
new body should have this included in the remit. Through the
services delivered by LRC's to other public bodies in Wales the SB
will be more effective in the outcomes it seeks in the delivery
framework.
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A NEW BODY FOR THE MANAGEMENT OF WALES’ NATURAL RESOURCES:

RESPONSE TO THE CONSULTATION DOCUMENT BY
CYMDEITHAS ERYRI SNOWDONIA SOCIETY

Cymdeithas Eryri Snowdonia Society welcomes the opportunity to submit comments on the
consultation document Natural Resources Wales.: Proposed Arrangements for Establishing
and Directing a New Body for the Management of Wales’ Natural Resources. Wales is very
heavily dependent on its natural resources of all kinds, including its protected landscapes,
and devising the best arrangements for protecting and managing those resources is
therefore an issue of great importance.

Cymdeithas Eryri Snowdonia Society is a registered charity with some 1700 members,
established in 1967. It works to ensure that the beauty and diversity of the Snowdonia
National Park’s landscape, wildlife and cultural heritage remain for present and future
generations to enjoy.

A basic principle in designing organisations is normally that form follows function. The
government is proposing to create a single body to replace the Countryside Council for
Wales, Environment Agency Wales and Forestry Commission Wales in order to implement
the ecosystem services approach to the management of natural resources. That approach,
however, is still in the process of being developed and articulated, and is the subject of a
separate consultation document, Sustaining A Living Wales. There is thus considerable
uncertainty about what exactly the new single body will be expected to do.

This also causes us some difficulty in responding separately to the two consultation
documents; for example, Sustaining A Living Wales strays into organisational issues at some
points. Our responses to the two consultation documents should therefore be read in
conjunction with each other.



In this response we focus on the implications the creation of a single body would have for
National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, and do not offer answers to all the
questions posed in this consultation document.*

Question 1, page 12: What are your views on our proposal to deliver more integrated
management by bringing the three bodies together and creating a single environmental
body for Wales?

We support the principle of an integrated approach to environmental management, provided
this takes proper account of all the important aspects of natural resources, including the use
of land and sea for recreation and the natural beauty and cultural heritage which National
Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty exist to protect.

Question 2, page 12: In developing our proposals for the body, are there additional
measures we could take to address the concerns we have identified in section 2.4 or any
other concerns which you have?

It is very important there should be more public involvement in future in decisions about use
and management of the environment and natural resources. This is a fundamental aspect
of achieving sustainable development, as recognised in Core Principle 1 of the Sustainable
Development Principles of Policy Making in the Welsh Government's Sustainable
Development Scheme.? Public involvement will become even more important because the
natural resource management the new body is intended to undertake is a wider and more
proactive role than the three existing bodies play. We therefore welcome the inclusion of
increasing public involvement as one of the new body's functions in table 1 of the
consultation document, which lists its main areas of work. We also welcome the
commitment to complete transparency in the work of the new body.

Many issues about natural resource management have to be weighed and resolved at local
level, and to be meaningful public involvement often has to be at local level. We are
concerned therefore that the consultation document does not give sufficient consideration to
how the new body will achieve its objectives at local level and how it will interact with
existing bodies. We welcome the reference to ‘new and innovative approaches and

! We do not offer answers to questions 3, 6 and 11.

% Core Principle 1 reads: ‘Involvement - people and communities are at the heart of sustainable development,
so we will be inclusive in our involvement of all our stakeholders in the development of our policies and
programmes, and the identification of solutions that meet their needs, promoting innovation in the way that
we deliver services’ (Sustainable Development Scheme, page 26).



partnerships for delivery, including work with third sector partners and local authorities’
(page 4) but there does not seem to be any recognition of the need to take maximum
advantage of existing partnerships and arrangements.

In particular there is no appreciation of the relevance and potential of the mechanisms
already available in National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, in particular
their preparation of Management Plans. Yet 20% of the land area of Wales is within a
National Park and a further 4% in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The greater part
of those areas is of high importance for biodiversity and/or for the provision of other
ecosystem services.

Our concern on this point could be met if the government gives a clear commitment that
creation of the new body will not lead to an unnecessary and damaging centralisation of
functions, and that it will wherever possible seek to achieve its objectives through National
Park Authorities and local authorities.

The consultation document depicts National Parks as having simply a conservation role.
Thus it says on page 53 (in Annex 2, ‘The case for change’) ‘National Parks and Areas of
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) have been designated since 1949 to preserve their
special qualities’. It fails to recognise that the statutory purposes of National Parks include
(our italics)

enhancing the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of their areas

promoting opportunities for the understanding and enjoyment of the special qualities
of those areas by the public.

We emphasise the point that these are indeed important aspects of natural resource
management.  Moreover, in pursuing the purposes of National Parks, National Park
Authorities have a statutory duty to foster the economic and social wellbeing of local
communities.

One other concern we have is about the effects of this reorganisation on funding for the
third sector. The Countryside Council for Wales, in particular, is a major source of such
funding at present. The consultation document recognises the potential contribution of the
third sector, especially (as noted above) in developing new and innovative approaches to
delivery of natural resource management. The new body may itself face severe financial
pressure in its early years, before efficiency savings can be fully realised. We urge the
government to recognise the value of the contribution already being made by the third
sector, and to ensure that the new body gives sufficient priority to the viability of the third
sector and that there will be no overall reduction in the scale of funding available to the
third sector.



Question 4, page 18: Do these proposals provide a good basis for the principal aim and
strategic outcomes of the body? How could they be improved?

We believe the primary purpose of this new body must be to protect, conserve, enhance
and positively manage Wales' environment and so ensure its benefits for the people of
Wales, now and in the future.

The set of strategic outcomes proposed to accompany this aim is:

1. Contribute to protecting public health and safety and to promoting economic,
social and environmental well-being and outdoor recreation.

2. Prevent, minimise, remedy or mitigate the harmful effect on the environment
of pollution, alien species and diseases.

3. Further the conservation, restoration and enhancement of ecosystems.

4. Secure the sustainable use, management and consumption of natural
resources and ecosystem services.

5. Contribute to both mitigating and adapting to the effects of climate change.

This set of outcomes should be reviewed, revised and expanded to reflect more fully the
primary purpose we have proposed above.

Among other changes we propose that the words ‘terrestrial and marine’ should be added
before ‘ecosystems’ in outcome 3. We believe the remit of the new body should embrace
both the land and the sea, and the government is proposing that it should have
responsibilities for the marine environment (see question 7 below). Landscapes are an
important dimension of natural resource management, as are seascapes: we therefore urge
strongly that the words ‘and landscapes’ should be added after ‘ecosystems’ in outcome 3.

We welcome the references in outcome 1. to protecting public health and promoting well-
being and outdoor recreation. In recognition of this the list of strategies (4.2) the
government would expect the new body to help deliver, as part of a joined up approach,
should also include Creating an Active Wales (2009), described by then Ministers in the
foreword as ‘central to our One Wales ambition for a healthier future for all’; and there
should be a corresponding addition to Annex 1, ‘Strategic delivery needs'.

Question 5, page 19: What are your views on the approach to the delivery framework?




The delivery framework must recognise that many of the outcomes sought by the new body
will be achieved in whole or in part through partnerships with other bodies. See our
response to question 2 above.

Question 7, page 25: What are your views on our proposals for changes to Welsh
Government functions, including Marine and Wildlife Licensing and Tree and
Plant Health? How could they be improved?

We welcome the inclusion in the Delivery Framework of an objective relating to marine
ecosystems (Annex 5, objective 2) with a corresponding success indicator (3) and an
objective relating to marine fisheries (17). Marine fisheries are one of the aspects of the
environment the National Ecosystem Assessment found have been degraded (Annex 2 to
this consultation document, 1.1.1, page 53) and the new body will have some influence on
their status. On balance, however, we accept the proposal that the new body should not
take over the Welsh government’s responsibility for sea fisheries management (5.3.5, pages
24-25).

We are concerned that the nature and extent of the new body’s involvement with Glastir is
not satisfactorily defined in the consultation document. Management of land is a crucial
aspect of managing natural resources and providing ecosystem services, but outside forestry
these proposals give the new body very few levers to influence land management. Annex 1
on ‘Strategic delivery needs’ recognises (1.6) that ‘the Rural Development Plan and our new
Agri-Environment Grant Scheme, Glastir, have an important influence on land management
and environmental outcomes across Wales.” They are listed (4.2) among the ‘wide range of
Government strategies and policies that we would expect a new body to help deliver and
ensure a joined up approach’. But, while Annex 1 refers to the three constituent bodies as
having ‘various advisory and implementation roles within this policy process’, no change is
proposed to current arrangements under which Glastir is a Welsh Government function
(5.3.5). While we accept that the Welsh government must retain policy responsibility for the
Common Agricultural Policy and its reform, we urge that the new body should have overall
responsibility for implementation of Glastir and that National Park Authorities should have a
key role in its management and delivery within their areas.

Question 8, page 25: Do you agree with the proposals for co-ordination of Welsh




Government investment in environmental research? How could we improve them?

We welcome the proposal that the new body should retain research and investigative
resources within the framework established by Welsh Government and the priority assigned
to gathering evidence of environmental issues on the ground in Wales to inform
interventions. We also welcome the recognition given to the continuing value of the Wales
Environment Research Hub.

Question 9, page 30: Do you agree with the proposals about the status, governance and
accountability of the new body? Is there any way we could improve the proposed
arrangements?

To achieve its full potential we consider the new body should be an independent and
accountable body able to operate at arm’s length from Welsh Government. It should have
the freedom to challenge activities which threaten the integrity of the Welsh environment.
To enable it to do this, the new body must have a direct role in strategic policy development
and be able to challenge the Welsh Government where it believes its approaches are
inappropriate or unjustified.

We strongly support the proposal that the board of the new body should be independent of
the Welsh Government in its decisions and the delivery of its work. In view of the range
and variety of the new body’s functions consideration may have to be given to having more
than 12 board members.

Question 10, page 32: Have you any views on the approach we propose for the new body
in relation to its stakeholder arrangements? How might we improve the approach?

We welcome the recognition (6.5) that the new body will need to engage effectively with a
full range of stakeholders. We accept the general principle that the specific arrangements
should be non-statutory and flexible. But we believe it is essential that legislation should
place a duty on the new body to bring forward, consult upon, implement and keep under
review a scheme for effective stakeholder engagement. Moreover, the process of producing
a scheme must not be allowed to lead to a damaging hiatus in relations with stakeholders,
in a period of change and transition when the need for effective engagement with
stakeholders is likely to be particularly acute. Provision should therefore be made for
existing consultative bodies to continue to operate until the new scheme is adopted and
brought into effect.



We attach particular value to the National Access Forum for Wales set up by CCW, and we
urge strongly that the scheme for stakeholder engagement should provide for this to
continue.

In the light of our comments in response to question 2 above about the need for the new
body to work through existing bodies at the local level we question the justification for the
proposal (page 31) that it should retain a general power ‘to run local committees as it sees
fit'. At the very least the purpose of such committees needs to be clarified as purely
consultative in order to avoid any confusion with the concept of local resource management
committees, which is put forward in Sustaining a Living Wales and on which we shall be
commenting in our response to that consultation document. But it would be preferable not
to have any specific provision in legislation on this subject, which in any case seems
unnecessary.

NOTE: This response conveys the views of Cymdeithas Eryri Snowdonia Society
but the Brecon Beacons Park Society and the Friends of Pembrokeshire National
Park are also in general support of the views expressed.
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James
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Please find attached the Wildlife Trust Wales response to the consultation on ‘Natural Resources
Wales’.
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James Byrne
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Tel/Ffon: 029 2048 0070 - 07714982961
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Carre Moss

‘A Living Wales’ Programme Team

Deparm entorEnvionm entand Sustahabk Devebpm ent
W eEkh G ovemm ent

Cathays Park

CF10 3NQ

2nd May 2012

DearM s M oss

NaturmlResources W ales -Proposed Arrangem ents for
Establishing and D recting a New Body forthe M anagem entof
Wales’ Natural Resources

Thank you forthe opportuniy t com m enton the above consulaton.
W e welom e ourresponse beig m ade public.

The fom ation ofa Single Body fornaturalresource n W ales is
ofcriticalconcem to W TW and ouram bibon, to work In
partmership w ih the new body, to create a Living Landscape and
Living Seas across W ales.W e hope twilstongl nflience
delvery of Eumopean and UK bbdversty tgets W aks,and will
specifically nhflience delvery ofthe am bibns forecobgical
restoration set out in the ‘Sustaining A Living Wales’ herafter
referred to as ‘Living Wales’) .

Due t the com pEkxiy of the new apprach proposed, W TW does not
think tapproprate to answerthe specifc questions posed; mtherour
response ¥ a generalreflecton on the consulaton. IThave detaied
ourresponse N Annex 1, and summ arised bebw .

W TW @nd otherW idlfe Trusts) concems are:

* Thatthe new body should protect, conserve, enhance and
sustainably m anage the naturalenvironm entofW ales.

e The new body mustengage 1 the Biodiversiy Action Plan
BAP) pmwcess. The bmrge number of NGOs and bcal
authorites alrady engaged m akes SB nvolem entw ih BAP
cmuchal

e The risk of removal of CCW parmershipp funding
Fopardizes delvery of valiabke community wibdlfe progcts
acrossW aks.

e Ther appears © be a genuhe m ksunderstandihg and
apprechtbn of exactly how crcal functonihg bibdierse
habiats arr t prvilnhg the fiindam ental life support
system — notjistsocb-econom I servies.

e Transparency of regulation and advice. Ths & a cmchl
part to establshihhg public tmst n the new body and is
com petence and m ustbe establshed by hw .

e Minin ise in pacts of any transidon on staff. This willbe a
mapr chalenge. The scak of the effort rrquird and the
am ountofchange willhave in pacts thatm ustbe m hin sed.

YMDDIRIED&LAETHAU

natur
CYMRU

WILDLIFE TRUSTS

WALES

Baltic House
MountStuart Square
Cardiff

CF10 5FH

F®Bn/Tel: 029 20480070

E bostt m ail:
rachelsharpe@ w ildlifetru
stswales org

M ae Ym ddiriedolaethau
NaturCym ru yn Elisen
G ofiestrediy Rhif: 104567

Gwarxchod Bywyd Gwylltargyfery D yfodol
Protectmg W ildlife forthe Future



e A concered effort must be made to ensure the expertise
devebped wihn the three kgacy bodes is retahed and
Tcomwomrmted nto the Sthigk Body.

e Legalresponsibilibes mustconthue to be delvered through
the transibn perod.

e Systems must be devebped to manage nhtemational
com pliance and cross-borderissues.

e (Clarity and detailis needed on specific roles ofthe SThglk
Body, eg. therre & very litk n the consulatbn docum ent
about mstornhg, prtecthg and enhanchg the marne
envionm ent.

e Free from econom ically driven decision-m aking — must
have the strength of puwpose to make pmw-envionmental
deckbns hdependentofeconom - costs orbenefis.

e Properly equpped t© manage potential conflicts nherted
from the three kgacy bodEs.

e Need to review the ain of the Single Body to algn twih
the ain s ofthe NEF process.

e There hasn’t been sufficient consideration of how the thid
sectorwilbe enabkd to work wih the new Sihgk Body thi
must h parmershp and not just thmugh a pmcurment
rhtonshp.

e W thout the prvate sector behg engaged and the
devebpm ent of new ecosystem m arkets by the new body
there will not be sufficient resources to deliver a ‘Living
Wales’, there is no acknow kdgem ent of the thid sectors mk
11 enablng thi.

e Conthued pmwtecton and eflectve management of
designated sies & essenthlto mantan the base on whith
Wales’s biodiversity (and thus ecosystem services) can be
buit.

e Need momw detaied considermton of the ok of the new body
11 the m anagem entofthe m arine environm ent, and how thi
w il ntegrate wih tenestrlm anagement. W TW would want
to see the contnhuaton of a tamget to ensure the favourmbk
consewatbn status of pwotected sies. W e acknow kdge the
need to mvew some sies h the Ight of clmate change
causig Irevocabk changes 1 the fundam ental com posibn
ofa sie.

Once agai, thank you forgwvihg the W idlfe Trmst the opporuniy t©
comm ent on the docum ent. I you have any questions, please don't
hesiate to geti touch.

Yours shcerl

RachelSham
CEO ,W idife TmustsW alks

Gwarxchod Bywyd Gwylltargyfery D yfodol
Protectmg W ildlife forthe Future



Annex 1
NaturalResources W ales -Proposed Armangem ents forEstablishing and D recting a New
Body for the Management of Wales’ Natural Resources

htroduction

W idlife Trusts W ales W TW ) & the um brelh organkaton orthe skxW blife Tmists W aks —
Brecknock, Gwent, M ontgom eryshie, Notth W aks, Radnorshie and South and W estW aks
workng together h parnershp to acheve a common ain s.The Tmists 1 W aks colectively have
m ore than 28,000 m em bers and m anage over200 nature reserves, covering m ore than 6,000
hectares ofprin e w ildlife habiat, fiom mgged coastihe t© urban wiHlfe havens.

W dlife Tmists ' W alks strives fora Living Landscapes and Living Seas, rrcognisng th¥ as an
spiatbnalend ponhtwhere ourenvionm ent, sockety, and econom y coexist orthe benefitof

w idlife and peopk .W e wantto osterthe connectivity that nks oururban and muralaras, our
freshwaterand coast, our bnd and sea.W e ain , abng w ith ourparmers, o crate;

-ecobgially functbnig areas thatcan adaptto cln ate change ; provilig resience and
connectiviy forw idlfe

-access and enpym entforpeopk

-a sustaihablk, bw caron contrbutibn t© the econom y;

-areas thatprovie a suie ofessentilecosystem goods and serwies.

Ouritersts therefor I& 11 peopk, widlife, and ther hteracton.

Purpose
The proposak 1 the consulatbn are o cbsely focused on use ofnaturmlrwesources.W TW

beleves thatthe prin ary pumpose ofthe SB m ustbe to protect, conserve, enhance and
sustamnably manage Wales’ environment and so ensure benefis orthe peopk of W aks now
and 1 the future.

In general, WTW broadly agrees with the ‘form follows function’ principle and therefore the flexible
approach to the specific structure of the body. However, as with a ‘Living Wales’, this lack of detail
m akes tdificulto m ake specific comm ents.

Notw ihstandig the above, the W TW broadly supports the form ation ofa Single Body ©B),
how everwe have a fuindam entalconcem thatth® & nota shgk envionm entbody buta body t©
manage Wales’s natural resources, therefore we have a number of outstanding concerns.

W aks needs a publc body w ih a ckarpurpose of protecting, conserwig and enhancig the
envionm ent. CCW ,FCW and EAW allcunently have smtutory pumposes, oraspects ofthetr
prin ary dutes, rhtng o thi. Tansferrng ther functons t© anotherbody coull effectivel
sepamte those functons fiom the statutory pumposes and dutes thatgie them context.

‘A Living Wales’ talks about the need to get environmental issues and the ecosystem approach
em bedded 1n allelem ents ofthe W elsh Govemm ents W G) work.However, there & a ral
threatthatthe SB’s work ‘environmental work’ may be being diluted with increasing socio -
econom T consiermtions @ netm ovem enti the wrxong directon) to acheve a Lvhg W aks.

Opportunides
W TW beleves thatthe SB m anagem entofthe envionm ent, n conjincton wih ‘A Living Wales’,
presents a num berofposiive opporunies:

e To sustahablym anage the lhnd and sea forthe benefiiofbbdiersiy and sockty ©h a
mor ntegrated way.

e To embed consideration and stewardship ofthe naturmlenvionm entacross all evels
ofgovemm entand sectors of socety.

Gwarxchod Bywyd Gwylltargyfery D yfodol
Protectmg W ildlife forthe Future



e Tohaltand reverse biodiversity declne, notony h protected areas butthroughout
the w dercountryside and m arne envionm ent.

e To ai adapt@aton to ourchangihg clin ate by phnnihg forand nvestng n m ore
resilentecosystem s.

e Towien access to and understandig ofthe naturalenvionm ent, ncreasihg feelngs
ofownershp and wellbeihg 11 the peopk ofW aks.

G ovemance

T orderto take fulladvantage ofthese opportunities, WTW believes that a ‘Living Wales’ /the
NatmlEnvionm entFram ework NEF) mustsitatthe heartofthe stategy to create a SB.
Alhough t & notyetfully form ed, the NEF & destined to becom e the underlyng contextw thi
whith the SB willopemte. Therforr, 1 creathhg the SB,W G mustbuid 1n fexbilty and capacity
Porthe new body t© deliverthe ecosystem s appmach, as expressed 1 the dafttem s ofthe NEF .
To assktthis, we woull welom e the SB ain becom g m ore i algnm entw ih the NEF ain .
Presently these are;

PresentSB Ain
‘To maintain, improve and develop Wales’ natural resources, to deliver benefit to the people and
economy of Wales now and into the future.’

PresentNEF Ain
‘To ensure that Wales has increasingly resilient and diverse ecosystems that deliver
envionm ental, economic and social benefits now and in the future.’

W TW alko beleves thatthe W G has a w derresponsbilty to consoldate is work (on the
devebpm entofthe SB and NEF) w thi the Sustahab® Devebpm entBill Thi m ustsetouta
ckardefinibn of Sustahhabk Devebpm ent (SD) as tw illprovide the fram ework h whith the SB
wildeliverthe NEF .Crtialto a successfilSD approach ofm anagihg ourenvionm ent, i the
prnchE ofensuring naturalprocesses are restored and enhanced to albw an ecosystem s
approach.The resuling docum entm ustalko recognie the mtxmsic value of the environm entas
wellas econom T and socilvalies.

Function

The new body w illbe charged wih I pkm entng a ‘Liviig W aks’ and there is little doubtthatthe
fram ew otk offers a greatopportuniy to truly mtegrate sustainable develbpm entprinciples.
However, i ako In portantto rem em berthatthe SB willneed to delveron a whok mftofother
polcy and diectives, icliding the outcom es w ihin the W G Environm entStrategy. Therfore, the
govemance ofthe new body should be detemm ned by the functons requird to achEve these
outcom es.

W e mustlam fiom pastm stakes ofbecom g too em broied n process and therrfore bsihg focus
on delvery. The new body m ustcham pion the environm entand be hell to accountto ensure
thatW aks’ natbnaland ntematbnalcomm im ents are ulfiled. ks outcom es m ustm apron the
protecton, restoraton, creatbn of the naturalenvionm ent, without which, the ‘ecosystem
appmach’ w illnot succeed.

W TW recognies the need to m ake the environm entm ore relevant to people and to gah m ore
‘buy-n’ from business and society.To acheve thi, resources shoul be focused on

com m untatng ‘What nature can do for me’. The W ekh W idlife Trusts have experenced tin e and
tin e agan, how peopk understand the in portance ofthe naturalenvionm entto ther ife . W e
beleve thata natbnalawareness cam pagn coull produce a ‘values shiff towards apprechtbn of
the serwices the environm entoffers busihess and sockety hh W aks.

The new body willneed a sufftentbudgetto ensure W aks can delveron allof is natbnaland
htematbnalcomm im ents.However, W TW alko acknow kdges thatto deliver a ‘Living Wales’ ,w G
w ilneed to work w th the thid and busiess sectors to devebp new ecosystem m arkets and to
attractsuffcrentEU stucturmlfiinds o W aks. G ien these cals on the new BodEes fhances,we
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would notwanta work program m e based on risk m anagem ent. fthe hterdoes occurs then
fbodihg and tyre fires willbe the hih prory, therefore the budgetm ustbe a m ik between
envionm entriek and safequardig the envionm ent, oblvibusl the two can have considerabk
overhp fecosystem sewies prncpEs are appled.

W e acceptthatsom e delivery stream lining m ay be possbk.However, W TW are concemed that
therr & am ishterpretation thatw here there is a duplication of function, there is a
duplication ofw ok, for example, the delivery of work by CCW'’s local conservation staff and EA’s
bbdwersiy team s. These team s alhough havig a btofoverhp on paper, enabk very different
delvery.They fund and delverdiferentprofcts on the ground, w th m ore work requied than
funds avaibbE . These team s have alko buitup workihg parnershps overm any years w th thid
sectoromgansatons and we woul welom e the conthuatbn ofthese =htonshps.

W th rrgard to species licensing functions,W TW woul supportthe BCT vew thatthe SB
should carry outalllicensing duties.Thi woull sin plify the process forthose w Ehihg to apply
orlcences and twillalow the new Irensihg body to setapproprate kvek oftranihg and
standards forpmwfessbnalecobgialsurveyors.However, twillm ean ensuring thatthe new
Trensig body has suffcEntresources to canry out is work effcently and 1 a tin ey m anner.
Approprate safeguards w illneed t© be buit h where selfpem itihg i beng sought. However,

m ore fom aton, and furtherconsulaton & requied on thik ksue.

T addion,W TW woul lke to see agrenvionm entalschem es ttansfered back to the SB, as
they have the rrlkvantexpertise h bodwversiy and bBnd m anagem ent.

TransitonalArangem ents

Durhg the hterim perbd, prorto hcepton, we are concemed thatm any functons, canred outby
the EBgacy bodEs, willbe severl restricted due to resourcig Esues assochted wih the creaton
ofthe new body.Forexam pk m any ofthe peopl on proectgroups thatwer crated to

detem ne the functbn ofthe new body have been directly recruied from the legacy bodies

w thoutreplacem ent. £ & therefore ofconcem thatthe kgacy bodes w illnotbe abk to delver
the sam e Evelofserwie during thi perbod.The consulation sets outa staged approach 1 rehton
to devebpm entofthe new body.During thi perbd they w illhheviabl be m orr w ard facing,
thusW TW has concems thatthis wilhinder the delivery ofenvironm entalprotection and
delivery of a ‘Living Wales’.

W TW ar ako concemed thatthe fom aton ofthe new body w fllhave a sgnificant m pacton
Egacy staffand & ofthe vew thatculure change m anagem entshoul be a key feature ofthe
process.

There & stillconfusbn overwhih fiinctons ofthe cunent three bodEs w illbe transferred to the
new bodEs, whith willnotbe tansferred and whih are stdllunderdiscussn.W TW are aware of
dutes h rehton the Aathus Conventbn' whih the UK are sgnatores . I the envionm ental
sectorforexam pk, NatbnalPark Authories and those constiuentAuthortes responsbk for
Areas ofO utsteandig NatumlBeauty are diectly accountabk t© their bcalcom m unikes through
theirekcted rprsentatives. Accountabilty and the abilty to engage wih bcalcom m unikes are
n portantaspects ofeffective environm entalm anagem entand prom otihg a culure of

envionm entalawareness; both shoul thereore be retmhed.

W TW ar ako keen thatsom e ofthe In portantnon-statutory functons, such as educaton and
awareness rshg, ar retahed. h addibn, we woull welom e these functbns becom g statutory
dutes.

i notckarhow serwites provided outsile ofW alks by the UK am s ofthe kgacy bodEs w illbe
secured. For example, the FC’s GB functions such as research, sandards setthg, woodlnd
survey and m onioring m ustbe secured forW aks. Furthem ore, questbns rem ain regardig how

! http ;/ec suropa euknvionm entharhus/
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the new body willrebhte to DEFRA and JNCC .There & ako a bck of recognibn ofthe need t©
ckarly address crossborder ssues. Thi hclides the need to work effcently and effectively w th
otherUK agences ata Eurmopean and htematonalkvel

Obfctves

To accom pany is ckarpumpose, the SB m ustako have m easurmbk obfcties.However, current
obEctives are aln ostw thoutexception focused on resource use and the benefits from
naturalresources. ik agred thatthe prin ary purypose ofthe SB should be to protectand
enhance the W elsh naturalenvironm ent, W TW woul expectm easures ofsuccess to hclide
the ©Ibw hg outtom es:

e Brhghg sies hto Bvourmbk condibn; seeihg no net bss ofbdiersity and reversihg
deches i prority speces and habiats.

e Inprwovihg waterqualty Ereshwaterand coastal).

e Furthering the prncipks of European Landscape Conventon, ie.cham pbnihg protected
Bndscapes.

e Tnprwved physialaccess o, and ntelectualunderstandig and awareness of, the
envionm ent.

e Enhancem entofthe culumlheriage ofW aks.

e Tinel publraton ofadvie whith albws stakeholders to be nform ed and engaged prorto
any decsbns.

e Underakihg ofresearch t© constantl in prove the delivery ofthe body.

Sustainable Developm ent

The single body’s ‘central organising principle’ is to be sustainable development; this will only be
posiie m ove ifappled approprately. However, the definiton of SD willbe criicaland an equal
em phasis gven to allthree pilbrs ofSD .W TW woul be concemed ifwe were to Iose a voice for
biodiversity w ithin ifSD is the new focus would lead t© a downgrading ofthe role ofCCW

e g.rsearch and conservatin of species and habitats for their inherent value). If the SB’s

prn ary driver i SD , there I no statutory voie orbidiersiy outside a devebpm ent fram ew ork.

SD appears to be only one ofm any com peting priorites w ithin the W G ratherthan the
overallguiding princip ke that sets priorities foralldepartm ents .W hikt, n theory SD nclides
the envionm ent, econom y and socilaspects 1 equaltem s, m any peopk vew the envionm ent
n tem s ofenengy, waste and tansportand notbbd¥ersity. Therefbre, a ‘Livnhg W aks’ and the
SB need to cham pn bbdwversiy, both foris mtrinsic valie butako to be abk to take an
ecosystem services approach.

W ithoutbidiversity, and is naturalprocess, healthy habiats cannotbe achieved .W ihout
thi you cannottake an ecosystem servies approach and therfore expbing any avaibbk
ecosystem servres w il furtherdegmde the system. In other words you can't just take the end
productw thout hvestihg h yourraw m ateralk.

T addibn, the factthatW G faikd to achieve the 2010 biodiversity target; this wasn’t due to a lack
ofpmcess orw ill, mthera bck ofresources fordelvery. Therefore, sgnificant nvestm ent nn
restorng naturalsystem s and process w illneed t© be puth phce 1 orderthatm ulb-functional
benefits can arise. histead, there seem s to be an over sin plifcation ofth® system atic process
and a hck ofacknow Bdgem entthatthe SB willneed to ‘exphi’ the need ornvestm ent hto
bbdiersiy to rralse a ‘Ti¥nhg W aks' .W e therefore hope thatthe re-hvestm entofthe expected
£68 m illion savings, from the m erger, over10 yvears willbe mgeted towards on the ground

delvery.

Forthi appmach o work, the three pilhrs 0of SD have to be htegrated togethermatherthan traded
offagainsteach other. kwillrequir buy in from alllevels and alldepartim ents o£G ovemm ent
sponsored bodEs, those organkatbns thatthey fuind, and thersupply chah.h thi way, the SB
can affectpowerfilchange.
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Despie is hclisbn as a ckarprcpk wihnh W G ‘One Wales, One Planet’ * report, the SB
consulaton does notsetouthow W aks will ‘live within environmental limits’.

Thid SectorEngagem ent

To Icrease resources, a key factor i thatthe envionm enthas to becom e m ore rrEkvantto the
peopk ofW aks.W TW would ke to hghlghtto W G the need foropen and effective

com m unication w ith allpartners and stakeholders hvolved i the process of creathg the SB.

To thi end, the W ekh W idlife Tmsts abne have m ore than 28,000 m em bers; m anage over200
nature reserwes which coverm ore than 6,000 hectares of prin e w idlife habiat. They ako hold
over 8,000 events peryearach®vig diectcontactw th over10 $ ofthe W ekh popubtion, and
are activel engaged 1 restorng bbdiersity and ecosystem serwies to hige swathes ofthe

W eXkh bndscape.

W TW welkom es the comm im entto ‘.... new and innovative approaches and partnerships for
delivery, including working with third sector partners and local authorities’. W TW boks forward t©
workihg cbsely w ih the SB to delvera ‘Livihg W aks'.The thid sectorand the W {dlife Trusts ©
partculr, are unfuely phced to hicrease resources through volinteers and extemaly findng.

W e have docum ented evidence ofhow we add valie to the kBgacy bodies’ work and we woul not
wantthese rrhtonships to be din nxhed 1 any way.One exam pk ofbestpractce i the W TW
and CCW ConcordatStrategic Parmership .Thk & an equalparmershp despgned to m axin e
Im ted esources t© enabk both organkatons to delver ther corporate phns together. Thi
parnershp & h 1= 5" yearand hstyear-this partnershp received £368,966 ofW G funding

w hich enabled the release 0££1,117,896, nvolved hundreds ofvolunteers and enhanced
Wales’s biodiversity

W e feelthatthi dem onstrates how working 1 parmership ncreases benefis to both the

envionm entand peopk W aks.W TW woul ako lke to hghlghtthatthese benefis are only
possbE when workkihg h parnershp. Ethere w ere to be a shift to procurem entbased funding
n the new Body, this would preclude this ability to ‘add value’ .W TW woul ako ke to draw
attentbn to the princpks setoutih the Envionm entCom pact® whith sets outprincipls ofhow
statutory envionm entomganisaton work w ih the volintary sector.

i notckarhow and whih profctteam willensure thatthid sectororganisatons are htegmlto
the outrom es ofthe SB . Ih facttherre are wonynhg sgns thatthe new body w illbe procurem ent
based, boking atthe cheapest, mtherthan bestvalie fordelvery. Stakeholers should feel
Twvoled and abE to nflience (h a genuine two-w ay process). These princips m ustbe
culvated t© ralse m axin um potentalorcolbbomaton wih parners.

EEW TW 's vew thatdelivery m echan®m s need to be devebped w ih stakehoHBers thus ensurng
resources forthe delivery ofa ‘Livhg W aks’. W e hope thi® & n Ine wih the government’s

com m untaton ethos and thatther w illbe an opporuniy orgenune publc debate and
consulaton before fim posibns orproposak forchangihg the cunentamangem ents are adopted.

Taking an Ecosystem Services Approach

WTW welcomes and acknowledge that ‘..devebping and in pkm entng an ecosystem services
appmach & a m aprchalenge and would putW aks atthe forefiontgbball on delverng
sustainable development’.

Itis WTW’s view that delivery mechanisms need to be developed with stakeholders thus ensuring
resources for the delivery of a ‘Living Wales’. The W ildlife Trusts have am biton to develop 12
Living Landscapes profctacross W ales.Alhough we have been abk to atractresources fiom

*Welsh Government, 2009 ‘One W aks:0ne Phnet, The Susahabk D evebpm entSchem e ofthe W ekh
Government’

> CCW/WTW Report 2010, ‘Protecting Wildlife Together’

* http :/Arww waEsenvionm entalom pactory/
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ourtradibnalfindig base and fiom the Egacy bodEs, th® & notsusehabk.W e need to
devebp new m arkets wih W G whith willattractthe necessary vek of nvestm entneeded to
create healthy ecosystem s to deliverecosystem services.W TW are exam g new m arket
m echan¥m s such as Land Bank® and Envionm entalBonds and Paym ents ©rEcosystem
Sewtes PES)° and woull wekom e devebpig these aspects w ih the SB.

Desynated S ies

Despnated sies h W aks represents som e ofthe bestexam pks ofkey habiats and arras where
threatened speces can stillsurvive . Unorunately, they don't representallthe exam pkes orall
areas thatare In porant orw Hfe.

W TW beleve thatsecurng envionm entalassets can onl be done by buidihg on the m easures
already in place, and what has been achieved so far, in order to enhance and safeguard Wales’
natumlenvionm ent. The protected sies approach has proved successfiil, to an extent, in
defending w ildlife w here itrem alns.Pwtected sies nhclidihg Natum 2000, Ram sar, SSSIs,
LocalWw idlfe Sies and future M arne Consewaton Zones M CZ) conthue t© be crucially

In porant. However, £ & vialthatthese desgnatons ar gien the opportuniy to succeed and
therefore need adequate resourcig to m anage and enforce these sies so they are abk o fulfill
theirobgctives. Continued protection and effective m anagem entis essentialto m aintan the
base on which Wales’s biodiversity @nd thus ecosystem services) can be built.

Therefore, any revew 1 num berorarea ofsies woull need to be scince based argum entto
show thatiwoul crate betteroutcom es forbbdwversity . Therfore, the W ildlife Trusts have not
w elcom ed the rhetoric ofa ‘reduction’ in sites, and are concemed thatthe process sunounding
despnated sies & unckarand n som e phces contradrtory. The W idlfe Trmsts have been
heavily hvoled n ProfessorJohn Law ton report ‘M akig Space for Nature’’ where there & a
callfor, “m ore, bigger, betterand jpined”, protected areas to enable an ecological network.
Therefore, W TW woul suggestthatthe W G should revew is desgnated sies 1 lghtofthi
reportand consierdesgnating furthersies n the future.

Regulation Review

W TW stllrem an t© be conviced thatthere & a need forany regubton revew exceptthatneeded
to form the new body, and welom e the recentLaw Com m issions work.Howeverthere has been
considermbk politcal thetoric that the new body should ‘streamline environment regulation’.
Thi & despie the rcentred tape chalenge show hg thatpeopk wanted to see further

envionm entregubton.

The cunentm anagem entand reguhtory m easures are not hherently atfaukatfaiing to deliver
envionm entalgains but £ how they are, orare not, n pkem ented orresourced that & atthe ot
ofthe probkm .The W ildlife Trusts would resistany m oves to w aterdown existing legislhtive
nstwum ents, ncluding rem oving the ‘precautionary principle’.

WTW are particularly concerned of promises made within the document to achieve “...... earlerand
m ore constmuctive resolitbns to conflcts........ . Alomganikatbns wantto see the sin plifcaton of
the adm htatie process butther are tin es when environm entalassessm ents w fllbe requied
overceram tin e fram es.

W e feeltwoul be m ore constnictive to ncrease know kdge and awareness of envionm ental
requiem ents to prom ptearly nvestatons.W TW are notsure whatis m eantby m ore constructive
resolitbns? W e woul wekom e that, fim eant fully utiisig the ‘precautionary principk’.
Therefore, obecthg t© devebpm ents early h the process, thathave the potentalto cause
degmdatbn to ecosystem serwies and is underlyig bibdiversity. Thus, savihg both tin e and
money on allsies.

> http :/Avww envionm entbank com /

® http ;/archive defia govuk/envionm entbolcyhatumalenvion Hocum entspaym ents-ecosystem pdf

'DEFRA 2010, ‘Making Space for Nature: A review of England’s Wildlife Sites and Ecological N etw orks’
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We would also welcome the fully implementation of the ‘polluter pays principle’.

M arine Environm ent

At15,000km?, the W elsh m arine environm entaln ostdoubles the size ofW ales. However,
W TW feelthatth®s & notreflected 1 the lin ited consideration ofm arine issues w ithin the
consulation, and beleves thatm ore detmikd attenton t© the ok thatthe new SB 1 the

m anagem entofthe dynam ' m arine envionm ent & needed.

The m arine environm entprovides num erous ecosystem goods and services, contrbuting

£2 5 billion to the W elsh econom y each year, £700 m fllon ofwhich & fiom coas@ltouriem .

W hiktdifficukto quantify, work to valie the benefis ourm arne ecosystem goods and serwices
provie & hcrashg, hghlghtng the socialand econom It contrbutions ourm arne envionm ent
m akes, and therfore the valie ofm ahtahihg is healh forthe fiture. Forexam pk, £ ¥ estin ated
thatthe oceans absot between 30 — 50% ofthe CO 2 pmwduced though the bumig of fossilfielk,
whik between 45 —70% ofthe avaibbk oxygen com es from photosynthesi 1 the oceans.
However, forus to conthue to benefit from these sewies, we need to fistensure thatthey ar
underpined w ih a healhy m arne envionm ent, and thrvihg m arne bbdwversty. Onk when ths
has been ach®eved, can we bok t© gai the benefis fiom the ecosystem services provied.

W TW & callng orcurmentm arne kgishton, nclidihg the M arine Strategy Fram ew ork D rective
and notably the M arine and CoastalAccess Act2009, to be sw iftly and effectively

Implem ented In W ales, to enabk sustahabk m anagem entofW ekh seas and adequate
potecton ofm arne widlife. However, W TW beleves thatthe In pEm entaton of Egskton and
the practicalapplicaton ofthe ecosystem appmach W aks are cunently beihg affected by
resource and capaciy consttaints, wihi both the smtutory bodes and W G t delveraras of
work.Forexam pk, thi & crrathg diffculies 1 devebpig m arne phnnihg and ach&vihg
Bvormbk consewaton status orM arne Protected Areas.

W histourawareness and know kdge ofthe m arne envionm ent & In proving, the consulaton
does notrecognie the need to hvestsgnifrantly n urtherng ourunderstandng ofthi dynam ©
and com pkx envionm ent. Furtthemm ore, there needs to be a strong relationship betw een

m arine planning and m arne licensing to achieve sustanable developm ent 11 the m arne
envionm ent. However, to acheve thi, the M arne Team wihnh the new Body w fllneed t©
addibnalresourcihg t© underake research and surweys h orerto have a mbustscEence based
appmach to these sues.

WTW agrees with the WEL’s concerns that the proposed transfer of marine licensing from the w G
nto the SB mEes furtherconcems n r=gars to transparency ofprocess betw een a body that
both pem is and provides is own advice.Addibnally, trases concems thatther willbe no
Ticrease 1 capaciy ofthe new body, beyond thatofabsompton ofnew staffand theirrexsting
workbads, n rrhton to m arne envionm ent. W e woull lke to seek assumnce thatexstng
regubtory bodes willbe abk to m antaih the Evelofserwie durng transionalperods. The
consulaton rmies concems overtenestralEPS lcensig and potentalconflict caused by the
pem ithng body ako actihhg 1 an adviory k. Eshoul ako be noted thatEPS lcensihg ako
apples t m arne protected specEs such as harborpompoise, bottknose dophi, grey seak and a
num berofotherm arne speces.

Furthermore, consideration of the marine environment regarding the theme entitled “protecting,
maintaining, improving and developing our natural resources” appears to be limited to protected
sies, the wid bid hdex and bathihg waterqualty. However, W TW would welcom e the
nclusion of further ndicators, particularly to determ ine the success ofa wellm anaged
netw ork ofM arine Protected Areas.

W TW beleves thatthers shoul be graterconsiemton and htegmton of the Bnd and sea
hterface. The docum entappears to phce is em phasis on m anagem entofthe ternestral
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environment, with little consideration of the new Body’s role in protecting the marine environment,
despie the obvbus benefis of providihg an htegmated approach to naturalresource m anagem ent.
Forthe ecosystem based m anagem enth W aks to be effectively ach®ved, it is crucialthat
greater ntegration ofm arne and terrestrialm anagem ent is considered. W TW welom e the
ntoductbon ofm arne phns orthe hshor and offshore area to provie sttategi and bng tem
phns forthe m anagem entofthe W ekh m arne area.

Expertise and Transparency

An em phas® m ustbe gien t enabk the new body t© have both the capaciy and expertse t©
provie sckence-based advie to govemm entboth 11 tem s ofpolicy developm entand casew ork.
The new body w illhave, w ihh is estate, som e ofthe prin e w illife habiath W aks.Therfor, there
needs o be capaciy to m anage, m oniorand enforce the protecton ofthese habiats and assochated
speces. The new body shoull be r=ecognied w thih scence and academ & by undertakng research,
publshihg is findnhgs and providihg advie.

Havig a respected, ndependentand transparentbody is criticalforthe W G decision m aking
process to be respected .However, the W iblfe Tmists rem ai concemed thatthere wlnotbe
suffcenthum an and fnancihlresources m ade avaibbk to ensure this. One testwillbe fthere &
suffcentexpertise w thh the new body proportbnalto is oblgatons wthn the Secton 42 st

W hike the kgacy bodEs delivergovemm entpolcy, we beleve thatto be fully effectie, they need
to have a sgnificantand recogniabk degree of ndependence from govemm ent.ThE & the
case fornstance, wher an agency exerxcies reguhtory pow ers overgovemm ent € g.

Envionm entAgency) orhas quasi-iidtialpowers € g.through a satutory oradviory ok rhted
to the phnnig system , orthe protectbn and desgnaton of sies oraras ofnatbnalconserwaton
synifrance) orwhih W G & the ulin ate decksbn-m aker.

A lack of independence n such cases could kave the govemm entopen to challenge under
EU lkgislation such as the Hum an R ghts Act.M orover, envionm entalpolices should be
nfom ed by sound scentific evilence, whith h tum requirs an ndependence of jidgm ent.
Revews of Envionm entalG ovemance ekewherr (forexam pk the M acmory Report2004, rhthg
to Northem Fehnd) have hghlghted thi need forfom alndependence fiom govemm ent.
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Natural Resources Wales - Proposed arrangements for establishing and directing a new body for
the management of Wales’ Natural Resources

Consultation by Welsh Government
Response by E.ON

We support the principles of natural resource management that the Welsh Government has
outlined in this and related consultation documents. The Welsh Government proposes a unique
approach to pursuing sustainable development - we support this approach in principle and look
forward to further details about its implementation. We are, however, surprised that there is no
mention of the role of renewable energy within this approach. We hope that such details will be
consulted on in future.

We particularly support the principles of simplifying the institutional arrangements, modernising
and simplifying the regulatory and management framework. We also welcome the intention to
identify a single set of priorities, plans and objectives between the formerly separate bodies in
Wales. We hope this does achieve the objective of overcoming differences between those bodies
which have occurred in the past, which have caused delays and prevented clarity of the Welsh
Government's expectations of businesses.

We do, however, have concerns about how the Welsh Government will ensure consistency in their
approach with that of the environment agencies in England, Scotland and Northern Ireland. We are
already seeing divergence in environmental regulation between England and Wales and Scotland.
We have serious concerns about the implications of this for business in general, but also specifically
for businesses such as our power generation sites that are operating in a common electricity market
across Great Britain. This divergence in regulatory approach is likely to create greater inconsistency
and uncertainty for such industrial activities, increasing the regulatory burden on them. Therefore,
we believe that cross border coordination must be a high priority as part of any changes to the
approach to environmental regulation in the UK. We look forward to receiving more detailed plans
about how consistency will be ensured. We believe there is an opportunity for the Welsh
Government to play a lead role in improving coordination between all environmental authorities in
the UK.

Information about how changes to legislation and regulations will work in the proposed
arrangements between Wales and England is lacking. Specifically, how will disagreements between
the various arrangements be resolved?

Another concern is that the Environment Agency Wales will be regulating approximately 300 sites;
this is a fraction of the number of sites currently regulated in England and Wales by the
Environment Agency. We have concerns about how the Environment Agency Wales will ensure its
officers maintain the specialist expertise, for example in emissions monitoring, which is required to



effectively regulate sectors such as power generation. We hope the Welsh Government will provide
further information about how it will address this issue.

The Environment Agency Wales is proposed to become the competent authority for the EU
Emissions Trading Scheme (EU ETS). The EU ETS is a significant issue for many sectors, which may
not be a focus area of the new environmental body in Wales but has significant ramifications for
business if it is not regulated effectively and with the right level of expertise.

Another specific concern for our organisation is how our Connah’s Quay power station, which is
located in North Wales but is currently regulated by the Warrington office of the Environment
Agency. Will this station continue to be regulated by the Environment Agency in England or by the
Environment Agency Wales. The station currently has a permit variation in process. While we
expect this to be concluded by the time the proposed changes take effect, we would like further
details about how such situations will be managed as part of the transition.

Question 1: What are your views on our proposal to deliver more integrated management by
bringing the three bodies together and creating a single environmental body for Wales?

We support the proposals in principle. However, we would like to see more details about how the
objectives of the bodies will be aligned, particularly when they have held conflicting views in the
past.

We also support improvements in the planning process and having a single point of contact,
however we would like further details about how the proposed changes will impact the planning
process. Specifically, what role and powers the new body will play in the planning process.

Question 2: In developing our proposals for the body, are there additional measures we could
take to address the concerns we have identified in section 2.4 or any other concerns which you
have?

As discussed above, we would like more information and further measures about how consistency
between and coordination with other environment agencies within the UK will be monitored and
managed.

Question 3: What are your views on this phased approach? How could we improve on it?

We support the proposed phased approach, provided the Welsh Government continues to ensure
appropriate consultation and engagement to implement their ambitions fully. We also believe that
an ongoing process for seeking and responding to feedback is essential throughout this process.

Question 4: Do these proposals provide a good basis for the principal aim and strategic
outcomes of the body? How could they be improved?

We believe that the proposals have the potential to provide a good basis for the principal aim and
strategic outcomes of the body, provided they simplify environmental regulation, ensure consistency
and remove conflict and duplication. We welcome the proposal to develop standards and guidance
to provide regulated industries with greater certainty and transparency.



Question 5: What are your views on the approach to the delivery framework?

The approach to the delivery framework appears adequate, provided the principles of transparency,
clarity, consistency, accountability and feedback and learning are adhered to.

Question 6: Are the functions described in tables 1 to 3 a reasonable summary of those
required? How could they be improved?

Yes.

Question 7: What are your views on our proposals for changes to Welsh Government functions,
including Marine and Wildlife Licensing and Tree and Plant Health? How could they be
improved?

We have no issues with the proposals.

Question 8: Do you agree with the proposals for co-ordination of Welsh Government
investment in environmental research? How could we improve them?

Yes, provided there is sufficient coordination and removal of duplication.

Question 9: Do you agree with the proposals about the status, governance and accountability
of the new body? Is there any way we could improve the proposed arrangements?

Yes, provided there is coordination with other UK environmental regulatory agencies and the new
body is sufficiently transparent and consistent.

Question 10: Have you any views on the approach we propose for the new body in relation to
its stakeholder arrangements? How might we improve the approach?

No.
Question 11: What are your views on these aspects of the regulatory arrangements?
None.

E.ON
May 2012



From: Conor O'Gorman (Policy) [Conor.Ogorman@basc.org.uk]
Sent: 02 May 2012 17:16

To: SEB mailbox

Cc: Meurig Rees (Wales); Derek Williams (Wales)

Subject: BASC response to Natural Resources Wales consultation

Attachments. BASC response to Natural Resources Wales consultation.doc

Dear Sir/Madam,

Please find attached BASC's response to the consultation entitled “Natural Resources Wales: Proposed Arrangements for
Establishing and Directing a New Body for the Management of Wales’ Natural Resources”.

Please acknowledge receipt of the response.

Regards,

Conor.

Dr Conor O'Gorman

Policy Development Manager

The British Association for Shooting and Conservation
BASC, Marford Mill, Rossett, Wrexham LL12 OHL

Landline: +44-1244-573-035
Mobile: +44-7766-7766-39
conor.ogorman@basc.org.uk

Key Issues - click here for updates of interest to shooters
Consultations - click here to get involved

Disclaimer; This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom

they are addressed. If you have received this email in error please notify me at Conor.Ogorman@basc.org.uk then delete it.

BASC may monitor email traffic. By replying to this e-mail you consent to BASC monitoring the content of any email you send or receive from BASC.
Any views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender, except where the sender specifies with authority,

states them to be the views of the British Association for Shooting and Conservation. BASC can confirm that this email message and any attachments
have been scanned for the presence of computer viruses but recommends that you make your own virus checks.

Registered Industrial and Provident Society No.: 28488R. Registered Office: Marford Mill, Rossett, Wrexham, LL12 OHL.




Derek Williams

Country Officer
Ms Carrie Moss BASC Wales,
Department for Environment and The Station House,
Sustainable Development Caersws, Powys,
Welsh Government SY17 5HH
Cathays Park derek.williams@basc.org.uk
CF10 3NQ Tel: 01686 688 861

Submitted by email to: SEB@wales.gsi.gov.uk

Date: 2nd May 2012

Dear Ms Moss,

BASC Wales response to the Welsh Government’s consultation entitled Natural
Resources Wales: proposed arrangements for establishing and directing a new
body for the management of Wales’ natural resources.

The British Association for Shooting and Conservation (BASC) is the largest
representative body for sporting shooting with 7,000 members in Wales and 130,000
members throughout the UK. It aims to promote and protect sporting shooting and
the wellbeing of the countryside. It actively promotes good firearms licensing
practice, training, education, scientific research and practical habitat conservation.
BASC believes that all who shoot should conduct themselves according to the
highest standards of safety, sportsmanship and courtesy with a full respect for their
guarry and a practical interest in wildlife conservation.

BASC'’s expertise in shooting matters is widely recognised and is routinely consulted
in Wales by the Welsh Government, Environment Agency Wales, Countryside
Council for Wales and the Forestry Commission Wales.

BASC realises that the Environment Agency Wales has few responsibilities
for sporting rightsin Wales but BASC acknowledges its involvement in existing
leases for wildfowling. BASC also acknowledges the agency’s role in flood
defence and water quality management and its importance for sporting shooting,
biodiversity, conservation and project funding for BASC’s Green Shoots project
within riparian habitats. Environment Agency England has in the past revoked
wildfowling leases due to managed retreat schemes. However, it has provided a
compensatory habitat for the wildfowling clubs affected. Should such exceptional
circumstances arise in Wales BASC recommends that the new Single Environmental
Body adopts a similar policy in order to safeguard wildfowling sites.



The Countryside Council for Wales (CCW) has statutory involvement in legislation
and conservation sites affecting sporting shooting in Wales and therefore has a direct
involvement in decision making on sporting shooting. It is a major supporter of the
BASC Green Shoots project, helping to deliver its biodiversity targets. CCW’s role as
the statutory agency directly responsible for maintaining the status of SSSIs and
SACs means that it has a major influence on existing and new shooting consents, be
they on land, foreshore or over water. The legislative decision making can at times
be prolonged due to cross-agency agreements, therefore one hopes the new Single
Environmental Body could move forward to conclusions at a faster pace.

Forestry Commission Wales do not provide any sporting leases other than historical
shooting rights. However, it allows the flushing of foxes with hounds from forest
estates to be dispatched on private land as a method of fox control for farming, game
shooting and other related businesses and organisations. BASC feels that this
approach is at odds with England and Scotland and that there is a potential
opportunity for the Single Environmental Body to consider game and deer stalking
leases in view of the economic benefits it could potentially bring. BASC Wales can
provide a structure used by BASC for its deer stalking members in England
and Scotland could be adopted in Wales. Deer stalkers offer an important resource
for the control of deer in woodlands, preventing significant damage to crops, flora
and fauna and newly planted trees. Where farms have shooting interests more
woodlands are planted, helping towards national targetsand habitat
creation, including improving biodiversity.

Sporting shooting is worth £73 million annually to the Welsh economy and manages
over half a million hectares of land in Wales! for quarry species and wildlife.

Sporting shooting has strong and positives role with realising the ecosystem
approach to land and resource management.

Sporting shooting’s relationship with the following ecosystem services is positive:

e provisioning services - food production. In 2004 the number of waterfowl and
gamebirds shot was over 19 million, 99% of which where destined for the
human food chain. Also over 120,000 deer were shot by recreational stalkers
and over 3.4 million woodpigeon in the course of protecting crops from
serious damage. This makes a small but significant contribution to the over
food requirements of people as this food is secured locally of most often
consumed locally.

e cultural services — over 600,000 days shooting takes place in Wales each year
which provides an indication of how important shooting is for people’s
appreciation of landscape and biodiversity, recreation, well being and
tourism.

1 Source: an independent study called The Economic and Environmental Impact of Sporting Shooting in
2006 (www.shootingfacts.co.uk)



e regulating and supporting services — the habitat management and creation
provided because of shooting in Wales supports these services. The
management of at least half a million hectares of land in Wales is influenced
by sporting shooting and over 40,000 hectares is managed directly for sporting
shooting. Over £9.6 million is spent on improving habitat and managing
wildlife by shooters.

BASC Wales recognises the difficult task undertakenby the Welsh
Assembly Government in restructuring three existing agencies into one Single
Environment Body for Wales.

BASC Wales requests involvement in the decision making process where relevant to
sporting shooting interests.

BASC Wales requests involvement in the setting up of the new outdoor recreation
body to ensure that opportunities to promote shooting are not overlooked.

BASC Wales requests recognition by the new Single Environmental Body of the

contribution of sporting shooting to the Welsh economy and the environment.

Yours sincerely,

DEREK WILLIAMS
Country Officer
BASC Wales



From: Rachel Evans [rachel-evans@countryside-alliance.org]
Sent: 02 May 2012 17:24

To: SEB mailbox

Subject: Consultation response

Attachments. Countryside Alliance response.doc
Dear Carrie Moss

Please find attached our observations on the consultation re: single environmental body for Wales. We
will be responding in greater detail to the Sustaining A Living Wales consultation.

Yours Sincerely,
Rachel

Rachel Evans
Director for Wales
Countryside Alliance
Tel: 07825 337978



Carrie Moss

‘A Living Wales’ Programme Team

Department for Environment and Sustainable Development
Welsh Government

Cathays Park

CF10 3NQ

2" May 2012
Dear Carrie

The Countryside Alliance welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Welsh Assembly
Government’s consultation on the proposed arrangements for establishing and directing
a new body for the management of Wales’ natural resources.

Whilst we have not responded to individual questions, we would like to put forward
some of our observations.

We welcome the proposal to bring together the Environment Agency Wales and
Countryside Council for Wales and we can also see the rationale for bringing the
Forestry Commission for Wales within the new body as well. However, we note and
share the concerns regarding the Forestry Commission for Wales expressed in the
Environment and Sustainability Committee’s recent report ‘the business case for a
single environment body’ published this month.

This new single body will be bringing together a very wide range of experts and powers
which will impact on every aspect of rural life from farming, water management to
recreation and wildlife management. There is undoubtedly a strong case, as set out in
the consultation document, for rationalising the existing arrangements, removing areas
of duplication and making better use of resources. However, the Countryside Alliance
Wales would seek assurances that in creating this new body that the vital expertise
found within the existing bodies will not be lost and that the new body will be adequately
resourced.

One of the key benefits of bringing together the existing organisations is to ensure the
coherent implementation of sustainability policy across a wide range of areas and to
ensure proper joined up decision making. However, this will only happen if there is a
shared vision amongst those leading and working for this new body. Sustainability must
not be limited to, or confused with, environmental protectionism. Sustainable
development must look at environmental, social and economic factors together and
realise that without vibrant welsh communities addressing climate change, encouraging
biodiversity etc simply cannot happen. As such we believe more needs to be done to



ensure public understanding that the new agency is as much about sustainable
communities as it is about environmental protection.

We would also point out that if a new body is to command the confidence of those who
live and work in the countryside and who enjoy its recreational benefits then it is also
vital that in exercising its functions it must operate in a transparent and accountable
fashion. There must be full engagement with stakeholders, individuals and local
communities all of whom will be directly impacted by the work of this body and the
decisions it takes. This will be particularly important given that it will act as both a
permitting body and have its advisory role.

The Countryside Alliance Wales believes that local community engagement is essential
and that local people are most often those best placed to identify solutions to local
problems. This is particularly the case in areas such as the delivery of local affordable
housing. However, it is equally true in areas such as land and wildlife management.

While broadly supportive of the proposals we believe there is much still to do and
significant areas where greater clarity and assurances are needed. We would
respectfully suggest that the timetable is perhaps a little ambitious, but look forward to
continuing to contribute to this process which is of the greatest interest to our members
across rural Wales.

We will be responding in due course to the consultation “Sustaining A Living Wales — a
green paper on a new approach to natural resource management in Wales” delivery of
which would seem to fall to the proposed new body.

Should you wish to contact me please do so.

Yours sincerely,

Rachel

Rachel Evans
Director for Wales
Countryside Alliance
Gosen

Llangadog
Carmarthenshire
SA199LS

Tel: 01550777997



From: Jason Reeves [jasonreeves@ieem.net]

Sent: 02 May 2012 17:29

To: SEB mailbox

Subject: Natural Resources Wales: Proposed Arrangements for Establishing and Directing a New Body
for the Management of Wales' Natural Resources (Welsh Government)

Attachments. IEEM Nat Res Wales response May2012.pdf
Dear Sir/Madam

Please see attached for the IEEM response to the above consultation.

Thank you and best wishes,
Jason

dsonM .ReevesATEEM

Policy and Thform ation O fficerand T Practice Edior

NSTITUTE of ECOIOGY and ENVIRONM ENTALM ANAGEM ENT

43 Southgate Street, Winchester, Hampshire, SO23 9EH, UK | Tel: +44 (0)1962 868 626 | jasonreeves@ieem.net | www.ieem.

net

2012 Sum m erConference - “Enhancing Biod versity through SoilM anagem ent” — 13 dune 2012, London
BOOKINGSNOW OPEN -www .em net/conferencesasp

IEEM is a company limited by Guarantee and registered in England and Wales at Companies House, Cardiff, No 2639067.

The information in this email is confidential and intended to be solely for the use of the addressee. If you have received this message in error, please inform IEEM immediately and delete the
message from your computer. Copying, distributing, using or disclosing its contents is strictly prohibited. Whilst IEEM makes every effort to keep its systems virus free, it is your responsibility to
check/scan all messages and attachments if any. No responsibility can be accepted by I[EEM.

This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service.
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com
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Introduction

The Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management (IEEM), as the leading membership
organisation supporting professional ecologists and environmental managers, welcomes the
opportunity to comment on the Natural Resources Wales consultation.

Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management

IEEM was established in 1991 and currently has approaching 5,000 members drawn from
local authorities, government agencies, industry, environmental consultancy,
teaching/research, and voluntary environmental organisations. The Institute has led the way
in defining and raising the standards of ecological and environmental management practice
with regard to biodiversity protection and enhancement. It promotes knowledge sharing
through events and publications, skills development through its comprehensive training and
development programme and best practice through the dissemination of technical guidance
for the profession and related disciplines.

IEEM is a member of:
e Society for the Environment
European Network of Environmental Professionals
IUCN - The World Conservation Union
Europarc Federation
Professional Associations Research Network
United Nations Decade on Biodiversity 2011-2020 Network



Comments from IEEM

Question 1: What are your views on our proposal to deliver more integrated
management by bringing the three bodies together and creating a single environmental
body for Wales?

IEEM supports the desire of the Welsh Government to maximise efficiency and integration
through the creation of a single body to oversee the management of Wales’ natural resources.
We particularly welcome that “the new body would have a clear remit to protect the
environment” (Para 6.6.3), and trust that mechanisms will be put in place to ensure that this
remains at the core of delivery in the context of ‘balancing’ the priorities of the new body’s
various functions, and that the safeguard (and enhancement) of biodiversity is central to this,
particularly in relation to provision of ecosystem services.

IEEM is concerned over the timing of this consultation, as it is taking place prior to the outcome
of the Living Wales natural environment framework consultation. Seeking arrangements for the
single ‘environmental’ body before asking about the needs of the natural environment in Wales
appears to be putting the cart before the horse.

With reference to the factors driving change, we are disappointed to note that these do not
cover the challenges facing the natural environment, but rather focus on regulation,
Government priorities, and financial efficiency — these are not the only reasons to create a new
body.

Question 2: In developing our proposals for the body, are there additional measures we
could take to address the concerns we have identified in section 2.4 or any other
concerns which you have?

Section 2.4 on Stakeholder Concerns highlights only two of the many stakeholder groups,
namely forestry and industry. The single body must be an all-encompassing entity that does not
unnecessarily prioritise one function over another.

Question 3: What are your views on this phased approach? How could we improve on it?

IEEM is concerned that the new body will find itself predominately focused on the regulatory
and enforcement aspect of its role and less so on delivery. IEEM urges the Welsh Government
to ensure that along with the obvious priorities of commercial forestry and flooding
management, that the protection and enhancement of the natural environment is encouraged
through innovative and creative approaches. The new single body must have a clear remit that
includes the protection and enhancement of biodiversity and ecosystems.

In having an all-encompassing role in advice, regulation, delivery and enforcement, the IEEM
welcomes the commitment to make the new body transparent and open in its activities in order
to provide an independent and uncompromised voice (Para 6.6.3).

Question 4: Do these proposals provide a good basis for the principal aim and strategic
outcomes of the body? How could they be improved?

With reference to the ambition of the single body, IEEM highly recommends going beyond
“securing healthy functioning ecosystems” to also include the protection and enhancement of
biodiversity.

We do however support the Welsh Government for its commitment to science and evidence in
informing its operational practice.

Further to the body being “independent, respected and professional”’, IEEM must stress the
importance of maintaining the right technical skills, knowledge, expertise and competencies that
will enable the body to deliver its aims and strategic outcomes both now and in the longer-term

3



for the benefit of people, the environment and the economy.
Question 5: What are your views on the approach to the delivery framework?
No comment.

Question 6: Are the functions described in tables 1 to 3 areasonable summary of those
required? How could they be improved?

IEEM feels that the list of functions is broadly complete. However, we must highlight the
omission of “preventing, managing and eradicating invasive species” as an important issue that
has not been included in its broadest sense.

Question 7: What are your views on our proposals for changes to Welsh Government
functions, including Marine and Wildlife Licensing and Tree and Plant Health? How could
they be improved?

IEEM supports the inclusion of marine licensing, species licensing, fisheries management and
agri-environment schemes within the single body.

Question 8: Do you agree with the proposals for co-ordination of Welsh Government
investment in environmental research? How could we improve them?

No comment.

Question 9: Do you agree with the proposals about the status, governance and
accountability of the new body? Is there any way we could improve the proposed
arrangements?

As implied in response to Question 3, IEEM strongly recommends that the single body must be
transparent and open in its activities and governance.

Question 10: Have you any views on the approach we propose for the new body in
relation to its stakeholder arrangements? How might we improve the approach?

IEEM supports the Welsh Government for its commitment to “more radical” approaches to
stakeholder engagement. In addition, we hope that the reference to more locally-based
decision-making will result in greater support for local government (amongst others) and its role
in protecting and enhancing the natural environment.

Question 11: What are your views on these aspects of the regulatory arrangements?

As stated in response to Questions 3 and 9, IEEM strongly recommends that the single body
must be transparent and open in its activities. We must also stress the importance of early
engagement with all relevant stakeholders, and also that we recognise the importance of
reducing costs on business, but that this must not be done by weakening regulation, nor by
lowering the quality of the natural environment.



From: Roisin Willmott [roisin.willmott@rtpi.org.uk]

Sent: 02 May 2012 18:05

To: SEB mailbox

Subject: Natural Resources Wales - RTPI Cymru Response

Attachments. Natural Resources Wales RTPI Cymru Response.pdf
Please find attached a response from RTPI Cymru to the Natural Resources Wales consultation.

If you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Regards,
Dr Roisin Willmott MRTPI
National Director / Cyfarwyddydd Cenedlaethol

RTPI Cymru

PO Box 2465
Cardiff / Caerdydd
CF230DS

Tel / Ffon: 029 2047 3923
Mobile / Symudol: 07725 798 383
e-mail / e-bost: roisin.willmott@rtpi.org.uk

www.rtpi.org.uk
Find us on Facebook and follow RTPI Cymru on @RTPICymru

Registered Charity Number 262865
Charity Registered in Scotland SC 037841



e-mail response sent to: SEB@wales.gsi.gov.uk

Dear Sir/Madam,
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2 May 2012

RESPONSE TO: Natural resources Wales - Proposed arrangements for establishing and directing

a new body for the management of Wales’ natural resources

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the above consultation. The Royal Town Planning
Institute (RTPI) is the largest professional institute for planners in Europe, representing some
23,000 spatial planners. The Institute seeks to advance the science and art of spatial planning for
the benefit of the public. As well as promoting spatial planning, the RTPI develops and shapes
policy affecting the built environment, works to raise professional standards and supports members
through continuous education, training and development. RTPI Cymru represents the RTPI in

Wales, with 1,100 members.

This response has been formed drawing on the expertise of the RTPI Cymru Policy & Research
Forum which includes a cross section of planning practitioners from the private and public sectors

and academics from different parts of Wales.

General comments in relation to the consultation are set out below.

We support in principle the bringing together of the three bodies (Environment Agency Wales,
Countryside Council for Wales and the Forestry Commission Wales) into a single environmental
body (SEB) for Wales. However, the proposal for the single environmental body will only work for
planning if the various component organisations are able to agree a joint response on planning
matters. A method for integrating comments must be built into their operational arrangements for
plans, applications and national planning policy development. This will help to ensure that all
internal SEB conflicts are resolved and there is clarity in the process.

We note Annex 1(1.5) of the consultation document confirms that the SEB will contribute to various
strategies and policies including Planning Policy Wales and also Minerals Planning Policy Wales
and Technical Advice Notes. It notes that these provide the policy framework for development
plans and planning applications and further states that the new body would “retain a number of
important statutory consultee roles in relation to the preparation of development plans and
decisions on planning applications and development consent orders”. It also recognises the need
to discharge its statutory planning function in an efficient and timely manner.



One of the main criticisms of the planning system and the cause of many hold-ups is the
involvement of statutory consultees. Pro active engagement is a major tool for reducing risk and
overcoming potential hurdles, particularly for development plans, planning briefs and major
applications. Timing problems could be caused by the resourcing of this activity by statutory
consultees, the priority they give to consultations on planning applications and a lack of
appreciation of the fundamentals of the planning system by non-planning technical specialists
involved in the process.

A positive development management culture needs to be adopted by statutory consultees to
mitigate issues and promote and enable good projects. RTPI Cymru has previously called for clear
cut-off time periods for statutory consultee comments and their pro-active involvement at an early
stage of discussions, such as in pre-application discussions. Statutory consultees also need to
become more involved in long term planning and to be more effectively engaged in Local
Development Plans (LDPs) and the proposed Local Resource Management Plans. The existing
and well established role of planning in protecting natural resources and promoting their
sustainable use through development planning and development management activities needs to
be coordinated with the activities of the new body to secure a complementary and coherent
framework of plans and to achieve clarity for stakeholders and users. RTPI Cymru would be happy
to meet with the relevant bodies in the future to discuss some of these matters further and would
be pleased to assist with any training of the new SEB.

Figure 4.2 and Annex 1 of the consultation document sets out a list of strategies and policies that
the new body would be expected to help deliver, ensuring a joined up approach. However, we
note the Wales Spatial Plan (WSP) is not listed. If the WSP is not to be updated, the RTPI strongly
suggests the need for the SEB to promote a joined up approach to the integration of their work with
the planning of infrastructure, services and the various other service demands on land use.
Otherwise, Wales could be faced with the spatial fragmentation and lack of coordination recently
revealed in England. New research, titled * Map for England’ commissioned by the RTPI from
Manchester University shows that individual government departments now have more than 100
major maps for England relating to policies and programmes on the economy, transport,
communications, housing and the environment. None are available in one place or through a single
data source and can be very difficult to find as they are scattered across web sites and within
departmental reports. With a more joined up approach policy makers could make better judgments
about how individual policy proposals interact with and affect development of Wales as a whole. It
would also increase consistency in appraisal, improve security and resilience, and provide a better
understanding of sectoral issues that might complement or conflict with each other.

Page 18 of the consultation document sets out the proposed aim and strategic outcomes of the
new body. An additional outcome might be to engage collaboratively with users and stakeholders,
including those with planning responsibilities, and provide quality and timely advice and information
to support the planning process that operates in the public interest.

Table 1 (pg 38) sets out the functions of the new body. Planning could be included in several more
of the functional areas. As well as reference to development management (referred to in the table
as control) there should be mention of advice and input to local planning authorities and LDPs.

Table 2 (pg 43) should include reference to collecting, collating and publishing data on natural
resources and environmental factors.

Annex 5 (pg 62), an objective to complement and support the planning system, through LDP
and development management advice and information, to achieve more sustainable
development could be added. Also, in the customers section, some measure for timely
responses to planning application consultations would be useful.

This response should be read in conjunction with our response to “Sustaining a Living Wales”, a
consultation by the Welsh Government that will be available on our website from the 31 May 2012.




If you require further assistance, have any queries relating to the enclosed or require clarification of
any points made, please contact RTPI Cymru on 029 2047 3923 or email Roisin Willmott at

walespolicy@rtpi.org.uk

Yours sincerely,

Dr Roisin Willmott MRTPI
RTPI Cymru National Director



From: Communications [communications@wales.gsi.gov.uk]

Sent: 02 May 2012 18:05

To: SEB mailbox

Subject: SEB Consultation online form
Page used to send this email:
Responses to consultations may be
made public - on the internet or in a
report. If you would prefer your

response to be kept confidential, please
tick here:

Your name:
Organisation (if applicable):
Email / telephone number:

Question 1: What are your views on our
proposal to deliver more integrated
management by bringing the three
bodies together and creating a single

/consultations/forms/sebresponse/

(Unchecked)

Cath Ranson, Development Plans and Conservation Manager
Pembrokeshire County Council
cath.ranson@pembrokeshire.gov.uk / 01437 775325

Please note that this response is in draft and subject to
confirmation, within the next week. As a local authority with
a rich and diverse natural environment Pembrokeshire County
Council is committed to the delivery of sustainable
development, drawing on its unique rural, coastal and
maritime environment, its strong sense of identity and its
economic foundations, in agriculture, tourism, defence,
industry, ports and energy / renewable energy. PCC is
committed to ensuring that Pembrokeshire is prosperous and
that it remains vibrant and special (Community Plan 2010)
and is committed to partnership working to deliver this. Such
work spans partnership working with all three bodies
proposed for consolidation into the Single Body, for example
the Pembrokeshire Biodiversity Partnership. In addition a
number of authority functions involve the role of CCW, EAW
and FC in their regulatory capacity. This response is in
relation to those functions proposed for transfer to the Single
Body for which PCC has a County wide interest, or for
planning, in relation to the PCC Local Planning Authority
area (ie excluding the national park). PCC would expect the
arrangements for a single Body to result in: A significant
improvement in coherence of approach to delivering
sustainable development, « Improved service to business, with
a more timely, holistic and coherent approach to assessing the
potential constraints to development ¢ reduced risk of
detriment to the natural environment / biodiversity ¢
optimising opportunities to improve the economy of the
county PCC has concerns that e streamlining services /
striving for cost savings may result in a reduction in capacity



environmental body for Wales?:

Question 2: In developing our proposals
for the body, are there additional
measures we could take to address the
concerns we have identified in section
2.4 or any other concerns which you
have?:

to respond to planning and conservation matters leading to
consequential brakes on the planning system and increased
uncertainty for developers ? « A recent review in England
(DEFRA, 2012 03) has identified a number of measures to
achieve the more effective implementation of the Habitats
Regulations to improve decision making: this could usefully
be a consideration for the Single Body. PCC is broadly
supportive of the WG proposal, but has a number of concerns
that it would wish to see addressed: « Democratic
accountability should balance Ministerial accountability with
local scrutiny, « transparency of decision making, with
mechanisms founded on sustainable development required for
conflict resolution between different aspects of the Single
Body’s work; « Continued assistance is needed to support
local biodiversity, countryside and sustainable communities; ¢
Close co-operation will be required with local government to
ensure clarity of roles and responsibilities within an
integrated public service approach; « Functional efficiency
will be required to ensure timely delivery of integrated
services, particularly those that input into local government
decision making on land use planning, emergency planning,
community engagement and environmental protection; ¢
Particular emphasis will be needed in translating the
‘ecosystems services’ approach into community
understanding.

Co-ordinated input to planning and environmental protection
decision making will be very welcome, but it will be
important that such co-ordination doesn’t come at the cost of
timeliness of response. The new organisation will require
sufficient resources to meet the demands placed on it.
Communication within the new body must be sufficiently
effective and efficient to achieve holistic responses to
planning consultations within existing time constraints and
without risk of conflicting advice Fundamental principle
should be no detriment to the environment Choices over the
location of the offices of the new body could have a
significant impact on local economies and on access to
specialist advice, particularly in response to emergency
planning. Relevant local authorities will need to be kept fully
involved in any such decisions and may be able to assist, for
example in co-location of staff.



Question 3: What are your views on this
phased approach? How could we
improve on it?:

Question 4: Do these proposals provide
a good basis for the principal aim and
strategic outcomes of the body? How
could they be improved?:

Question 5: What are your views on the
approach to the delivery framework?:

Question 6: Are the functions described
in tables 1 to 3 a reasonable summary of
those required? How could they be
improved?:

Question 7: What are your views on our
proposals for changes to Welsh
Government functions, including
Marine and Wildlife Licensing and Tree
and Plant Health? How could they be
improved?:

Question 8: Do you agree with the
proposals for co-ordination of Welsh
Government investment in
environmental research? How could we
improve them?:

Question 9: Do you agree with the
proposals about the status, governance
and accountability of the new body? Is
there any way we could improve the
proposed arrangements?:

The full engagement of stakeholder and partners will be
required to inform decision making on evolving legislation.
Adequate transitional arrangements will be required for «
phased amendments to legislation: eg that implementation of
any new legislation impacting on Local Development Plans
could be incorporated into the programmed review of the
Plan, rather than causing delay to its initial preparation or
prompting an un-planned review. ¢ Implementation of
strategies, such as the planned Water Strategy.

Explicit reference is needed to: « the intrinsic value of
biodiversity « a commitment to furthering the principles of
sustainable development « the application of the aim of the
strategic outcomes to land and sea.

Clear measurable outcomes are needed, with a transparent
monitoring framework, together with Stakeholder views to
inform the proposed remit letter and quinquennial review.

The tables could be improved by alignment with the aims and
strategic outcome, to better identify gaps in delivery, such as
economic opportunities arising from the ecosystems services
approach.

Consolidation of licensing into the Single Body would be a
significant and welcome rationalisation, with added clarity for
those seeking licences. The issues raised in relation to badger
licensing are not considered sufficient as to justify the
retention of this aspect of licensing by WG. Rather it is just
one example of the wider potential for internal conflict of
interest within the Single Body which demonstrates the need
for clear separation within the organisation of operational and
regulatory functions, the need for clear conflict resolution
mechanisms and the need for transparency / external scrutiny.

Co-ordination of WG investment in research could be
improved by the establishment of a stakeholder research
advisory group to inform identification of research priorities.

The proposals are broadly agreed, subject to noting the need
for local government involvement in the process of
establishing the new body and representation on the Board of
the SB. Governance arrangements should be locally
responsive and subject to LG scrutiny at the local level,
complementing the central scrutiny on behalf of the Minister.



Question 10: Have you any views on
the approach we propose for the new
body in relation to its stakeholder
arrangements? How might we improve
the approach?:

Question 11: What are your views on
the aspects of the regulatory
arrangements?:

Question 12: If you have any related
issues which we have not specifically
addressed, please use this space to
report them:

Clarity is needed with regard to the role and spatial extent of
local committees as standing committees; Stakeholder input
into research /evidence base preparation would improve
credibility; The Single Body should feed in to a development
team approach to economic regeneration planning and
environmental protection, sub-regionally and locally, taking
responsibility for its contribution to the timeliness of decision
making.

There needs to be clear functional separation within the
organisation to separate out operational and regulatory
functions. Full transparency in respect of self-permitting will
be crucial.



From: Andy Limbrick [andy.limbrick@energy-uk.org.uk]

Sent: 02 May 2012 18:24
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Subject: ENERGY UK RESPONSE TO CONSULTATION ON "NATURAL RESOURCE WALES -
PROPOSED ARRANGEMENTS FOR ESTABLISHING AND DIRECTING A NEW BODY FOR
THE MANAGEMENT OF WALES' NATURAL RESOURCES"

Attachments. EnvC92-12 Energy UK Response to Welsh Govt Consultation on Natural Resources
Wales 02-05-12 final.doc

Dear Ms Moss,

Please find attached our response to the above consultation.
Yours sincerely,

Andy Limbrick

Environment Consultant
Tel: +44 (0)20 7930 9390

Description:

EUK loaoCMYK
www.enerqy-uk.org.uk

Follow us on Twitter: www.twitter.com/energyukcomms

Charles House
5-11 Regent Street
London SWL1Y 4LR
United Kingdom

Energy UK is the trading name of the Association of Electricity Producers Limited, a company limited by
guarantee, registered in England & Wales, Company Registration No 2779199. Registered office Charles
House, 5-11 Regent Street, London SW1Y 4LR

AEP hasm erged w ith the ERA and UKBCSE to becom e Energy UK.

This message and any attachments are confidential and should only be read by those to whom they are
addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact us, delete the message from your
computer and destroy any copies. Any distribution or copying without our prior permission is prohibited.
Internet communications are not always secure and therefore Energy UK does not accept legal
responsibility for this message. The recipient is responsible for verifying its authenticity before acting on
the contents. Any views or opinions presented are solely those of the author and do not necessarily
represent those of Energy UK.



EnvC 92/12

Energy UK Response to Welsh Government Consultation on
“Natural Resources Wales — Proposed Arrangements for Establishing and
Directing a New Body for the Management of Wales’ Natural Resources”.

2 May 2012
About Energy UK

Energy UK represents a wide spectrum of interests across the sector. This includes small, medium and
large companies working in electricity generation, energy networks and gas and electricity supply, as
well as a number of businesses that provide equipment and services to the industry.

We appreciate the opportunity to contribute to this consultation. Our responses to the individual
consultation questions are set out below, followed by some general comments on issues that are not
addressed within any of the specific consultation questions.

Consultation Questions

Q1. What are your views on our proposal to deliver more integrated management by bringing the
three bodies together and creating a single environmental body for Wales?

Energy UK welcomes the proposals in principle. We consider that by taking an overall view based on a
properly defined ecosystem approach giving sufficient weight to economic, social and cultural as well as
ecological and wider environmental factors, the single environmental body (hereinafter the “Single
Body”) will be able to make a substantial positive contribution to sustainable development in Wales.
This applies especially to development management, working closely with local planning authorities and
the expanded Planning Inspectorate (including the latter in its role as successor to the Infrastructure
Planning Commission).

To achieve this will require the Welsh Government and the Single Body to develop an integrated policy
position which balances economic, environmental (including ecological), cultural and social objectives.
This in turn requires a culture change from the predecessor bodies (especially CCW). CCW has often
appeared institutionally opposed to development, especially (but not only) in the case of onshore wind
power. In our view, such a policy position is not compatible with the proposed role of the Single Body.

The focus of the Single Body (and its remit from the Welsh Government) needs to be on delivery of
ecosystem services in both the short and the long term to people and businesses in Wales, rather than
on conservation for its own sake. This is an active role, which will need to be discharged mainly by
guiding, facilitating and regulating the activities of others, rather than a purely reactive regulatory role.
The Single Body needs to facilitate the delivery of ecosystem services and their sustainable use by
business and the community, while meeting the relevant specific legal requirements (such as those of
the Habitats Directive).
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A major challenge for the Single Body will be to strike the right balance between duties and priorities so
that compliance with narrow statutory duties (e.g. the protection of European Protected Species) is
delivered without frustrating the achievement of the Single Body’s wider ecosystem services delivery
and sustainable development responsibilities. In this respect, the Single Body will need to allocate fair
and appropriate resources to environmental (including ecological) research and protection,
development case work and licence compliance work.

Q2. In developing our proposals for the body, are there additional measures we could take to address
the concerns we have identified in section 2.4 or any other concerns which you have?

It is critical to the success of the Single Body that it resolves internally any conflicts between policies and
priorities of its constituent units and presents externally a single united position and co-ordinated
responses to developers, planning authorities (including National Park authorities) and other
stakeholders. This co-ordination is often lacking, even within Environment Agency Wales, at present.
Officers of the new body liaising with developers and local authorities need to have the responsibility
and the necessary discretion and authority to mediate in a timely manner between conflicting
requirements from its constituent parts, when contributing to development plans and responding to
development proposals.

It is also of the utmost importance to the energy sector that the Single Body adopts an open and
constructive approach to the provision of consistent environmental regulation across the UK. For
example, Energy UK has expended considerable effort in the last year to bring together environmental
regulators from England & Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland to develop a UK-wide approach to the
regulation of large combustion plants under the Industrial Emissions Directive. We would wish to see
representatives of the Single Body participating in such discussions in future with the same spirit of co-
operation and common purpose.

In addition to the concerns about potential conflicts of interest between the Single Body’s operational
and regulatory roles, we have concerns about the potential conflict between its roles as a regulator and
as a landed proprietor of the Welsh forest estate.

In particular, it is our view that FCW's Wind Energy Programme (WEP) should ideally be kept outside the
Single Body and be managed by the Welsh Government (who are in effect landowner and beneficiary of
revenue should wind farms be built on the Welsh forest estate). This would eliminate, or at least move
to an ‘arm’s length position' the potential for conflicts of interest between the roles of landowner and
environmental regulator. Should the WEP be separated from the regulatory functions of the three
predecessor bodies, we would expect to see as a consequence a more ‘directive’ approach to the Single
Body to facilitate wind farm development on the forest estate on the part of the Welsh Government and
a commensurate reduction in bureaucracy.

In this context, we welcome the proposal to allocate dedicated policy resources to forestry within the
Welsh Government. We would suggest that the role of “proprietor” setting policy for the Welsh forest
estate, as distinct from the role of “operational manager” of that estate, should reside with the Welsh
Government itself.

Q3. What are your views on this phased approach? How could we improve on it?

The phased approach is a practical way forward given the timescales required for the legislative and

other changes needed to give full effect to “Sustaining a Living Wales”.
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The Single Body is being set up before the ecosystem approach foreshadowed in “Sustaining a Living
Wales” is fully incorporated in legislation and Welsh Government policy. However, the key role of the
Single Body, beyond the very short term, will be to interpret and implement that approach, balancing
competing calls on ecosystem resources. In these circumstances, it is critical that an institutional culture
of delivery and facilitating delivery of ecosystem services to its customers (i.e. businesses, local
communities and the general public) is established in the Single Body from the outset. Strong and
decisive leadership of the Single Body and consistent policy direction and guidance from the Welsh
Government will be essential to establish this culture in the Single Body from the start.

The existing approaches and cultures within the individual constituent bodies are not entirely
appropriate for the intended role of the Single Body. They should not be allowed to become
institutionalised in the Single Body by default, during the interim period before the new policy and
legislative frameworks governing its functions are in place.

There remains considerable doubt and scope for debate about what is meant by an *“ecosystem
approach”. Simply because of its name, it is apt to be interpreted as meaning that priority is to be given
to the protection of natural habitats and species to the exclusion of all other requirements. It needs to
be clearly understood that this approach includes facilitating sustainable economic development and
the sustainable use of natural resources. In this regard, we would specifically ask that in Section 4.1 of
the consultation document, the reference to “developing our natural assets” should include renewable
energy, which Wales has in abundance.

Q4. Do these proposals provide a good basis for the principal aim and strategic outcomes of the
body? How could they be improved?

As noted in our response to Question 1 above, we consider that the Single Body should focus on delivery
and facilitating delivery of ecosystem services both now and in the long term. The conservation of
ecosystems per se should be viewed as an important means to that end, rather than as the over-riding
end in itself. We therefore suggest that the proposed aim of the Single Body should be re-phrased as
follows to put the focus clearly on the delivery of benefits from Wales’ natural resources:

“To deliver benefit to the people and economy of Wales both now and in the long term through the
maintenance, improvement, development and efficient sustainable use of Wales’ natural resources.”

We consider that the stated strategic outcomes give insufficient weight to economic benefits and the
sustainability of local communities, whether in urban or rural settings. We would therefore suggest
splitting outcome (1) into the following:

(1a) Contribute to the economic viability of Wales as a whole and of the communities within Wales;

(1b) Contribute to protecting public safety and promoting: public health, social and environmental well-
being, and outdoor recreation.

Outcome (4) should positively encourage sustainable beneficial use of natural resources, especially
genuinely renewable resources.
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Outcome (5) could be construed as seeking only to mitigate and adapt to the effects of climate change.
It should make clear that the Single Body should contribute to minimising the emissions causing climate
change. Minimising such emissions generally would help mitigate the pressures on habitats and species
brought about by accelerated climate change, although such mitigation cannot be achieved by action in
Wales alone. Emissions contributing to climate change must be minimised without compromising
outcome (1a).

Q5. What are your views on the approach to the delivery framework?

We strongly support the mechanisms set out in Section 4.5, especially the Annual Remit Letter and the
detailed Financial Memorandum. There should be processes to scrutinise the Single Body’s behaviour
and performance in line with these mechanisms. This would be an appropriate role for a committee of
the Assembly, but any such committee would need to have the supporting resources to carry out
reviews and investigations at all levels of the Single Body’s activities.

There should also be a process to allow the Single Body’s customers (in the widest sense of the term) to
challenge behaviour or performance (or lack of performance) which appears to be inconsistent with the
Single Body’s remit. This mechanism should preferably provide for such challenges to be referred to an
independent ombudsman. Any such process should be primarily to deal with situations where the Single
Body appears to be failing to implement its remit, including in its operational capacities and as a landed
proprietor. It should not provide a route for applicants or third parties to challenge specific licensing or
consent decisions of the Single Body, for which statutory processes for appeal to the Welsh Ministers
should remain, or be established where they do not already exist.

Q6. Are the functions described in Tables 1 to 3 a reasonable summary of those required? How could
they be improved?

There is some overlap and some inconsistency in the way areas of work are described and associated
examples are expressed in Table 1. In particular the phrase “Environmental Permitting Regulations”
includes several other items such as discharge consents. This could be rationalised.

Liaison with local planning authorities will be a very important means by which the Single Body can
discharge its remit. In Table 1 this appears under several headings to which it is relevant, but only
incidentally in each case (e.g. reducing the effect of pollution etc., climate change mitigation and
adaptation, conservation etc. of ecosystems, conservation etc. of landscapes etc., among others). Input
to town and country planning and development management should be viewed as a function of the
Single Body in its own right. It should be made clear that the Single Body has a role in providing advice
and input to both the development planning and development management processes. In the latter
case it needs to include providing coordinated advice and input to prospective developers, as well as to
local authorities, and this needs to be made absolutely clear.

There is a mention of the Infrastructure Planning Commission (now subsumed in the expanded Planning
Inspectorate) in Table 1 as a body to which the Single Body will provide advice. However there is no
explicit indication of the effect of the establishment of the Single Body on the consultation
arrangements for Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects under the Planning Act 2008. Logically,
consultation with the Single Body should replace consultations with the Environment Agency, CCW and
the Forestry Commission in relation to projects in or affecting Wales, and we would support this
approach.
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It must also be clear that the Single Body will be the appropriate nature conservation body, in relation to
Wales, within the meaning of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended).
The effect on the consultation arrangements for cross-border projects and projects in either England or
Wales having cross-border effects does however need to be fully thought through and defined. We
would request the opportunity to comment on proposals for these and other cross-border
arrangements which are not yet fully defined.

There is no mention of Forestry Commission Wales’ Wind Energy Programme, neither is there any
mention of the role of the Single Body in delivering UK and Welsh Government energy policies. Both of
these should be included.

Under “Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation”, “Renewable Energy Programmes” are mentioned.
The Single Body should not normally develop and operate renewable energy projects such as wind farms
and hydro schemes on its own account, but should facilitate their delivery by the market and work with
the market to develop renewable energy opportunities on Welsh Government land including the Welsh
forest estate.

Q7. What are your views on our proposals for changes to Welsh Government functions, including
Marine and Wildlife Licensing and Tree and Plant Health? How could they be improved?

Energy UK supports the transfer of the Welsh Government’s marine licensing functions to the Single
Body, with appellate functions remaining with the Welsh Ministers. If possible, the existing recently
established Marine Consents Unit should be transferred as a whole to the new body; it is important not
to disrupt its functioning or lose the experience and expertise it has gained so far, often with the direct
assistance of applicants.

With regard to wildlife licensing generally, we have no objection to the proposal to concentrate these
functions in the Single Body. The present division of responsibilities is both unnecessary and confusing.

In the special case of badger licensing, we would support the concentration of this function in either the
Welsh Government or the Single Body: it should not continue to be divided.

We would support the abolition of all Internal Drainage Boards in Wales and the transfer of their
functions to the Single Body. This should significantly simplify obtaining the necessary consents for
works such as cable routes or gas pipelines which may need to pass through an IDB area and whose
construction may affect watercourses in that area.

Q8. Do you agree with the proposals for co-ordination of Welsh Government investment in
environmental research? How could we improve them?

It is important that maximum benefit is obtained from all investment in environmental research and to
this end continued co-operation between the relevant Government departments and agencies in all
parts of the UK, including the Single Body, is essential to avoid duplication of effort.

We note with some concern that it is a “key priority for the Welsh Government” for the Single Body to

take the opportunity to gather evidence of environmental issues on the ground in Wales to inform
interventions. While we support the principle of gathering and recording environmental data, it has
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been our experience that developers of major projects are frequently expected to undertake (and pay
for) very extensive environmental surveys, whether by way of baseline surveys to inform environmental
impact assessment, or ongoing environmental monitoring. It is developers’ perception that these
surveys, especially those required by CCW and those for offshore projects, have been required as much
to advance underlying environmental knowledge as for the purposes of the particular project. The
provision of this survey data therefore often amounts to what would be described, in a town and
country planning context, as “planning gain”. The Single Body should not seek or be encouraged to seek
to use conditions of licences, permits or planning permissions in this way, unless it is strictly necessary to
confirm the predictions of an Environmental Statement or to resolve a specific scientific uncertainty
directly relevant to the project. Requirements for environmental monitoring should be limited to those
which are reasonably necessary for the purposes of the particular development(s) in question, including
for the purposes of effective enforcement of consent conditions.

In areas of particular environmental sensitivity, especially where there are several industrial activities in
close proximity to one another that are required to undertake background environmental monitoring as
a condition of their permits, there may be an advantage in setting up a local non-statutory joint group to
co-ordinate environmental monitoring between the Single Body, local authorities, industry and possibly
other local stakeholders. This would allow environmental monitoring activities to be co-ordinated, and
the results to be pooled among the group’s members. A group of this type (the Milford Haven Waterway
Environmental Surveillance Group) already covers the Milford Haven waterway. A group along these
lines might provide a suitable model for some other areas (not necessarily coastal) where industrial and
ecological interests interact. The Single Body should consider promoting the establishment of such
arrangements where they are deemed appropriate.

Q9. Do you agree with the proposals about the status, governance and accountability of the new
body? Is there any way we could improve the proposed arrangements?

We support these arrangements and in addition would like to see the suggestions included in our
response to Q5 above implemented.

Q10. Have you any views on the approach we propose for the new body in relation to its stakeholder
arrangements? How might we improve the approach?

We agree that over-prescriptive and inflexible statutory local and /or special purpose committee
arrangements are best avoided. However local engagement by the Single Body will be essential. Any
local committees which are established should include representatives of businesses in the locality
concerned.

The Single Body should take advantage of, and participate in, existing established non-statutory local co-
ordination and consultation arrangements, where these are relevant to its work.

Please also refer to comments made under Q8 above about establishing local non-statutory joint groups
to co-ordinate environmental monitoring between the Single Body, local authorities and industrial
interests where appropriate, on the model of the Milford Haven Waterway Environmental Surveillance
Group.
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Q11. What are your views on these aspects of the regulatory arrangements?

We consider that the constituent bodies are currently too fragmented: even within individual bodies
different specialist groups tend to act in isolation. The present arrangements would be unlikely to meet
the aspirations of the last paragraph of Section 6.6.3. Too often responses from the Environment Agency
Wales (for example) to planning applications or consultations on proposed developments comprise a
disparate set of specific, but unconnected and sometimes mutually contradictory requirements and
requests. In some CCW responses it is not clear which points reflect serious concerns and which do not
(and which hitherto unrecorded or spurious considerations cause “scope creep”).

It is critical that the decisions of the Single Body itself, and its inputs to the determination of planning
permissions and other consents granted by local authorities and other agencies, are transparent and
demonstrate objective and evidence-based decision making. Where there is genuine scientific
uncertainty, the Single Body should address this reasonably and pro-actively using a risk-based
approach. This is particularly relevant to assessments under the Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations, where there can be very tenuous links to potential impacts on species, or concerns about
impacts on Natura 2000 sites which are clearly marginal to the assessment due to distance from the
proposed development.

We strongly support the concept of a Decision Document, but this should not become so lengthy and
detailed that its preparation itself becomes a bureaucratic barrier to timely determination of
applications. A similar document explaining the Single Body’s reasons for its views, should also be
provided in response to consultations from local planning authorities on planning applications etc.,
except in the most trivial of cases. This is especially important where the Single Body objects to a
planning application, where it would also be helpful to all parties if the Single Body would indicate which
of its points it would defend in the event of an appeal or a call-in (including at a public inquiry if
necessary) and which it would not.

General Comments

Powers to make Charges

The consultation document makes no specific reference to the powers of the Single Body to charge for
its services. We have a concern that the Single Body might have more general powers to make charges
than the predecessor bodies do at present. We wish to see confirmation that the principle of not
conferring additional powers on the Single Body at the outset will extend also to its ability to charge for
its services.

We would urge the Welsh Government to clarify beyond all doubt that the provision by the Single Body
of all statutory services, such as consultee responses etc, should not be subject to any charges. Any
consideration of charges, which will further increase costs for developers, would need to be limited to
discretionary services considered against firm deliverables and/or an enhanced level of service, which
would be offered as an option for developers to choose to use or not.

Charging for consultations and pre-application advice, including meetings, places an administrative
burden upon business which increases the cost to business of the imposition of charges far beyond the
amounts of the charges themselves. In the case of the Single Body it could also inhibit and delay
engagement between the Single Body and the business community in relation to new developments.
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This would run contrary to the achievement of the purposes of the Single Body as we see them (see
responses to Questions 4 and 6 above) given the importance of the Single Body’s co-ordination role.

In circumstances where fees are levied currently, the rationalisation associated with the formation of
the Single Body should result in economic benefits to all, including a reduction in charges.

The importance of timely decision making

The establishment of the Single Body offers the opportunity to simplify the process for scrutinising
proposals and determining a variety of consent applications for the implementation and, where
relevant, the operation of a wide range of proposed developments. This offers the opportunity for
reductions in cost, delay and uncertainty of outcome which should substantially benefit developers and
increase the attractiveness of Wales as a location for investment, with consequent benefits to the Welsh
economy, without any detriment to the environment or to the quality of decision making.

These benefits will not be realised if appropriate reasonable timescales for the consideration and
analysis of projects, consultation responses and determination of consent and permit applications
generally by the Single Body are not clearly prescribed and adhered to. In the case of major applications
this applies as much to each of the main stages of the determination process as to the final decision.
Current experience is that where there are statutory timescales laid down, they are frequently not
adhered to.

A key part of the focus of the Single Body must be on delivery, particularly in relation to the Single
Body’s input to consent processes to the prescribed timescales. Where additional time is genuinely
needed, this should be agreed with the developer and other interested parties at the outset and
adhered to thereafter.

Notes

The views expressed in this consultation document may not always reflect those of all members of
Energy UK, but will most likely be a consensus position.

Contact details

Andy Limbrick
Environment Consultant
Energy UK

Charles House

5-11 Regent Street
London SW1Y 4LR

Tel: 020 7930 9390
andy.limbrick@energy-uk.org.uk
www.energy-uk.org.uk
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From: Leighton Jenkins [L eighton.Jenkins@chi.org.uk]
Sent: 11 May 2012 15:08

To: SEB mailbox

Subject: CBI response: clarification

Attachments. sebresponse 2012.pdf; ATT3611737.txt; ATT3611738.htm

Apologies, due to illness and a clerical error, we attached the wrong document as our response to your
consultation. Please find attached the right version. It differs in some key places from the version you
received.

Kind regards
Leighton

Leighton Jenkins MScEcon LLB AKC
Assistant Director and Head of Policy
CBI Wales/Cymru

02920977600
WwWw.chi.org.uk/wales

Twitter: @CBICymru

Description: Description: Description: cid:image001.png@01CCCFAS5.9A1C6F50

Description: Description: cid:image001.png@01CCDB68.31F95F90
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May 2012

Single Environment Body

The development of a Single Environment Body is an opportunity to recast the relationship
with industry, creating a closer, more co-operative and effective relationship in the interests
of sustainable development. The goal for the Welsh Government should be clear: the
creation of a streamlined, cost efficient single-voice regulatory body that will help business
and others deliver more for Wales and its people.

Introduction

CBI Wales welcomes this opportunity to respond to the
consultation on the creation of a new body for the
management of Wales’ natural resources. The CBI is the
UK’s leading business organisation, representing some
240,000 businesses that together employ about a third of
the private sector workforce. In Wales we represent the
country’s biggest employers, including 75% of anchor
companies and a range of growth SMEs. The CBI is the main
business organisation working with the Welsh Government
to deliver a more competitive business environment.

For the private sector to drive economic recovery in the
wake of a shrinking public sector, Wales must be an
attractive place to build a business and create jobs.
Therefore all policies must be measured against their
capacity to support private sector growth.

The implications of the new Single Environment Body for
business are likely to be significant so is critical that the
Welsh Government gets this process right. This is a once in
a generation opportunity to recast the relationship with
industry.

The creation of a new body brings with it:
e anew remit

e anew culture

e anew legal framework

® anew governance structure

* anew strategy

The outcome of this process will tangibly change the way
companies operate and their relationship with the
environment.

For the CBI the four key aspects of this process are:

e Forging a new relationship with business

e maintaining operational independence of the new body
o Clarity and certainty on regulatory powers

e An effective Natural Environment Framework



2 Natural Environment Framework: CBI response

Given the weak state of the UK economy, the goal for the
Welsh Government should be clear: the creation of a
streamlined, cost efficient single-voice regulatory body that
will help business and others deliver economic growth for
Wales. The new body should take a proactive role in
supporting business fulfil its environmental duties while
enabling a stronger economy.

The CBI believe the Welsh Government is right to state in
the consultation document that the new body must “..
ensure value for money and achieve the best outcomes for
all the people of Wales and our economy.” This is the litmus
test that many in business will use to determine the success
or otherwise of the new body. The CBI and its members are
keen to be an active partner in supporting and helping to
shape the new body’s creation and operation.

Culture

The right culture of the new body is of fundamental
importance. Out of the three organisations, the Countryside
Council has had a particularly difficult relationship with
parts of the private sector. The Environment Agency in
contrast is seen by most as having succeeded in creating a
strong partnership with business. The ethos of the new
organisation therefore is of vital importance, as it will
determine the kind of relationships it forges with the
private sector.

Leadership

The senior management of the new organisation,
particularly the chair and the CEO, will play a fundamental
role in shaping the culture, direction and ultimate success of
the organisation. The CBI believes the new board should be
led by a person with high-level business experience in
change management.

We advocate a PLC-type board made up of nine people, a
mixture of directors and non-executive directors. A bigger
board, divided by sectoral interests would not work. There
are many other and better ways of securing sectoral buy-in
which should be explored.

One voice

There are clear benefits of one organisation speaking on
issues with one voice. The CBI supports this approach with
some caveats. The new body will have significantly stronger
powers to influence environmental policy than before. As a
result, the process for determining “consistent views on
issues and proposals” must be a thought through and
inclusive process with a strong evidence base that embraces
business principles, not just environmental ones.

Maintaining the benefits of a level playing field

The CBI believes it is right that Wales has a new
environmental body that is able to “focus on Wales’
priorities, opportunities and challenges reflected in Welsh
legislation and policy.” Policy of interest to Wales derives
from the Assembly, Westminster and Europe.

The CBI believes that the Welsh Government must commit
to fully consult with business before they substantially
change the new body’s processes.

Currently, a significant amount of Environment Agency
activity is the same in England and Wales and the benefits
of this level playing field are significant. Implementing
Wales-only processes just because we can should not be the
guiding principle. As this will have significant implications
for business. Only where the new process can be shown to
add value for business and the environment (either through
a more efficient or cost effective process) should the Welsh
Government proceed with it. The new body should
maintain close working links with Nature England at all
levels.

Operational independence

Independence of the new single environment body will be
critical. It will need to provide a long-term vision for
industry regulation in Wales, enabling businesses to plan
with confidence. A natural environment framework or
Single Environment Body subject to frequent changes by
different Welsh Governments will damage business
confidence and impede companies’ ability to invest for the
long-term. The importance of certainty also applies to the
current process. Now that a firm commitment to its
creation has been expressed, the single environment body
must be delivered quickly and effectively. The Government
must work hard to ensure the organisations continue to
deliver and do not turn inward.

New powers

Clarification is needed from the Welsh Government over
rumours that the new body may have additional powers to
implement additional Wales-only duties on industry. If this
is the case, the Welsh Government must be clear under
what circumstances such powers will be used, what level of
pre-consultation will be required and what steps will be
taken to ensure industry has sufficient time to prepare for
the new duties.

Natural Environment Framework

While outside this consultation, the Natural Environment
Framework must not be forgotten in this process. The
framework will set a new approach to the management of
our environment. The right framework could significantly
improve the Welsh environment while enabling Welsh
business to grow. It should complement not constrict the
Welsh Government’s forthcoming ‘Infrastructure and
Investment Plan’. As the Environment Agency stated in their
evidence to the Environment and Sustainability Committee



3 Natural Environment Framework: CBI response

last week, key to the success of the new body will be its
ability to get ‘the most appropriate development in the
right place, not only for the environment but also the
economy and people.’

Proactively help business grow

The CBI strongly believes there is a real opportunity for the
new body to lead the way in pro-actively helping industry
grow sustainably. We see a key function of the new
organisation is more actively engaging with business to
inform them of the suitability (or otherwise) of potential
business and industrial locations. This kind of pro-active
intelligence, inputted at a formative stage in a business
development cycle, could significantly improve the
perception of Wales as a place to do business.

If handled correctly, this would turn into a win-win for
business and the Welsh Government’s sustainable
development aspirations. The CBI is keen to work with the
Welsh Government, and known experts like the Office of
the Sustainable Development Commissioner, to feed into
this process.

The new body’s pro-active role could include:

e Prioritising their input into key planning or permitting
applications by implementing challenging turn-around
times for SEB staff

e |dentifying areas where industrial developments (e.g.
where wind farms should be ideally placed)

e Appointing a named relationship manager within the
SEB who would remain the lead business contact
through key processes (such as permitting or planning
applications).

We are pleased the Welsh Government have identified that
a new body would improve ‘outcomes for business and the
economy’ by 25%. This statistic should be broken down into
more meaningful operational areas and inputted into the
new organisations’ business plan. Businesses will be
expecting to see a progress report on the 25% figure once
the new body has been fully operational for a year. Too
many times such figures are identified and then not
properly delivered, this could damage the reputation of the
new body and a founding principle upon which it was
created.

Legal Framework

The consultation document rightly raises questions about
the legal framework. The CBI sees two distinct sets of issues.
The first relates to the obvious issues around establishing a
new body. It is unfortunate that the creation of a single new
body requires three Welsh Government Bills (Planning Bill,
Environment Bill, Sustainable Development Bill). Welsh
business will need to understand the legal foundations of
the new body and its powers. A single Bill for a single body

would have been our preferred approach, rather than three
bill with different timeframes and engagement windows.

Secondly, the CBI sees this as a perfect opportunity to look
at the legal framework that underpins the powers of the
new body. While some of the institutional powers will be
tackled, the CBI is unsure to what extent the Welsh
Government will look at operational powers. The CBI would
value a discussion on this point, going forward.

Conclusion

The Welsh Government is changing the way our
environment is managed and protected. While the process
may have begun as a cost-cutting exercise it cannot end
there. This is a once in a lifetime opportunity which if we get
right, could really deliver for the environment, the economy
and its people. The CBI looks forward to continuing to
shape its development.
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From: lan Dutch [lan.Dutch@ceredigion.gov.uk]

Sent: 02 May 2012 19:39

To: SEB mailbox

Subject: Natural Resources Wales - Ceredigion County Council response

Attachments. CCC natural resources wales response may 2012 FINAL.docx
Re: NaturalResourcesW akes’

Thank you for the opportunity of commenting on the Natural Resources Wales
consultation.

| now have pleasure in enclosing comments on behalf of Ceredigion County Council
(these comments have been made at officer level on account of the local authority
elections).

The Council will respond later this month on the Sustaining a Living Wales Green Paper.

In Dutch

Rheolwr yr Arfordir a Chefn Gwlad / Coast and Countryside Manager
Cyngor Sir Ceredigion / Ceredigion County Council
( 01545572148 / 07779 318606

lan.Dutch@ceredigion.gov.uk
www.ceredigion.gov.uk

Ymwadiad:

Er y cymerir pob gofal posib i sicrhau cywirdeb unrhyw wybodaeth a chyngor a roddir yn yr ohebiaeth
hon, ni dderbynnir atebolrwydd am unrhyw golledion a all godi o unrhyw gamgymeriadau sy'n
gynwysedig ac fe'ch atgoffir o'r angen i chi ofyn am gyngor proffesiynol eich hun.

Bwriedir y neges ebost hon, ac unrhyw atodiadau iddi, at sylw'r person(au) y'i danfonwyd atynt yn unig.
Os nad chi yw'r derbynnydd y cyfeiriwyd y neges hon ato ef neu hi, neu'r person sydd gyfrifol am
drosglwyddo'r neges hon iddo ef neu hi, mi ddylech hysbysu'r anfonwr ar eich union. Oni bai mai chi
yw'r person neu gynrychiolydd y person y cyfeiriwyd y neges hon at ef neu hi nid ydych wedi eich



awdurdodi i, ac ni ddylech chi, ddarllen, copio, dosbarthu, defnyddio na chadw'r neges hon nac unrhyw
gyfran ohoni.

O dan y Ddeddf Amddiffyn Data 1998 a Deddf Rhyddid Gwybodaeth 2000 gellir datgelu cynnwys y
negest ebost hon.

Disclaimer:

While reasonable care is taken to ensure the correctness of any information and advice given in this
correspondence no liability is accepted for losses arising from any errors contained in it and you are
reminded of the need to obtain your own professional advice.

The information in this email and any attachments is intended solely for the attention and use of the
named addressee(s). If you are not the intended recipient, or person responsible for delivering this
information to the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately. Unless you are the intended
recipient or his/her representative you are not authorised to, and must not, read, copy, distribute, use or
retain this message or any part of it.

Under the Data Protection Act 1998 and the Freedom of Information Act 2000 the contents of this email
may be disclosed.



Natural Resources Wales: Proposed arrangements for establishing and
directing a new body for the management of Wales’ natural resources

http://wales.gov.uk/consultations/environmentandcountryside/singlebody/?lang=en

Response by Ceredigion County Council:

Question 1: What are your views on our proposal to deliver more integrated
management by bringing the three bodies together and creating a single environmental
body for Wales?

The integration of processes can help achieve positive outcomes. The new
arrangements and systems new body should seek to deliver protection and
enhancement of Wales-wide healthy and diverse ecosystems.

Question 2: In developing our proposals for the body, are there additional measures we
could take to address the concerns we have identified in section 2.4 or any other
concerns which you have?

It is important that the new body has a wide-ranging role; not just regulation, but
encompassing innovation, research, best practice and facilitating action (e.g. through
grant aid and other support to its partners) and generally promoting a vision for the
wise use of Wales’ resources.
Concern that:
= Countryside access (and the positive contribution that makes to the economy,
health and general well-being) is not given sufficient emphasis.
= There should be a commitment rather than an intention to ensure that the money
envisaged being saved by the creation of a single environment body will be
‘reinvested’ in the environment and not used for deficit reduction.
= The new body will be unable to provide a single focus for the management of
natural resources unless its remit includes the management of agri-environment
schemes or marine fisheries.
= |tis important that the simplification of regulation does not mean the removal of
protection for sites important for biodiversity or geodiversity. As stated in the
answer to Q4, the principle aim of the body should be protection and
enhancement of the Welsh environment.
= The EA currently have BAP responsibilities. This should be explicitly transferred
to the new body. There should also be a responsibility to include BAPS within
their core work.

Question 3: What are your views on this phased approach? How could we improve on
it?

A phased approach is required in view of the complex issues that need to be
addressed. The document focusses on the legal / administrative context for achieving
the change; it should also give consideration to operational / practical issues arising
from the proposals.

Transition arrangements will be of importance with regard to partnership working with
local authorities.



Question 4: Do these proposals provide a good basis for the principal aim and strategic
outcomes of the body? How could they be improved?

P18, 4.1: “The new body would have sustainable development as its central principle”.
Sustainable development is the central principle of the WG. The Environment Body
should have protection and enhancement of the environment as its central principle,
thus playing its role in assisting the WG to achieve sustainable development. The
fundamental requirement is an effective / functioning ecosystem and the principal aim
should reflect this. This is the foundation of sustainable development. The alternative
that has been suggested by ‘Natur’ would be suitable, i.e.: “To ensure that Wales has
increasingly resilient and diverse ecosystems that deliver environmental, economic and
social benefits now and in the future.”

Question 5: What are your views on the approach to the delivery framework?

There is a need for both a strategic framework and the capacity for local delivery /
action. A mechanism for independent overview / review of delivery could have merits,
especially during the formative stages of the organization.

Question 6: Are the functions described in tables 1 to 3 a reasonable summary of those
required? How could they be improved?

Other matters that could be referred to in Table 1 are:

= Meeting 2020 biodiversity objectives should be referenced

= Climate change — protection of peat

= Support for the Coed Cymru initiative

= Grant aid to local authorities in respect of ecological / LBAP support

= Implementation of SAC Management Schemes and contribution to the activities
of SAC Relevant Authorities Groups.

= Support provided to the National Access Forum and Local Access Forums

Question 7: What are your views on our proposals for changes to Welsh Government
functions, including Marine and Wildlife Licensing and Tree and Plant Health? How
could they be improved?

No comment

Question 8: Do you agree with the proposals for co-ordination of Welsh Government
investment in environmental research? How could we improve them?

It will be important for the new body to have the freedom to undertake and commission
research as it deems necessary, and not only as directed by WG.. The suggested
approach could restrict the new body from being able to provide independent advice.

Question 9: Do you agree with the proposals about the status, governance and
accountability of the new body? Is there any way we could improve the proposed
arrangements?

The role of independent advisor to the Government (as is currently the case with CCW)
performs a valuable function and this independence should not be diluted or
boundaries between the body and government blurred.



Question 10: Have you any views on the approach we propose for the new body in
relation to its stakeholder arrangements? How might we improve the approach?

Local authorities and LBAP partnerships are key stakeholders and their role in local
delivery should be promoted.

Question 11: What are your views on these aspects of the regulatory arrangements?

No comment.

Question 12: If you have any related issues which we have not specifically addressed,
please use this space to report them.

The body’s role in rights of way and access should be given greater prominence.
The Habitats Regulations (2010) will need amending to define the new body as a
Relevant Authority (also require consideration attention is the inclusion of Welsh
Government and its various departments (i.e. Fisheries Unit, Marine Branch etc)
are included as Relevant Authorities. This would facilitate ensure joined-up
management of the marine environment.
The EA and CCW (along with local authorities) are the main funders of most
RAGs. Without adequate funding to employ an EMS officer to coordinate, drive
and support management of the sites, any proactive management is likely to
cease; adequate funding is required (in cases such as this, savings made in the
establishment of new organisation need to be ‘reinvested’).
How does the ecosystem approach relate to biodiversity action plans? BAPS
provide a valuable mechanism for local conservation delivery at present.
Table 1 has a number of omissions:
o No mention of enforcement functions. This would include felling licences,
discharge permits, abstraction licences, protected species, fisheries etc.
0 Under the climate change function, no mention of carbon sequestration or
peat conservation — a key example
o Under conservation of ecosystem structure and function there is no
mention of biodiversity (and geodiversity) conservation, e.g. many SSSIs
are notified for a single species, which may not have a critical role in
ecosystem function but still of high intrinsic value. Other illustrative
examples which would be useful to include are involvement in BAPS,
RAGS (for European Marine Sites), ecosystem groups, and a role as a
statutory consultee for planning decisions, etc.
o Under providing advice there should be the example of providing advice
on the conservation objectives of marine sites to competent authorities
under Regulation 35 of the Habitats Regulations, 2010.
o No mention of a duty to provide information and advice to the public.

Other comments:

» There is a strong case for locating the new body in the WG offices at Aberystwyth,
where there is more than ample spare capacity (with regional offices in Bangor and
Cardiff). Aberystwyth has been recognised over several years as being a centre for
rural advice and support; FC and CCW are in Aberystwyth and we have HE and
IBERS. The Leader of the County Council has previously conveyed this view acting
in his capacity as Chair of the Aberystwyth Regeneration Board.



= The County Council has worked closely with CCW, EA and FC and has valued the
relationships that have developed since 1996. The Council looks forward to
developing a positive working relationship with the new Single Environmental Body.

= Many environmental outcomes in Ceredigion have been delivered with the support
of CCW, EA and FC. Without this support many initiatives would have not have
been realised and the Council would wish to emphasise the importance of
continuing these partnership / funding arrangements.

Ceredigion County Council
April 2012



From: matthew.roberts@landmarc.defence.gsi.gov.uk
Sent: 02 May 2012 19:53

To: SEB mailbox

Subject: Natural Resources Wales Consultation Response

Attachments: Natural Resources Wales Landmarc Response 020512.pdf
Please find attached our response to the above

Mat Roberts
Head of Ecosystem Services
Landmarc Support Services Ltd

E-mail: matthew.roberts@landmarc.mod.uk

Tel: 01980 636528/ Military 94 325 4618
Cell: 07827 281330

Fax: 01980 636501/ Military 94 235 4619
Web: http://www.landmarcfm.com

Mail: Building 9, Westdown Camp, Tilshead, Wilts, SP3 4RS

This E-Mail and any files transmitted with it are intended for the use of the addressee only and may contain confidential information. If you are not the
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use or dissemination of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you receive this transmission in
error, please notify the sender immediately then delete all copies of this email.

Any views or opinions presented in this E-Mail are solely those of the author and may not represent those of Landmarc Support Services Limited or
the Defence Training Estate.

Warning: Although we have taken reasonable precautions to ensure that no viruses, worms or other malign code are present in this E-Mail, we cannot accept
responsibility for any loss or damage arising from the use of this E-Mail or attachments. Recipients are advised to ensure that their own anti-virus software is
up to date before opening E-Mails.

Landmarc Support Services Limited - Registered in England - Number 4396241 - Registered Address: Capital Tower, 91 Waterloo Road, London SE1 8RT



Our ref: MR/2012/02/05 Landmarc Support Services Limited

Your ref:WG14788 Building 9, Westdown Camp
Tilshead, Wilts
SP3 4RS
Carrie Moss
Living Wales Programme Team Tel 00000 000000
Department of Environment and Sustainable Development Fax 00000 000000
Welsh Government enquiries@landmarcfm.com
Cathays Park
CF10 3NQ

2" May 2012

Dear Ms Moss

Re: Natural Resources Wales: Proposed Arrangements for Establishing and Directing a
New Body for the Management of Wales’ Natural Resources

Landmarc Support Services welcomes the Welsh Governments invitation to comment on
its ambitions to create a single environment body in Wales.

As an integrated facilities management business supporting the Defence Training Estate
(DTE) we provide a safe, sustainable training estate and facilities to meet the
requirements of Defence. We deliver this comprehensive facilities management service
across 8 sites in Wales. These include Sennybridge and Castle Martin Training Areas
and Camps in mid and west Wales and Caerwent, Kimnal Park and Sealand Training
Areas and range complexes in south east and north Wales

Our services include:

e A national booking system to enable military units to book the training facilities they
need.

e Temporary accommodation services to support troops whilst on exercise.

¢ Range and Targetry support services to enable the ranges and training areas to
operate and function.

e Environment, Conservation and Rural Estate Management

e Catering services.

e Management of tenanted properties on the MoD Estate.

In addition, on behalf of the MoD, Landmarc arranges income generating opportunities
(for example motorsport and filming rights) to provide additional revenue for reinvestment
back into the Estate. Further details are available on our website www.landmarcfm.com

Cond/.

Landmarc Support Services Limited — Registered in England — Number 4396241 Partl'IEI'!_- il"l Pﬂiﬁib“ity

Registered Address: Capital Tower, 91 Waterloo Road, London SE1 8RT




Many of the above activities will fall within the scope of the new body and we look forward
to working with it. We support the general idea of a single body, single point of contact,
reduced duplication, lower costs and an integrated service that this proposal promises.

We understand that it is the Welsh Governments ambition to foster a positive relationship
with business in Wales and we feel that the creation of a single body will enable this to
take place.

We have also identified a need for sector leadership in environmental sustainability and
believe that this body will be well placed to achieve this both within Wales and on a wider
stage. Elsewhere the Welsh Government have set out its ambition to lead in the field of
integrated ecosystem management and it is our belief that the creation of this body is
fundamental to achieving this aim.

Business and industry has made significant progress in the practical delivery of
sustainable development through its own operations, its supply chain and in the products
and services offered to its customers. There is significant capacity in the business
community to assist both the Welsh Government and this new body to achieve its
“Sustaining a living Wales” ambitions.

A positive and open attitude to the skills and experience of business that the proposal
outlines will ensure that Wales is an attractive destination for industry to build new and
existing operations.

The opportunities that future markets in ecosystem services and natural capital offers to a
natural resource rich country such as Wales are significant. The effective regulation of
these opportunities, to ensure that they create sustainable economic growth from low
carbon actives, must be the principle focus of the new body. We feel the above point
should be more robustly stated in the establishment of the new body

Whilst we understand the positive view the Welsh Government has towards business we
would like to see this more clearly articulated in the future documents and actions taken
to mobiles the new body. The business sector (not just Landmarc) has the capacity,
experience and appetite to assist The Welsh Government in meeting its needs if asked.

Your Questions

1. We support the proposal for a single environment body provided it reduces
duplication and offers a joined up service that encourages sustainable business
and a level playing field across the UK and Europe.

2. The interests of a wide range of businesses need to be clearly represented in the
governance of the new body. Particular attention must be paid to new business
sectors to ensure an innovation culture is driven throughout the new body.

3. A phased approach is appropriate for business. More importantly is clear and
timely visibility of the ambitions, intentions and actions of the new body.

Cond/.
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4. The aim and strategic outcomes of the new body are excellent. The successful
delivery of them will require significant skill and dexterity in integrated service
delivery across a very wide range of organizations with wildly differing goals. This
is an area where the support sector has significant experience and it is our belief
that The Welsh Government could ensure the success of the new body by seeking
the advice and support of this sector throughout the establishment and operation of
the new body.

5. Early visibly and consultation on the proposed delivery framework will enable our

business and many others to best support the Government ambitions.

We have no additional comment to make on the lists of functions

A single plant and tree health body in Wales will be an advantage to our business

only if has synchronous working arrangements with neighboring governments in

the UK and Europe. Many of the plant health issues our business faces stem from
highly mobile estate users (military & civilian) transferring potentially infected
material from across the UK and Europe.

8. The encouragement of innovation will be critical to the successful transition to a
low carbon Wales. We support the central focus on sustainable solutions that the
creation of the new body will bring. We would like to see the body using challenge
funds that harmonize with R&D tax credits to encourage business innovation
centers to be established in Wales.

9. We believe that slim governance is more effective at creating change. To this end
we would recommend that The Welsh Government consider a board of no more
than 10, with terms of not more than 5 years. Within this group at least half should
be drawn from business and industry.

10.1t is our belief that in the area of natural environment engagement, sector
groupings are more effective than geographical committees. To this end we would
urge the new body to establish sector forums operating under “Chatham House
Rules” to seek views, guidance and support from the sectors that will be covered
by the new body.

11.The general direction of permitting and regulations is supported. Flexible, risk
based regulation that enables rather stifles innovation, change and development is
required to meet the many challenges faced in achieving the Governments vision.

No

The document outlines a commitment to change and an understanding that this change
needs to be rapid and transformational. The business sector has a long track record in
delivering this speed and scale of vision and change. This has not always been true of
the public and NGO sectors. Historically the loudest voices in the environmental sector
have been the NGO community. Whilst we acknowledge that these bodies do excellent
work, most struggle to deliver the levels of investment that will be needed. The same is
true of the levels of risk that will need to be managed through a period of disruptive
change.

Cond/.
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We believe that many businesses not just Landmarc, will take up the challenge and
opportunities the Welsh Government is orchestrating. We wish to see this new body as a
catalyst for action rather than a brake.

We look forward to seeing the outcome of you consultation.
Yours sincerely
Mat Roberts

Head of Ecosystem Services

matthew.roberts@landmarc.mod.uk

Landmarc Support Services Limited — Registered in England — Number 4396241 Partl'IEI'!_- il"l Pﬂiﬁib“ity
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From: Communications [communications@wales.gsi.gov.uk]

Sent: 02 May 2012 19:55
To: SEB mailbox
Subject: SEB Consultation online form

Page used to send this email:

Responses to consultations may be made
public - on the internet or in a report. If you
would prefer your response to be kept
confidential, please tick here:

Your name:
Organisation (if applicable):
Email / telephone number:

Question 1: What are your views on our
proposal to deliver more integrated
management by bringing the three bodies
together and creating a single environmental
body for Wales?:

Question 2: In developing our proposals for
the body, are there additional measures we
could take to address the concerns we have
identified in section 2.4 or any other
concerns which you have?:

Question 3: What are your views on this
phased approach? How could we improve
on it?:

Question 4: Do these proposals provide a
good basis for the principal aim and
strategic outcomes of the body? How could
they be improved?:

Question 5: What are your views on the
approach to the delivery framework?:

/consultations/forms/sebresponse/

(Unchecked)

Fay Sharpley

pyffgwernogle@aol.com

Given that there seem to be no significant savings and
that there are no quantified outcomes, although an
integrated body seems attractive in theory, the proposals
do not seem to have been adequately thought through.

| note that you have declared your intentions to retain the
forest estate, | am not that its management will be
improved or even maintained at its existing low level.
Timber production has a negligible contribution to local
economies and in fact its effect can be negative because
of the constraints imposed by timber operations on
tourism. Similarly with renewable energy projects on the
forest estate - perhaps nationally good, but locally
disastrous.

It looks as if some decisions have already been made and
some systems already put in place. Given the timescales,
this isn't surprising but it does seem to be rather in
contradiction to the process of consultation. How about a
more realistic, open and honest process. Is that too much
to ask in a democracy?

How can | comment on something which has not been
specified ( see Clause 4.4 paragraph 1 which states that
"the statutory purpose will be established....... after
consideration of responses to this consultation”). The
proposals put forward are not grounded in a statutory
purpose for the body and so represent merely a pious
hope.

Seems a bit like the Welsh Government determining what
they want to do with only token consultation.



Question 6: Are the functions described in
tables 1 to 3 a reasonable summary of those
required? How could they be improved?:

Question 7: What are your views on our
proposals for changes to Welsh Government
functions, including Marine and Wildlife
Licensing and Tree and Plant Health? How
could they be improved?:

Question 8: Do you agree with the
proposals for co-ordination of Welsh
Government investment in environmental
research? How could we improve them?:

Question 9: Do you agree with the
proposals about the status, governance and
accountability of the new body? Is there any
way we could improve the proposed
arrangements?:

Question 10: Have you any views on the
approach we propose for the new body in
relation to its stakeholder arrangements?
How might we improve the approach?:

Question 11: What are your views on the
aspects of the regulatory arrangements?:

Question 12: If you have any related issues
which we have not specifically addressed,
please use this space to report them:

Too many aspirations for a centralised body - there
should be more delegation and localism.

Why are some functions which are clearly within the
remit of the SEB retained within WG? (e.g badger
licences)

| would hope that the valuable work undertaken by Forest
Research would be retained.

No. Less centralisation, more independence and clear
accountability to stakeholders (i.e. every tax payer in
Wales).

The existing arrangements are to be discontinued. The
new arrangements will be determined after the new body
Is established so there is no assurance that there will be
any stakeholder arrangements.

It looks as if the Minister has total power. Possibly cost
effective (but not necessarily so if the wrong decisions
are made), probably time effective in terms of getting
things done (hopefully the ‘right’ things) but a distinct
lack of democracy.



From: Adam Rowe [adam.rowe@sewbrec.org.uk]

Sent: 02 May 2012 21:49

To: SEB mailbox

Subject: Response from SEWBReC to Natural Resources Wales consultation on the proposed single
body for the management of Wales’ natural resources

Dear Sir/Madam

Please accept my apologies for the lateness and brevity of this response. | hope it reaches you before
the closure of the consultation.

My details are in the footer at the bottom of this email. | am responding on behalf of the staff and
management of South East Wales Biodiversity Records Centre (SEWBReC), one of the four Local
Records Centres (LRCs) which operate across Wales.

| have not had sufficient time to consider a response to each of the questions as set out in the
consultation, but have decided to give some general comments on the proposal for a Single Body (SB).

From an LRC perspective, we have had mixed experiences of engagement with the three existing
bodies. CCW has been a unstinting and stalwart supporter of LRCs from Day 1 (circa 1998/9 when the
development plan was being put in place for the first LRC in Wales). They have consistently supported,
steered, mentored and funded LRCs, utilised our products and services well and recognised that we
are the best repository and managers for all biodiversity data in Wales, including their own.
Environment Agency Wales has been utilising LRC products for the past three years, but they have not
fully bought into the range of services we offer, nor have they been forthcoming regarding the sharing
of their data for wider benefit. Forestry Commission Wales have, with the exception of one year
(2010/11), utilised a small range of LRC products and services, but we have only really scratched the
surface of what could have been achieved. Funding has been low and agreements have in recent
years been slow and difficult to establish. FCW have not actively shared any of their biodiversity data
with the LRCs over the course of our existence.

| sincerely hope that the SB will enable one significant funding agreement for the Welsh LRCs,
preferably in conjunction with WG (the Pan Wales Agreement which has been discussed, but not
progressed to date), to supply a full range of biodiversity data products and services, as well as to be
fully utilised as data managers and data repository for the large and untapped data reserves of the
current EAW and FCW. Further work is needed to ensure data currently gathered and received by
CCW continues to be integrated into LRC data holdings, as well as to ensure that relevant WG data is
also shared much more readily for public benefit. A single agreement between SB and the Welsh
LRCs will save an enormous amount of administration, however, it is vital that the overall financial
contribution to the LRCs is not reduced (and is preferably increased) as a result of the establishment of
the SB. LRCs are run on a shoestring budget and any attempts to cut our public funding would
jeopardise our very existence. In an ideal world, the LRCs will receive core funding from the SB and in
return the SB will receive the full range of products and services that we are able to offer.

The consultation document makes very few (if any) references to biodiversity data needs of the
proposed SB. LRCs hold a wealth of information on the biodiversity resources of Wales and we hope
that the data we hold will be considered a key part of the evidence-based assessment of future policies
and schemes. We will be responding separately to the Living Wales consultation, but we hope that



LRCs are considered a key stakeholder by the SB in the developing thinking on the implementation of
the ecosystem approach in Wales.

In terms of the practical implementation of the new SB, it is hoped that the ambitious time-scale that
has been set out does not mean that the many vital functions of the current bodies suffer any loss of
priority or focus. One of our concerns is that the vast amount of internal reorganisation that will be
required will prevent the officers of the SB from being in a position to enter into agreements with
outside bodies, such as the LRCs for some time to come. Fortunately CCW and EAW have had the
foresight to enter into new multi-year agreements with the LRCs and it is hoped that FCW wiill follow
suit. This will allow some breathing space for us as the SB will hopefully honour these pre-existing
agreements and be in a position to negotiate the anticipated all-encompassing integrated agreement
with the LRCs prior to the expiry of current agreements.

Finally 1 would like to echo comments from my colleague Roy Tapping of Cofnod, regarding the fact
that the level of practical support and steering we have been receiving from CCW has dramatically
reduced in the past year or so. Regular meetings have been dropped or postponed and not re-
arranged. The focus on CCW staff has clearly been on the SB and indeed key CCW staff have been
seconded to the SB and not adequately replaced. This has impacted on the strategic development of
the four Welsh LRCs. Similarly, partnership working in the biodiversity sector appears to have suffered.
The Wales Environmental Information Forum and Steering Group (which were heavily steered by
CCW) appear to have fizzled out, the Wales Data Sharing Charter has not been rolled-out and
implemented as planned and regular meetings with external bodies such as the NBN Trust seem to
have stopped. It is our sincere hope that the level of engagement by the SB with the LRCs and the
biodiversity data sector in general returns to previous levels as soon as possible and that the work
areas that were being pushed forward by CCW staff are not lost within the SB.

Thank you for considering my comments. Apologies for their slightly rambling nature.
Regards

Adam Rowe

Adam Rowe

Manager, South East Wales Biodiversity Records Centre (SEWBReC)

13 St. Andrew's Crescent, Cardiff, CF10 3DB.

T: 029 2064 1110; F: 029 2038 7354; E: adam.rowe@sewbrec.org.uk

W: www.sewbrec.org.uk; www.lrcwales.org.uk

Find SEWBReC on Facebook: http://www.facebook.conypages/ South-East-Wal es-Bi odi ver sity-Recor ds-Centre/103544599683127?

ref=ts




From :James Walmsley [james__walmsley@hotmail.com]
Sent: 02 May 2012 23:36

To : SEB mailbox

Subject: Consultation Response to NRW WG14766

Attachm ents: Dr James Walmsley response to NRW 2.5.12.docx
Dear Carrie

Please find attached a brief response to the consultation.

Best wishes

James

Dr James Walmsley

Mobile +44 7828 743724

Email james@walmsley.org.uk
Skype jamesdwalmsley



Dr James Walmsley

1/1 Goronwy Street
Gerlan

Gwynedd

LL57 3TS
james@walmsley.org.uk

Carrie Moss

Living Wales Programme Team

Department for Environment and Sustainable Development
Welsh Government

Cathays Park

CF10 3NQ

2" May 2012

Individual response to Welsh Government consultation ‘Natural Resources
Wales’ (NRW) - Proposed arrangements for establishing and directing a
new body for the management of Wales’ natural resources

| welcome the opportunity to comment on this consultation document. Time has got the better of
me hence | only offer my thoughts on Question 1, as my background lies in environmental
assessment and this is where | feel | can make the most valuable contribution to the consultation.

The over-arching ambition of the NRW and the creation of the Single Body are laudable and would
make Wales a world leader in terms of how it enshrines the ecosystem approach through the re-
organisation of its government agencies. Yet | have concerns about how the decision to create a
Single Body has come about, specifically with respect to the principles of environmental assessment.

Yours sincerely,

James Walmsley



Question 1: What are your views on our proposal to deliver more integrated
management by bringing the three bodies together and creating a single
environmental body for Wales?

| have been fortunate enough to have studied the history and development of
environmental assessment, up to and following the landmark US National Environmental
Protection Act (1969). Prior to this, when formulating plans, programmes or projects,
governments often carried out ‘appraisals’, which merely presented what they wanted to
do and how much money it was going to make / save. Alternatives were rarely
considered, opportunities for key stakeholders to engage in the formulation of the plan /
project were absent and little, if any, assessment of the indirect or cumulative impacts
was made. Few would contend with the notion that this was a sensible way to achieve
sustainable development and protect the natural environment. Since then, and
particularly since the enactment of Directives 85/337/EEC 97/11/EC and 2001/42/EC,
huge strides have been made to provide both statutory and non-statutory bodies, as well
as private individuals, with the opportunity to participate and influence decision-making
processes that affect the environment. The UNECE Convention on Access to
Information, Public Participation in Decision-making and Access to Justice in
Environmental Matters has further enshrined the principle that the public should be given
an opportunity to participate in governmental decision-making that relates to both the
local and national environment.

As a member of the European Union, the Welsh Government is required to comply with
European legislation. Directive 2001/42/EC Environmental Assessment of Plans and
Programmes, transposed in Wales as The Environmental Assessment of Plans and
Programmes (Wales) Reqgulations 2004. Indeed, mention to the concept of strategic
environmental assessment is made in 6.6.2 of the consultation document.

Appendix 1 of ‘A Practical Guide to the Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive’
lists those plans and programmes which should be subject to a strategic environmental
assessment under 2001/42/EC. Although a plan to reform those components of
government which are responsible for the environment (i.e. the creation of a Single
Body) is not specifically identified in this appendix, it would seem to me to be best
practice for Welsh Government to at least apply the principles and spirit of Directive
2001/42/EC when considering a reform of such importance.

One of the key elements of Environmental Assessment, whether for the assessment of
plans, programmes or projects, is to consider alternatives, and to communicate these
clearly. Having followed the process leading up to the announcement of the Single Body
on 29.11.11, | am not at all convinced that alternatives have been seriously considered,
including the ‘do nothing’ approach. The impression is that there is a presumption that
all has failed with the existing structures (CCW, EA and FCW operating separately) and
that they must be replaced by a Single Body as soon as possible.

Yet, despite these developments, it appears that the process by which the decision to
establish a Single Body has been arrived at has neglected the spirit and principles of
these initiatives. For example, page 10, section 2.4, clearly states, ‘During the
development of the business case...” which does not give any sense that other
alternatives were given any consideration during discussions with stakeholders.

What is missing from the consultation document, as well as the associated
documentation and communications that | have seen, is any sense that the principles or
spirit of environmental assessment, as enshrined in EU and Welsh legislation, have



been followed during the process by which the landmark decision to establish a Single
Body has been reached.

| confess | am not an expert in case law relating to environmental assessment
(specifically 2001/42/EC), but, reflecting on the nature and magnitude of the
consequences of establishing a Single Body on the environment of Wales, | would be
surprised if such a plan did not fall under the scope of the directive. END



From: Scott, Mike (Environment) [Mike.Scott2 @swansea.gov.uk]

Sent: 03 May 2012 13:23

To: SEB mailbox

Subject: Consultation Response - Natural Resources Wales - Draft Response from Gower AONB
Partnership

Attachments. Natural Resourse Wales - Draft Response - 4 May 2012.pdf
Please find a draft response to the consultation on Natural Resources Wales.

This is in draft form due to complications caused by the current Local Authority elections — we are currently
unable to submit a formal response.
However, | hope to be able to submit a suitably approved response shortly.

We are grateful for your understanding in allowing us to provide a draft response, and to provide a formal
response later.

Many thanks,

Mike Scott,

Gower AONB Team Leader,
City & Council Of Swansea,
Regeneration Department,
Civic Centre,

Oystermouth Road,
Swansea SA1 3SN

01792 635741
07974 798969

Mike.Scott2@Swansea.qov.uk

WWW.swansea.qov.uk/aonb
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This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the
individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify
the administrator on the following address:

administrator@swansea.gov.uk

All communications sent to or from the Council may be subject to recording and/or monitoring in
accordance with relevant legislation



Mae'r e-bost hwn ac unrhyw ffeiliau a drosglwyddir gydag ef yn gyfrinachol ac at ddefnydd yr unigolyn
neu'r corff y cyfeiriwyd hwy atynt yn unig. Os ydych wedi derbyn yr e-bost hwn drwy gamgymeriad,
dylech hysbysu'r gweinyddydd yn y cyfeiriad canlynol:

administrator@swansea.gov.uk

Bydd yr holl ohebiaeth a anfonir at y Cyngor neu ganddo yn destun cofnodi a/neu fonitro yn unol A’r
ddeddfwriaeth berthnasol

KEIEIIIAIIAAIAAAAIAAAAAIAAAALAAAAAAAAAAAALAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAhhiiikik
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CiTYy AND COUNTY OF SWANSEA

DinaAs A SIR ABERTAWE

Please ask for: Mike Scott
Carrie Moss, Gofynnwch am:
Living Wales Programme Team, YA i— (01792) 635741
Department for Environment and  Sustainalpgy,. Mike. Scott2 @swansea.qov.uk
Development, E-Bost: : S
Welsh Government, gyr ge(.-
Cathays Park, in Cyt.
. Your Ref:
Cardiff. Eich Cyf: .
CF10 3NQ Date: 4" May 2012
Dyddiad:

Dear Ms Moss,

Natural Resources Wales — A consultation on the proposed arrangements for
establishing and directing a new body for the management of Wale’s natural

resources.
A RESPONSE ON BEHALF OF THE GOWER AONB PARTNERSHIP

The Gower AONB Partnership brings together local communities, the local authority, interest
groups and national agencies to promote the environmental, social and economic well-being
of the Gower Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty for present and future generations. The
aim of the Partnership is to deliver the statutory purposes of AONB designation, and to
deliver the statutory duties and other requirements in managing the AONB on behalf of its
members.

Our response is brief, and highlights the main area of concern for our members on behalf of
Gower AONB. In addition, the NAAONB have provided a more detailed response on behalf
of the Welsh AONBs, which we also support. The individual members of the AONB
Partnership may also submit responses, highlighting issues of particular concern to
themselves.

As a body which has sustainable development at the core of its work, the Partnership
supports the aims and objectives of the Welsh Government in adopting Sustainable
Development as its central organising principle.

However, we are concerned that “landscape” barely features in the consuitation document —
only being mentioned briefly in Tables 1 & 3. We feel that this puts at risk the whole work of
the Protected Landscapes family (AONBs & National Parks) within Wales. They provide a
wide range of benefits:
e Promoting ecological, social, and economic well-being and sustainable outdoor
recreation
e Furthering the conservation, restoration and enhancement of ecosystems and
landscapes (including cultural)

Regeneration and Housing Department / Adran Adfywio a Thai
Economic Regeneration and Planning / Adfywio Economaidd a Chynllunio
Civic Centre, Oystermouth Road, Swansea SA1 3SN
Canolfan Ddinesig, Heol Ystumliwynarth, Abertawe SA1 3SN
= (01792) 635701 (01792) 635719 =2 Minicom 1800201792835708
B planning@swansea.gov.uk www.swansea.gov.uk

To receive this information in alternativeformat,
please contact the above.

sd—’ % INVESTORS | BUDDSODDWYR | dderbyn yr wybodaeth hon mewn fformat arall,
%_¢ IN PEOPLE | MEWN POBL cysylitweh &'r person uchod.

003
25317-10



e Fostering the sustainable use and management of the landscape (including cultural)
e Contributing to both mitigating and adapting to the effects of climate change

Like all Protected Landscapes, tourism plays a very important part in our local economy. In
2009, 4.1m visitors came to Gower & Swansea Bay, spending £295.9m, and supporting
about 5,400 jobs. The Partnership work to manage the impact this has on the designated
and other sites within Gower.

This includes the following sites and features

5SAC’s, 1 SPA, 3 NNR’s, 25 SSSI's

3LNR’s, 42 SINC’s

78 SAM’s, 128 Listed Buildings, 17 Conservation Areas

2 Landscapes of Outstanding Historic Interest, 5 Historic Parks & Gardens

The European Landscape Convention, which was signed and ratified by the UK Government
on 1% March 2007, outlines some common core principles and actions:

e Putting people — from all cultures and communities — and their surroundings, at the
heart of spatial planning and sustainable development.

e Recognising that landscape exists everywhere, not just in special places, and,
whether beautiful or degraded, is everyone’s shared inheritance.

e Increasing awareness and understanding of landscape and its value, as a unifying
framework for all land-use sectors.

o Promoting a more accessible, integrated and forward looking approach to managing
inherited landscapes and shaping new landscapes.

These commitments are implemented within the context of UK domestic legal and policy
frameworks. The ELC also stresses that landscape is not merely scenery, but links people
with place, culture with nature and past with present. It stresses that landscape has many
values that matter to people (not all tangible), because it is they who create and value the
landscape.

Equally important, the ELC takes a realistic and forward looking view, rather than a
preservationist one: creating future landscapes is regarded as being just as much an aim as
managing sustainably those we have inherited.

The cultural influence on AONBs is recognised by the IUCN’, which has classified AONBs
along with National Parks and Heritage Coasts as Category V Protected Landscapes and
Seascapes. These are defined as ‘a protected area where the interaction of people and
nature over time has produced an area of distinct character with significant ecological,
biological, cultural and scenic value: and where safeguarding the integrity of this interaction
is vital to protecting and sustaining the area and its associated nature conservation and
other values’.

The Welsh AONB’s operate with limited resources (relying very heavily upon grant support
from CCW) yet they have achieved a great deal through active partnerships with the
communities and organisations within their areas. Through an understanding of the
importance of sustainable development, we have worked to protect some of Wales most
precious landscapes, while supporting local communities.

" International Union for Conservation of Nature



Under the Countryside & Rights of Way Act 2000, (Section 85) Public Bodies have a duty to
“have regard to the purposes of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of AONB’s”.

The Gower AONB Partnership would draw your attention to this duty, and the benefits which
landscape provides for the Welsh nation. We consider that the lack of recognition of the
importance of “landscape” within the proposals for the Single Body represent a serious
threat to the Welsh environment and people. We would urge you to look again at the
proposals for the Single Body, recognising that “landscape” must play an important part in
its work.

Yours sincerely l \/( j/\Q/ < O@/éf[‘

Mike Scott
AONB Team Leader

Footnote

This response is currently in draft form, due to complications as a result of the current Local
Authority elections. The Gower AONB Partnership hopes to be able to submit a final version
of this response shortly. )

Although a key member of the Partnership, CCW do not feel that it is appropriate for them
to be part of the response — they do not wish to express any comment.



Single Body Consultation

From: Davies, Natalie G [DAVIENG@CAERPHILLY.GOV.UK]
Sent: 04 May 2012 13:03

To: SEB mailbox

Subject: RE: Single Body Consultation

Attachments: Single Body Natalie Davies Private.doc
Hi Carrie,

Due to ongoing management issues here, | have decided to submit my response as a private resident, if that is OK
with you?

It's still pretty much written from a local authority's point of view though, | just can't claim to represent my
organisation this time.

I've tried to remove the track changes feature, so | hope that doesn't come out in the version you receive.

Good luck with the collation, sounds like it's going to be a busy few months for you.

Kind regards,
Natalie
Living Environment Officer

(01495) 235510

From : Moss, Carrie (DESH) [mailto:Carrie.Moss@Wales.GSI.Gov.UK] On Behalf O £ SEB mailbox
Sent: 04 May 2012 12:11

To : Davies, Natalie G

Subject: RE: Single Body Consultation

Natalie
Apologies, | have only just picked up your email as we have been inundated over the last few days. If you still wish to
respond to the consultation, we are happy to accept responses by today.

Carrie M oss

Adran yr Amgylchedd a Datblygu Cynaliadwy

Department for Environment and Sustainable Development
Llywodraeth Cymru/Welsh Government



Single Body Consultation

Ffon/Tel: 02920 82 5527
e-bost/ e-mail: Carrie.Moss@wales.gsi.gov.uk

From : Davies, Natalie G [mailto:DAVIENG@CAERPHILLY.GOV.UK]
Sent: 02 May 2012 15:56

To : SEB mailbox

Subject: Single Body Consultation

Im portance : High

Dear sir / madam,

We are compiling a response to the Single Body consultation on behalf of Caerphilly county borough council and have a last
minute addition.

We are trying to integrate this as quickly as we can - would you be prepared to accept our response in a day or so, to ensure
we have sufficient internal approval before submitting it to yourselves?

We would be very grateful of an extension of the deadline until Friday to ensure all the views of our internal stakeholders can
be put forward.

Kind regards,
Natalie Davies
Living Environment Officer

Caerphilly County Borough Council



Single Body Consultation

‘This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the
individual or

entity to whom they are addressed. If you have received this email in error please notify the system
manager. Please

note that any views or opinions presented in this email are solely those of the author and do not
necessarily

represent those of the Council. Finally, the recipient should check this email and any attachments for
the presence

of viruses. The Council accepts no liability for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this
email.’

'‘Mae'r e-bost yma ag unrhyw ffeiliau trosglwyddwyd ynddi yn gyfrinachol ar gyfer defnydd yr
unigolyn neu'r sefydliad

cyfeiriwyd ati yn unig. Os ydych wedi derbyn yr e-bost yma mewn camgymeriad rhowch wybod i
reolwr eich system.

Nodwech taw unrhyw sylwadau neu farn soniwyd amdanynt yn yr e-bost yma ydi sylwadau a barn yr
awdur ac nid yn

angenrheidiol yn cynrychioli rhai'r Cyngor. | orffen, dylid y person sy'n derbyn yr e-bost sicrhau nad
oes firws

ynddi nac mewn unrhyw ddogfen sydd ynghlwm i'r e-bost. Nid yw'r Cyngor yn derbyn unrhyw
gyfrifoldeb am unrhyw ddifrod

achoswyd gan unrhyw firws trosglwyddwyd gan yr e-bost yma.'

On leaving the Government Secure Intranet this email was certified virus free. Communications via the
GSi may be automatically logged, monitored and/or recorded for legal purposes.

Wrth adael Mewnrwyd Ddiogel y Llywodraeth nid oedd unrhyw feirws yn gysylltiedig &’r neges hon.
Mae’n ddigon posibl y bydd unrhyw ohebiaeth drwy’r GSi yn cael ei logio, ei monitro a/neu ei chofnodi
yn awtomatig am resymau cyfreithiol.



Consultation on the Natural Resources Wales - Proposed arrangements
for establishing and directing a new body for the management of
Wales’ natural resources

Respondent:
Natalie Davies, private resident and Local Authority employee.

Address:

1, Penywaun Lodge,
Heol Fawr,

Nelson,

Treharris,
Caerphilly.

CF46 6PL.

Question 1. What are your views on our proposal to deliver more integrated
management by bringing the three bodies together and creating a single
environmental body for Wales?

With all due respect, the decision has already been taken to form a Single Body in
November 2011, therefore it is somewhat untimely to be consulting on stakeholders'
views on a proposal to form a Single Body now. Nevertheless, we feel that it is important
to take the opportunity to share our views on the consultation document.

Since the decision has been taken that a Single Body will be formed and vested by April
2013 (October at the latest), then our view is that the process of change necessary to
bring this about in such a short time frame, should be strongly led and managed to ensure
the risks to the staff are minimised. In our view, there are a number of opportunities and a
number of threats from amalgamating the three bodies, however with full and detailed
consultation with the three bodies, we feel that the risks can be mitigated and staff
concerns allayed.

The opportunities to make medium to long-term financial savings are evident from the
business case and the consultation document. Whilst it is not the only driver for the
"merger”, it seems to be the main one. However, having worked closely with partners
within the Environment Agency Wales, Countryside Council for Wales and the Forestry
Commission in Wales over many years, we feel that the opportunities to enhance
partnership collaboration and deliver more - and possibly better - work to protect and
enhance the natural environment, are highly motivating.

Our concerns are many, particularly with regard the futurity of jobs within the Single Body.
However we feel that value can be added to natural resources management in Wales
without losing posts - in fact, we feel that the Single Body and the Natural Environment
Framework ought to be strongly supported to generate more employment opportunities
for valuable environmental professionals from Wales as part of the “green” economy in
Wales.



The change management system used to regulate the phased implementation of the
Single Body is the Welsh Government's choice, however, we suggest that staff within the
organisations that are to form the Single Body should be kept fully informed and should
be properly consulted at each stage of the transition. The effects of reorganisation on
each organisation's staff ought to be minimised, as major change of this nature is
extremely disruptive to individuals and can make for a highly distressing time. In our view,
existing staff within the three organisations ought to be protected and retained, to ensure
that staff morale can be kept up. Staff acceptance and co-operation will also make the
change process easier and enable a new routine to form more quickly.

We feel that a new Single Body has the potential to provide Wales with an organisation
whose distinct identity will generate more awareness and a new respect for the natural
environment. The public will recognise and identify the Single Body as their own national
agency and will be confident that public money is being used more efficiently whilst the
environment is being protected more effectively.

Question 2: In developing our proposals for the body, are there additional
measures we could take to address the concerns we have identified in section 2.4
or any other concerns which you have?

From a Local Authority’s point of view, there are issues to be resolved in due course,
such as changes to duties and areas of responsibility, operational intricacies and
collaborative opportunities, funding streams, regulatory arrangements, partnership
support and of course the new Single Body officers who will be involved.

On the whole, the move is welcomed, as the potential benefits are great, both locally and
nationally, and it is important to see how one’s work at Local Authority level fits into the
bigger picture. We do however empathise with our partners in the three Single Body
organizations and the anxiety that such major change is likely to be incurring. In particular
we support the view of the Forestry Commission that the Forest Estate in Wales ought to
be protected and — where appropriate — enhanced to ensure that forestry plays a major
role in a sustainable Welsh economy, and that the risks to the estate in terms of a capital
asset are minimized.

Question 3: What are your views on this phased approach? How could we improve
on it?

The phased overall approach to a legislative framework seems sensible. As the approach
is quite brief at this time, and we are not aware of the implications of the various Bills
mentioned, we have no further comments to make at this time.

Question 4: Do these proposals provide a good basis for the principal aim and
strategic outcomes of the body? How could they be improved?



We very much welcome the focus on sustainable development as the central guiding
principle of the proposals, and we have considered the proposals in the context of the
Natural Environment Framework and the ecosystems services approach. In our view,
such a major stride forward in addressing the need to use sustainability as the focus of all
work on the natural environment can only be a positive move and is to be welcomed.

The principle aim of the Single Body is more anthropocentric than was expected, and we
are conscious that management of the environment could be seen as serving a purely
human purpose with this particular wording, i.e. if the work does not offer a human benefit
then it is not worthwhile. We are confident that this possibility has been considered,
particularly with regard the Countryside Council for Wales’ input into the consultation,
given that much of their work involves management of habitats and landscapes for their
intrinsic and ecological worth as opposed to their human value. Of course this has a
bearing on the ecosystems services approach as a whole, and the methodology for
valuing nature in economic terms is still being refined. There is a very real danger in
applying economic criteria to the natural world.

Nevertheless to some extent our concerns are allayed via strategic outcome 3, and on the
whole we believe the strategic outcomes are good ones and will be a suitable footing for
the Single Body.

Question 5: What are your views on the approach to the delivery framework?

Given the brevity of this section and the absence of more context of the delivery
framework, we have no comments to make on this at this time.

Question 6: Are the functions described in tables 1 to 3 a reasonable summary of
those required? How could they be improved?

The functions, powers and duties given in tables 1 to 3 seem to be reasonably thorough
and we acknowledge that the illustrative examples given might not be an exhaustive list.

Although we acknowledge that outdoor environmental education is included in table 1, we
would like to see the role of forests/woodlands in education strengthened as an ongoing
area of work for the Single Body, particularly as the Forestry Commission’s woodlands
learning teams have a key role in Forest School and other education initiatives throughout
Wales. This is highly valued as very important on a local level to increase young people’s
knowledge and understanding, awareness of and confidence in the natural environment
and to the development of the next generation of environmental managers.

As the lead body of a strong local environmental partnership, Caerphilly County borough
Council would like to see the Single Body take forward a role in Community Planning. We
acknowledge that the Sustaining a Living Wales consultation recognizes the role of
Community Planning in the Natural Environment Framework, but we do not see a link
within this particular consultation. Currently, our “Living Environment Partnership” has
critical memberships of officers from the Countryside Council for Wales, Environment



Agency Wales and Forestry Commission Wales. Ideally we require the continuation of
support from the Single Body in our partnership and the partnerships of other Local
Authorities across Wales.

On page 40, we would like to see clarification of the grant aid for access opportunities
being extended to Third Sector organizations as well as Local Authorities and community
groups. With regard the planning and management of water resources, we would like to
see reference made to managing water for public benefit i.e. access and leisure activities
such as fishing, boating canoeing etc.

We have no specific comments on Table 2 General Powers.

With regard Table 3 Duties, we feel that it should be a duty to consider Sustainable
Development as a central organizing principle and also that the Single Body should have
a duty to consider, protect and enhance Biodiversity.

Question 7: What are your views on our proposals for changes to Welsh
Government functions, including Marine and Wildlife Licensing and Tree and Plant
Health? How could they be improved?

Getting the balance right between the levels of authority needed to control and manage
an issue and the capacity of the organization to deal with the issue adequately is key.
Also the issues of conflicts of interest and internal accountability ought to be minimized
within the Single Body. The centres of authority and expertise must be clear and where
the Single Body holds the expertise, it ought to be held in a position of authority.

However, we feel that due to the potentially contentious nature of badger protection and
the conflict associated with this, we agree that badger licencing ought to remain a Welsh
Government responsibility, at least for the time being. We do not feel that a split role is
desirable unless the current arrangement with CCW works seamlessly and efficiently and
could be replicated with ease within the Single Body.

With regard Tree and Plant Health, we agree that the operational facets of this ought to
be an area of remit for the new Single Body but that the more legal and high level policy
ought to be a Welsh Government function. We are certain that the Single Body will
continue to have a critical role in shaping WG policy as at present the FCW do and that
various partnerships and cross-border relations will be retained and enhanced. We feel
that forest policy is quite a strong area within FCW and that bringing it within the WG will
serve to further add weight to this.

Question 8: Do you agree with the proposals for co-ordination of Welsh
Government investment in environmental research? How could we improve them?

Yes, we agree with the proposals. We are of the view that research that could support the
natural environment framework and all the fields within, ought to be aligned and
effectively co-ordinated. Duplication ought to be minimized to ensure that our best minds



are applied to work that will contribute new science to their field and to strengthen the
evidence base upon which all environmental decisions are made. Effective co-ordination
would mean that students and researchers across Wales would build a new knowledge
based asset for Wales, and effective translation into real employment opportunities, for
example within the Single Body or wider NEF structure, will reduce the environmental
brain drain out of Wales. A successful NEF in Wales will only be possible with a high
caliber workforce and an equally high caliber research and scientific community.

There are a number of excellent Universities and higher education colleges in Wales
contributing vital research in the environmental sphere, and the organisations that will
form the Single Body each have centres of research and expertise. We feel that there are
many opportunities to align research drivers with the Natural Environment Framework,
perhaps through Welsh Government sponsorship of research programmes designed to
bring Wales to the forefront of ecosystems services expertise and make Wales a world
leader in truly sustainable development. Collaboration across Welsh Universities and
other institutions would be highly beneficial.

Question 9: Do you agree with the proposals about the status, governance and
accountability of the new body? Is there any way we could improve the proposed
arrangements?

The approach seems a logical one. We agree that the Board ought to be independent and
authoritative. We would hope that local government would have a strong representation
on the Board, since Local Authorities are key stakeholders, responsible for much of the
local implementation of many of the policies emanating from the current bodies and are
affected by other policies. We feel that local government therefore ought to be included in
the central decision-making and steering body, since the Natural Environment Framework
will not be delivered without Local Authority effort.

Question 10: Have you any views on the approach we propose for the new body in
relation to its stakeholder arrangements? How might we improve the approach?

The stakeholder engagement proposals are reasonably thorough, except that Local
Government is not clearly identified as a stakeholder. In addition, the public is not really
given much focus in the stakeholder engagement stakes. Whilst we feel at this stage, the
consultation is of more immediate concern to the organizations involved in becoming the
Single Body, there ought to be a little more public engagement, even if this is purely
informatory.

Question 11: What are your views on these aspects of the regulatory
arrangements?

We do not foresee major issues with the arrangements, but we feel there ought to be a
clear distinction between the regulatory roles of the Single Body and the operational
aspects, in order to avoid conflicts of interest and help assure public confidence.



Question 12: If you have any related issues which we have not specifically
addressed, please use this space to report them.

The proposed shift to a Single Body is quite a major change and the decision was taken
with insufficient wider consultation with stakeholders. As time goes by and movements
are being made to amalgamate the organizations, very little information is filtering through
to partner organizations and other stakeholders. Indeed, very little information seems to
be cascaded down within the Single Body organizations about changes that will affect
them in the imminent future. Not only does this risk creating poor morale but it erodes
confidence and disempowers stakeholders. In order to realize the Welsh Government’s
aspirations for transparency, contained in the Summary section, will only be realized with
full stakeholder engagement from now on. There is a suite of consultation tools that can
be implemented to properly engage key stakeholders, but the way in which changes are
communicated is going to be of vital importance during the process of change. It is our
view that the Welsh Government ought to seek to improve communications linkages and
networks with stakeholders, including Local Government in order to facilitate better
reciprocal engagement.

From a Local Authority perspective, there is a concern that the proposals regarding
Internal Drainage Boards will lead to removal of accountability for decision making and
that this might result in alienation of stakeholders.

Finally, we are conscious that there is a real need for consultation with the Single Body
organisations on the Single body brand, in order to ensure the name of the Single Body
and the design of its logo is of high quality so as to inspire professionalism, confidence
and pride amongst staff and the respect and pride of the public. The name ought to reflect
the status and role of the Body and not detract from its powers and public perceptions of
these.



From: Westlake, Debbie (DESD)
Sent: 03 May 2012 10:23

To: Rookyard, Philip (ESH - DT)
Subject: Mr M Jackson - 67

From : mr-m.jackson@virgin.net [mailto:mr-m.jackson@virgin.net]
Sent: 02 May 2012 13:33

To: Living Wales

Subject: green paper

The idea of combining the bodies responsible for Wales is good. | witnessed a ridiculous
squabble between Forestry and CCW over access to Newborough.

But there is the basic conflict between protection and exploitation which do not sit well within
one body. They need to be distinct and separate. Protection of habitat and individual species
should be monitored and promoted — indeed prioritised - without any conflict of interest .
Where the exploit v protect lobbies clash there should be an independent arbitration. | pointed
up the conflict over skylark protection and human access to their nesting grounds — a conflict
between right of access and protection of wildlife which could be problematic within one body
especially behind closed doors. So combine the bodies under one umbrella but keep the
conflicting interests separate.

M. Jackson

Anglesey



Declaration: | was marginally involved in the development of the NEF, stemming from my
membership of the Ministerial Reference Group for the Environment Strategy. | commented on
several early narratives, and pressed for an approach centred on ecosystem services and not purely
biodiversity.

General: The aim for the Welsh environment must be to optimise food, energy and water security
for the people of Wales whilst preserving the species and habitats that are not directly exploited.
Not only do the wilder parts of Wales and the species in them provide solace and inspiration to
many people in Wales, but they deliver a significant part of the ecosystem services that are the
proper concern of the NEF and the Green Paper.

Ecosystem services: The thrust of the NEF-based part of the Green Paper is that Wales should base
its environmental thinking on the concept of ecosystem services. Note that this does not mean that
the services that Wales’ environment provides have to be costed; indeed such an approach is far too
narrow and misunderstands the integrative aim of the ecosystem service approach. This base in
ecosystem services is to be welcomed. It need not — indeed must not — reduce emphasis on
biodiversity and habitats.

The two main weaknesses | see in the Green Paper are these. First, in the transition from the NEF to
the Green Paper the emphasis has shifted from environment to people. It is essential to embed the
understanding that the short-tem benefits of exploiting the environment must not be bought at the
expense of the long-term vigour of the environment of Wales — it’s the only one we’ve got. Second,
the wording around ecosystem services is basically qualitative. | believe this will need to shift to
being truly quantitative; as we learn to measure the components of ecosystem services we will need
a clear idea of whether what we have matches what we should have.

A single environmental body: The concept of a single environmental body (SEB) for Wales is a good
one. Not only is a country of just 3M people too small to sensibly support three separate bodies, but
the advantages of having a seamless view of Wales’ environment, and bringing together the
strengths and best features of the three current bodies, promises well. As ever, change will be
fiercely resisted by some, but this is a case of the potential gains far outweighing the risks. A body
that combines CCW'’s ethos and detailed knowledge of the environment, EAW’s regulatory and
analytical experience, and FCW’s commercial understanding, could serve Wales very well indeed.

The two main risks are | think these: that there will be active or inertial resistance to true
integration, and that a SEB will be more open to swings of politics or pressure. The two solutions to
these risks are, first, a strong and committed chief executive; and second a strong, knowledgeable
and independent Council. This latter component of governance is crucial to a successful SEB.

Planning: The ideas about planning are to be welcomed, although how they are implemented is of
course the key to whether they will work. Arguably, the biggest legislative threat to our environment
now is that planning decisions are taken piecemeal in the absence of any realistic environmental
framework. The Green Paper opens the way to what one might call, perhaps cheekily, a proper
spatial plan for Wales, based on the functioning of the natural and semi-natural environment which
underpins all our futures.

Professor John Farrar
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Dear Ms Moss,

‘NATURAL RESOURCES WALES’ CONSULTATION PAPER

Thank you for consulting us on your proposed arrangements for establishing and directing a new
body for the management of Wales’s natural resources.

These comments are from DWr Cymru Welsh Water, the statutory water and sewerage undertaker
that supplies over three million people in Wales and some adjoining parts of England. We are
owned by Glas Cymru, a single purpose, not-for-profit company with no shareholders.

We work closely with the Environment Agency Wales who regulate our 190 water abstractions and
3,700 treated wastewater discharges. We also have frequent contact with the Countryside Council
for Wales as a significant proportion of the major rivers in Wales are designated in recognition of
their conservation importance. Against that background, DWwr Cymru has a vested interest in the
new arrangements working well.

Dwr Cymru supports the Welsh Government’s proposals, particularly the merger of the Environment
Agency Wales and Countryside Council for Wales. We want the new body to be a credible and well
respected environmental regulator that puts the needs of Wales — economic and social as well as
environmental — at the top of its agenda.

With the continuing weakness of the economy, and with further UK Government austerity measures
still to bite, the new body must work to overcome the general perception that environmental
regulation is bad for business. The new organisation must be seen as an enabling body that supports
sustainable economic development while protecting our environment.

Its performance should be measured by environmental outcomes, but taking account of measures of
economic and social prosperity - we would like to see something along these lines within the new
body’s strategic outcomes.

We welcome correspondence in Welsh and English
Rydym yn croesawu gohebiaeth yny Gymraeg neu yn Saesneg

Dwr Cymru Cyf, a limited company registered in Dwr Cymru Cyf, cwmni cyfyngedig wedi’i gofrestru yng
Welsh Water is owned by Glas Cymru - a ‘not-for-profit’ company. ~ Wales no. 2366777. Registered office: Pentwyn Road, Nghymru rhif 2366777. Swyddfa gofrestredig: Heol Pentwyn,
Mae DWr Cymru yn eiddo i Glas Cymru - cwmni ‘nid-er-elw’. Nelson, Treharris, Mid Glamorgan CF46 6LY Nelson, Treharris, Morgannwg Ganol CF46 6LY.



The outcomes should also refer to the need for an improved and robust evidence base to support
decisions. An evidence based approach to decision making would go a long way toward overcoming
some of industry’s current concerns about environmental regulation.

One of the assumptions underpinning the business case is that the merger will bring financial
savings. These savings should be used to reduce charges for the new body’s customers — and would
give evidence of the merits of the merger.

The Environment Act 1995 limits the Environment Agency’s charges to cost recovery. Hypothecation
of charges should continue to be a central principle of the new body’s remit and reflect the cost of
environmental regulation here in Wales. Such a principle would not only reflect the value that we
place upon the environment, but could also be used as a means of engagement with Welsh business
— better environmental performance should mean lower charges for customers of the new body.

We hope that the new body will be encouraged to forge partnerships with third parties, including
business partners like DWr Cymru. For example, our company continues to investigate our impact on
the environment and the flora and fauna it supports: we would welcome greater involvement of our
regulators in this research effort. This might extend to joint procurement to avoid duplication and to
enable better use of finite resources.

Strong leadership of the new body will clearly be key. Both the Chair and in particular the CEO of the
new organisation need to be individuals of the right calibre, both of whom enjoy the confidence of
the staff and so can lead them through the period of uncertainty and upheaval that merger will
inevitably bring. Board membership should encompass representation from industry, including the
water companies and other sectors that are key players in the Welsh economy. The Board will also
need to include members with a proven track record of successfully driving through large scale
mergers that have delivered efficiency savings.

One theme running through the consultation paper is whether there are other organisations or
functions that should be brought within the new body. We feel that some of the smaller UK
specialist bodies should be retained as separate entities, (e.g. the Drinking Water Inspectorate and
the Food and Environment Research Agency) so as to avoid any inefficient use of national resources.

Having said that, we think that there is a strong case for enhancing the new body’s flood risk
management functions at some point. As well as incorporating the Internal Drainage Boards (which
you confirm you are considering), you should consider transfer into the new body the flood risk
management functions of local authorities. This would be more efficient, would facilitate a more
holistic approach to flood risk management and clarify where responsibilities lie during flooding
emergencies. In the attached more detailed response we have also suggested some other local
authority functions that the new body might assume in future.

You propose retaining within the Welsh Government functions relating to agri-environment policy.
Unless more is done to tackle diffuse pollution from agriculture, Wales will struggle to meet some of
its European environmental obligations (such as the Water Framework and Bathing Water
Directives) irrespective of how much money companies like ours spend on reducing our own
environmental impact. We therefore hope that formal arrangements will be put in place to ensure
that the new body can use its environmental expertise to influence agri-environment policy going
forward.

One of the benefits that DWwr Cymru hopes that the amalgamation of the Countryside Council for
Wales and Environment Agency Wales will bring is greater “buy-in” of both parties to the evidence
the new body gathers. There will need to be arrangements made with relevant regulators on the
English side of the border to ensure that they are also “on board”. For example, DWr Cymru is
currently having to cope with inconsistencies in the regulatory approaches adopted by Natural
England and its Welsh counterparts regarding the standards applied in cross-border rivers such as



the Wye — this sort of inconsistency hampers effective regulation, can damage the reputation of the
relevant bodies, and can frustrate sustainable economic development.

Lastly, in our experience, it is essential that the right governance arrangements are put in place from
the start; getting these wrong will undermine the effectiveness of the new organisation. Glas Cymru
is a company limited by guarantee, has no shareholders, and as such our governance arrangements
are different from other companies. Key to the success of our model has been (a) a Board
comprising a majority of independent non-executive directors (including Chair), individuals of high
standing with a broad spectrum of experience, (b) incentives and disciplines which are hard, and
objective and align management and staff with the purpose of the company (the water industry is
very “measurable”), and (c) a body of Members, individuals drawn from across our region and from
all walks of life, who are independent of the company and hold the Board to account for the
performance of the company (this feature has worked particularly well, in part because we are in
Wales). We feel that certain of these arrangements might be of relevance to the new body and we
would be happy to share with you our experience of what has worked well and what has not as well
as the practicalities.

I hope that these comments are helpful. They are elaborated in the paper accompanying this letter,
which also includes other, more detailed points. | would be very happy to meet you to discuss any
of the issues raised.

A copy of this letter has been sent to Chris Mills at Environment Agency Wales.

Yours sincerely

%
*

Tony Harrington
Director of Environment

Email: tony.harrington@dwrcymru.com




COMMENTS BY DWR CYMRU ON WELSH GOVERNMENT CONSULTATION ‘NATURAL RESOURCES
WALES — PROPOSED ARRANGEMENTS FOR ESTABLISHING AND DIRECTING A NEW BODY FOR THE
MANAGEMENT OF WALES’ NATURAL RESOURCES’

Question 1: What are your views on our proposal to deliver more integrated management by
bringing the three bodies together and creating a single environmental body for Wales?

Dwr Cymru supports the Welsh Government’s proposal to merge Environment Agency Wales and
Countryside Council for Wales. When delivered successfully, it will give Wales an independent,
streamlined, cost efficient and “single voice” regulatory body that will help us and others to deliver
more for Wales. At its best, it could put the Welsh economy at a competitive advantage by
delivering a more integrated, consistent and simplified approach to regulation.

The new body should set out to be confident, nimble and easy for business to deal with, concerned
with “positive outcomes” based on strong evidence rather than just “abiding by the rules”. It must
be seen as a body that wants to support economic development in Wales while being committed to
protecting and, where necessary, improving our environment.

The new body should therefore champion sustainable development, putting Wales’ needs —
economic and social as well as environmental — at the top of its agenda. As we say in our response
to question 4, this should be an explicit part of its remit.

By way of illustration, DWwr Cymru is committed to protecting Wales’s water environment, not least
because it provides the raw material that our business relies on. However, meeting ever tighter
environmental standards is likely to cause water bills to rise (putting more customers into water
poverty) or squeeze out much needed investment to maintain our existing network of assets or
hamper our ability to provide infrastructure for new development. We hope that the new body will
work with us to weigh the full costs and benefits of its regulatory decisions.

There have been inconsistencies of approach between the Environment Agency Wales and
Countryside Council for Wales: this is particularly unhelpful for a regulated business like ours and has
hampered successful implementation of, for example, the Water Framework Directive. More
generally these inconsistencies can damage Wales’s reputation as a place to do business and harm
the Welsh economy as a result. We hope that the amalgamation of these bodies will improve the
“buy-in” of both parties to its shared policy objectives and the evidence it gathers.

Question 2: In developing our proposals for the body, are there additional measures we could
take to address the concerns we have identified in section 2.4 or any other concerns which
you have?

We are less persuaded of the merits of combining the commercial parts of the Forestry Commission
Wales into the new body. The synergies are more limited and its inclusion significantly increases the
complexity of establishing the new body. It could also undermine the new body’s credibility as an
independent environmental regulator by introducing an element of “poacher-cum-gamekeeper”: we
explore this concern more fully in our answer to question 11.

We are slightly wary of “one-on-one” regulation. This is because our economic regulator (Ofwat)
uses water industry comparisons as part of its price setting process. For our sector, it will be
important that there continues to be a level playing field with the Environment Agency in England so
that comparisons between our performance and that of our peers elsewhere is fair and based on
consistent standards.



In terms of the body’s approach to regulation, we would like to see a firm timetable set for
streamlining environmental regulation in Wales: the consultation includes several references (e.g. at
1.1 and 2.4) to a general aspiration to simplify the regulatory framework, but is far less clear about
when that might actually happen. A more straightforward environmental regulatory regime could
be a useful tool in helping to attract new business to Wales.

The way in which the Habitats Directive has been transposed in England and Wales has encouraged
an over-precautionary approach to its implementation, often with too little weight being given to
the need for evidence to support decision making. The ethos of the new body must recognise that
evidence based decision making is far more convincing to regulated industry and that an over-
precautionary approach may not represent the best overall outcome for Wales.

Question 3: What are your views on this phased approach? How could we improve on it?

DWr Cymru has gone through some major upheavals/reorganisations including at privatisation and,
more recently, during our in-sourcing of a number of functions. Our own experience suggests that
the best results are achieved when change is implemented without delay so that uncertainty is
minimised and people can get on with making it work.

The phased approach you propose will inevitably prolong the upheaval for the new body - and
uncertainty for the staff that work within it — for several years to come. A long transitional period
will also bring unwelcome uncertainty, including to regulated businesses such as DWwr Cymru.

The consultation paper refers to “further phases” (at 3.3) involving the development of proposals for
delivering the ecosystem approach, environmental planning and future regulation: this will
culminate in further — and by implication fairly fundamental — changes to the single body through
the Environment and Planning Bills. Thus the period of uncertainty will last until at least 2016 (the
target date for the Planning Bill according to your Green Paper).

This prolonged uncertainty will be unsettling — and potentially very demoralising - for staff. The new
body’s leadership team will need to attach a high priority to retaining the many talented and
committed staff that it will inherit from the constituent organisations.

With so much still to be decided, there is also a danger that significant numbers of staff will be
engaged in transition planning and so be diverted away from the body’s important “day job” of
understanding and protecting the Welsh environment and the flora and fauna it supports.

Your consultation paper refers to the provision in the Public Bodies Act 2011 that enables Welsh
Ministers to transfer any devolved environmental function to the new body. Once the new body has
had the chance to “bed down”, we think there may be a case for considering whether to shift some
of the environmental functions that currently rest with local authorities.

To give some specific examples, many local authorities in Wales seem ill equipped to undertake their
functions relating to private drinking water supplies. The new body and local authorities will have
some common functions (e.g. fly-tipping and air quality): if the new body assumed sole responsibility
for these functions in Wales it would ensure a more consistent approach to regulation and reduce
the risk of confusion about where the line is drawn between the organisations’ responsibilities.

The problem of potential confusion between roles is also relevant to the allocation of flood risk
management functions under the Flood and Water Management Act 2010. Your consultation paper
confirms that you are considering incorporating the functions of the Internal Drainage Boards within
the new body: we think you should go further and consider transferring the flood risk management
functions of local authorities, so making the single body responsible for delivering flood risk
management in Wales. This would be more efficient and would facilitate a more holistic approach



to flood risk management. It would also clarify where responsibilities lie — which is of critical
importance during flooding emergencies.

We look forward to being consulted on any consequential amendments to UK legislation that you
refer to in section 3.4.

Question 4: Do these proposals provide a good basis for the principal aim and strategic
outcomes of the body? How could they be improved?

The single body must strive to be seen as enabling — not obstructing - business to thrive in Wales.
The new body’s aims and strategic outcomes should give greater recognition of the important role
that the new body could play in facilitating economic development here in Wales. The need to
consider social impacts should also be explicitly acknowledged.

The proposed aim of the body quoted in section 4.4 therefore needs to have something added along
the lines of “and so help deliver sustainable development”.

Environmental improvements, however desirable, have to be paid for. DWr Cymru wants to reduce
its environmental impact, but we know that some of our customers already struggle to pay for the
essential services we provide. The new body must be required to consider costs and benefits of any
new burdens they place on business, giving proper weight to their affordability for Welsh businesses
and their customers. To this end, the first strategic outcome should be extended by the phrase “,
weighing the costs, benefits and affordability of its actions”.

We welcome the explicit reference to climate change mitigation and adaption though we think that
there is an emergent challenge for Welsh Government to integrate the risks of climate change into
policy and (new) legislation - updating the Habitats Regulations to accommodate anticipated climate
change impacts is an obvious example for this point.

“Adopting an evidence based approach to regulation” should be added to the strategic outcomes for
the new body. An improved evidence base would go a long way toward helping the new body to
“sell” environmental improvements to the business sector.

Flood risk management also warrants an explicit mention.

More generally, we are less than clear about the weight these strategic outcomes will be given (e.g.
will they be statutory?), what their purpose is and how they will interrelate with the complex suite of
functions and duties that the new body will inherit. It needs to be recognised that the new body’s
actions will be largely dictated by its statutory duties and functions.

Given that you are proposing a new statutory aim for the amalgamated body, we had assumed that
you would repeal the Environment Agency’s existing statutory principal aim under section 4 of the
Environment Act 1995 (to discharge its functions so to protect or enhance the environment, taken as
a whole, as to make the contribution towards attaining the objective of achieving sustainable
development....) — hence we have suggested that a reference to sustainable development be added
to the new body’s aim. However, your consultation paper says that the existing statutory aim may
also be retained, albeit in a modified form. The relationship between the new and old statutory
aims remains unclear to us. Having said that, we welcome the commitment to consult on the Welsh
Government’s statutory guidance to be issued under section 4 of the 1995 Act.



Question 5: What are your views on the approach to the delivery framework?

Dwr Cymru considers that the proposed framework illustrated in Annex 5 of your consultation looks
too vague.

The new body should be put onto a much more transparent, business footing. So, for example, the
delivery framework should have specific and measurable targets (e.g. to ensure that X% of water
bodies in Wales are good status under the European Water Framework Directive by 2015) and its
funding should be at least partly dependent on the delivery of those targets.

These focussed targets would underpin the new body’s budgeted Business Plans.

We would also like to see much greater emphasis given to the need for an improved evidence base
to support decisions

The Delivery Framework in Annex 5 of your consultation paper refers to the new body becoming an
exemplar of environmental management. Dwr Cymru agrees that, to be credible, Wales’ main
environmental regulator must aspire to be a top environmental performer. However, we think that
this might put additional pressure on the new body, inevitably increasing its costs.

For example, we suspect that the Welsh Government may have underestimated the amount of work
— capital as well as operational - that will fall to the new body to help Wales comply with the
European Water Framework Directive. Figures we have seen recently® suggest that the forestry
sector (not necessarily just Forestry Commission Wales) is thought to account for 7% of water bodies
in Wales that fail to achieve good status. The new body will also inherit a significant work
programme to improve fisheries and reduce the impact of flood defences. The new body will be in
some difficulty if it is trying to persuade others to comply with obligations such as the Water
Framework Directive if its own performance is less than exemplary.

Question 6: Are the functions described in tables 1 to 3 a reasonable summary of those
required? How could they be improved?

The tables respectively list the main areas of work; the general powers that apply across functions;
and the main factors which the proposed now body will have regard to in exercising its functions.
We found the distinction between the tables less than obvious and the wording is too inexact (e.g.
“strategic planning of water resources” implies an overlap with the Welsh Government’s own
statutory role and the body’s powers of entry etc seem to have been omitted). Although we realize
that its production would have been laborious, we would have preferred to have an Annex listing the
statutory duties and functions that currently apply to these three bodies, distinguishing between
devolved and non-devolved functions.

The consultation says that when you transfer the existing functions to the new body you intend to
“rationalise duplicate functions, taking the opportunity to simplify or update the legislation”. Any
changes in legislation should be accompanied by clear impact assessments and be consulted on.

As a point of omission we think that the new body should have the power to make byelaws. These
are an underrated regulatory tool and could prove useful in delivery of the Water Framework
Directive.

! Environment Agency Wales’ “Living waters for Wales — communicating our approach”
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Question 7: What are your views on our proposals for changes to Welsh Government
functions, including Marine and Wildlife Licensing and Tree and Plant Health? How could they
be improved?

Dwr Cymru agrees with the underlying premise that strategic policy making should stay within the
Welsh Government and operational delivery should rest with the new body.

We also agree that it therefore makes sense to transfer marine licensing from the Welsh
Government to the new body, with the Welsh Government assuming an appellate role in the
process.

We hope that the new body will have a role in monitoring the marine environment around Wales to
improve the evidence on which it bases its decisions on licence applications. An improved
understanding of our marine environment will also help the Welsh Government successfully
implement the European Marine Strategy Framework Directive in Wales.

The consultation paper says little about the future of marine planning in Wales. We think that it
should sit with whichever body is responsible for the national resource management plans proposed
in the Green Paper “Sustaining a Living Wales”: this would ensure that there is full interface
between the marine and terrestrial management planning processes. The single body will certainly
have an important role in gathering the evidence base that should underpin the new plans.

As regards plant health, we feel that there may still be a role for some of the smaller, specialist
bodies such as the Food and Environment Research Agency being retained as separate entities.

You propose to retain agri-environment and sea fisheries within the Welsh Government. We can see
some attraction in the single body having responsibility for inland and sea fisheries to enable a more
joined up regime of protection; particularly for migratory fish.

Dwr Cymru — and therefore our customers — is investing in many schemes to reduce our impact on
the environment and so help Wales’ compliance with European obligations such as the Habitats and
Water Framework Directives. The value of our customers’ investment will be undermined if other
sectors are not doing their fair share. Wherever the agri-environment and sea fisheries functions sit
in future, greater acknowledgement must be given to their importance in terms of meeting Wales’
obligations under the European Water Framework; Habitats; Birds; and Marine Strategy Framework
Directives.

If these functions are to remain in-house within the Welsh Government, it must work closely with
the new single body (and bodies such as the statutory Relevant Authority Groups) to ensure that the
environmental and conservation impacts of these activities are better understood and, if needs be,
addressed.

Question 8: Do you agree with the proposals for co-ordination of Welsh Government
investment in environmental research? How could we improve them?

We agree with the suggestion that the Welsh Government should provide the strategic direction for
environmental research in Wales.

DWwr Cymru plans to undertake a programme of targeted and leveraged environmental research and
long-term monitoring to improve our understanding of the operation of our assets and their impact
on the environment. We would like to work closely with the Welsh Government, including its
Sustainability and Environmental Evidence Division team, to maximize the potential synergies.

The new body’s focus should be on monitoring and investigation to improve the understanding of
the Welsh environment and so help to justify the expenditure it demands of others. Dwr Cymru
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continues to be frustrated by the lack of evidence to support our regulators’ work (e.g. a
fundamental understanding of the river flows necessary to support protected fish species). We hope
that the merger will target these knowledge gaps.

Having said that, the Welsh Government should not underestimate the extent — and implied cost of
rectifying — the gaps in the evidence base. For example, proof of the achievement of many of the
indicators listed in Annex 5 (Delivery Framework) will rely on the availability of robust evidence, e.g.
point 8 (trends in Biodiversity Action Plan species and habitats); point 9 (% of features on Protected
Sites in favourable or recovering condition); point 16 (biological and chemical river water quality);
point 18 (% of sensitive habitat area exceeding critical levels for acidification and eutrophication).

The conservation status of too many SSSIs and Natura 2000 sites in Wales has remained uncertain
up to now. Much is also unknown about the environmental requirements of many features that are
protected under conservation legislation. This hinders species’ long term survival, as well as
unnecessarily hampering local development. We hope that the new body will give a high priority to
addressing this key information gap.

DWr Cymru stands ready to collaborate with the new body. For example, we continue to believe
that there is some overlap — and thus wasted resources — in the monitoring programmes that we
and the Environment Agency Wales undertake, e.g. for our drinking water safety plans. We have
also instigated various investigations to try to improve our understanding of our environmental
impact (e.g. fish entrainment at our abstraction points) and would welcome greater involvement of
the relevant regulators in this sort of project. This might extend to joint procurement, where
appropriate, to avoid duplication of effort and deliver better targeting of finite resources.

Question 9: Do you agree with the proposals about the status, governance and accountability
of the new body? Is there any way we could improve the proposed arrangements?

We agree that, to be a credible regulator, the new body must be seen to be independent and at
arm’s length from the Welsh Government.

Leadership of the new body will clearly be key. We would like to see the Chair and CEO being people
with the right experience and stature to bring the staff from the component organisations through
the merger. They will need to provide convincing leadership that staff (and other stakeholders) can
buy into and hopefully be inspired by. The Board that supports the Chair and executive team is
equally important and we would like to see a good mix of experience and expertise represented on
the Board, including the water industry and other sectors of the Welsh economy. The Board will also
need to include members with a proven track record of successfully driving through large scale
mergers that have delivered efficiency savings.

At 6.3 you raise the issue of cross-border governance. Cross-border environmental standards will
need to be agreed with relevant English regulators, such as Natural England. DWr Cymru is having to
cope with inconsistent approaches (e.g. to levels of phosphorus) adopted by regulators on either
side of the border in respect of the River Wye. This can put businesses like ours in an impossible
position and does nothing to enhance the reputation of the relevant bodies in terms of their
willingness to understand the position of the industries they regulate.

We welcome the suggestion (at 6.3) that the Welsh Government intends to play a bigger role on the
European stage. DWr Cymru would be happy to support you in this, e.g. by providing briefings on
the practical problems we face in trying to meet European standards.

In addition to the organisations listed in section 6.6, the new body will need to establish a formal
arrangement with bodies such as UKTAG which advises on the technical standards that the UK
should adopt in implementing the Water Framework Directive and UKWIR which leads on water
industry research.
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Question 10: Have you any views on the approach we propose for the new body in relation to
its stakeholder arrangements? How might we improve the approach?

You propose (at 6.5) to abolish the Environment Agency Wales’ statutory Environment Protection
Advisory (EPAC) and Fisheries, Ecology and Recreation Advisory Committees (FERAC). We have often
wondered why the fisheries sector warranted such special treatment over other environmental
sectors so would welcome FERAC’s abolition. We would question whether there is a convincing case
for a replacement committee being established, albeit on a non-statutory basis. Perhaps the non-
statutory successor to EPAC should include fisheries and recreation in its remit.

You intend to enable the Board to run local committees if it wishes (6.5). We have some sympathy
with this proposal (assuming it is geographic rather than topic based) so long as the benefits the
committees’ deliver justify the costs of servicing them. We also welcome the acknowledgement of
the role of the third sector in terms of future delivery options.

Question 11: What are your views on these aspects of the regulatory (governance)
arrangements?

Dwr Cymru believes that much more thought needs to be given to the proposals outlined in your
paper, with a view to increasing the safeguards, as well as increasing transparency and credibility.

Prior to the privatisation of the water industry, the then Welsh Water Authority was the aquatic
environment regulator, even though it had a major impact on the water environment itself through
its many discharges and abstractions. This dual role undoubtedly undermined its credibility as a
regulator. The epithet of “poacher-cum-gamekeeper” was only lost when the water industry was
privatised in 1989, and the Welsh Water Authority was split into the National Rivers Authority (since
subsumed into the Environment Agency Wales) and DWr Cymru Welsh Water.

We wonder whether the new body’s credibility will similarly be undermined, particularly by the
activities of the commercial arm of what is now the Forestry Commission Wales.

Wind farm developments are a case in point. The Forestry Commission Wales is actively promoting
wind farm developments at several of its sites, which has already proved a controversial policy. The
Forestry Commission Wales generates considerable income from this activity. Wind farms are
usually subject to close scrutiny in terms of their environmental impacts including, for example, on
local ecology such as birds: the Countryside Council for Wales is seen by local planning authorities as
the source of independent, authoritative advice. We wonder how the environmental regulator’s
direct involvement in such schemes — and its associated financial gain - will affect its perceived
independence and environmental credibility.

Similarly, the Forestry Commission Wales is promoting hydroelectricity schemes on its land, which
require Environment Agency permits.

In section 6.6.1 the consultation paper refers to self-permitting, particularly in relation to the new
body’s forestry activities. We believe that there will need for additional statutory safeguards. Prior
to the privatisation of the water industry, the Welsh Water Authority had to give the (then) Welsh
Office advance notice when it proposed granting itself consent: this gave the Welsh Office the
opportunity to intervene. We think that similar safeguards will need to be introduced to defuse the
accusation of a conflict of interest within the new body.

Another example of a potential conflict of interest may be the single body’s willingness to prosecute
itself for causing pollution — a situation that could easily arise from the circumstance of becoming a
major land owner. The consultation paper is silent on this key issue. This will be critical to the new
body’s wider credibility, particularly amongst the other parties it prosecutes for similar offences.
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The Welsh Government will need to be far more upfront about how it intends to address this
conflict.

With particular reference to 6.6.2, given the responsibilities that the new body will have in relation
to Natura 2000 sites, we wonder whether the arrangements proposed for the new body constitute a
‘Plan or Project’ under the Habitats Regulations 20107

Section 7: Managing the Change

The consultation paper says (at 7.3) that you expect, at least initially, to have common charges and
licences with cross border validity with the Environment Agency in England. The consultation paper
also says (at 2.2.3) that you intend to invest projected savings expected from the amalgamation of
the three bodies in “improving our environment and in environmental services to people and
businesses”. At least some of these savings should be used to reduce the charges for the new body’s
customers — this could help to reinforce the message that the new body wants to be business
friendly.

Having said that, given the better fisheries we have here in Wales (salmonid rivers are prevalent
here whereas in England coarse fisheries are more widespread), should the cost of rod licence in
Wales rise to reflect to the cost of the (provisioning) ecosystem service the fisheries provide? We
also think that there should be much more effort put into understanding the (adverse) impact that
angling has on achieving Favourable Conservation Status under the Habitats Directive in those rivers
that are Special Areas of Conservation to protect their fish populations: an appropriate assessment
of this activity under the Habitats Regulations would be the obvious tool.

The discussion in 7.4 talks about making provision for the new body to contract services from other
(English) regulators. We accept that this may be a pragmatic choice in the short term. As noted in
our answer to question 7, we also believe that some of the specialist bodies like FERA should be
retained. However, we would encourage Welsh Government to do all it can to build the scientific
and professional skills of the new body in Wales so that a more able workforce can bring wider
economic benefit to Wales.

At 7.5 the consultation paper refers to funding arrangements, but is silent on the issue of
hypothecation. The Environment Act 1995 constrains the Environment Agency’s charges to cost
recovery of the relevant functions.

Abstraction charges levied by the Environment Agency currently have a regional element, including
for Wales, reflecting the different costs incurred. By contrast, charges for discharge permits are set
on an England and Wales basis without regional factors.

We hope that hypothecation of charges will be a central principle of the new body’s remit and
properly reflect the cost of environmental regulation in Wales. Such a principle would not only
reflect the value that we place upon the environment here in Wales, but could also be used as a
means of engagement with Welsh business — better environmental performance should mean lower
charges for customers of the new body.

Section 7.6 refers to laboratory facilities. The new body will need to have access to the requisite
laboratory facilities from day one. Dwr Cymru is establishing new laboratories in North and South
Wales and stands ready to work with the new body if that would help, particularly during the initial
transitional period.

We would have found it helpful to have had greater clarity within Section 7 about transitional
arrangements in respect, for example, of current outstanding applications for permits, or on-going
disputes.
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From: Read Eve M. [Eve.Read@dwrcymru.com]

Sent: 04 May 2012 14:48

To: SEB mailbox

Cc: Moss, Carrie (DESH); Leeb, Gretel (SF - Operations); chris.mills@environment-agency.wales.gov.
uk; Ceri.Davies@environment-agency.wales.gov.uk

Subject: Natural Resources Wales consultation

Attachments. DCWW response to Natural Resources Consultation final.pdf
Dear Carrie,

Many thanks for agreeing to give Der Cymru Welsh Water an extra couple of days to respond to the
Welsh Government’s consultation paper, “NaturalResourcesW ales — Proposed Arrangem ents for
Establishing and Directing a New Body forthe M anagem entofW ales’ NaturalResources'.

| attach Der Cymru’s response.

Regards,

Eve

Der Cymru Welsh Water
(tel) 01443 452518
(mob) 07585 964092

Dwr Cymru Welsh Water is investing heavily and working hard to ensure top quality services to all its communities. The company is investing £1.3
billion in its water and sewerage network between 2010 — 2015.

It is a 'not-for-profit company' which has been owned by Glas Cymru since 2001. Welsh Water does not have shareholders and any financial surpluses
are reinvested in the business for the benefit of customers. Visit our website at www.dwrcymru.com to find out more about us.

This email and any files attached are intended for the recipient(s) only. It may contain proprietary material, confidential information and/or be subject to
commercial privilege. It should not be copied, disclosed to or used by any other party. If you are not a named recipient please delete this e-mail and
any attachments and promptly inform the sender.

Company Name - DWR CYMRU CYFYNGEDIG. Registered Office: Pentwyn Road, Nelson, Treharris, Mid Glamorgan CF46 6LY Company No.
02366777

Mae Dwr Cymru Welsh Water yn buddsoddi'n hael ac yn gweithio'n galed i sicrhau gwasanaethau o'r ansawdd uchaf i'w holl gymunedau. Mae'r
cwmni'n buddsoddi £1.3 biliwn yn ei rwydwaith dwr a charthffosiaeth rhwng 2010 a 2015.

Mae'n ‘gwmni nid-er-elw', sydd wedi bod ym mherchnogaeth Glas Cymru ers 2001. Nid oes gan Dwr Cymru Welsh Water gyfranddalwyr, ac mae
unrhyw wargedion ariannol yn cael eu hail-fuddsoddi yn y busnes er budd cwsmeriaid. Manylion pellach ar ein gwefan www.dwrcymru.com

Mae'r neges hon ac unrhyw ffeiliau atodedig at sylw'r bobl y cyfeiriwyd nhw atynt yn unig. Gallant gynnwys deunydd perchnogol, gwybodaeth
gyfrinachol a/neu fod yn destun breintiau masnachol. Ni ddylid eu copio, datgelu i neu ddefnyddio gan unrhyw barti arall. Os derbyniwyd trwy
gamgymeriad, diléwch y neges ac unrhyw atodiadau a hyshyswch yr anfonwr yn syth.

Enw'r cwmni - DWR CYMRU CYFYNGEDIG. Swyddfa gofrestredig: Heol Pentwyn, Nelson, Treharris, Morgannwg Ganol CF46 6LY Rhif y cwmni
02366777



Re: A Living Wales

From: Georgina Harper [georgina.harper@sustrans.org.uk]
Sent: 04 May 2012 16:32

To: Moss, Carrie (DESH)

Subject: Natural Resources Wales SEB consultation

Attachments; Natural Resources Wales SEB consultation.doc
Hi Carrie,

Russell De'ath passed on your contact details to me, | have attached a response to the SEB consultation that represents
Sustrans Cymru's views.

Russell advised me | was able to submit this up until the end of today!

Many thanks,
Georgina

From : Russell De'ath [mailto:r.de'ath@ccw.gov.uk]
Sent: Fri 04/05/2012 12:02

To : Georgina Harper

Subject: Re: A Living Wales

Send it to Carrie.moss@wales.gsi.gov.uk
Russell

----- Original Message -----

From: Georgina Harper [mailto:georgina.harper@sustrans.org.uk]
Sent: Friday, May 04, 2012 11:57 AM

To: Russell De'ath

Subject: Re: A Living Wales

Hi Russell,

Thanks for the reply. Is the weblink still working for the consultation? | could not get to it last night when |
searched. If not, how do | submit it?

Thanks
George

Sent from my HTC

----- Reply message -----

From: "Russell De'ath™ <r.de'ath@ccw.gov.uk>

To: "™georgina.harper@sustrans.org.uk™ <georgina.harper@sustrans.org.uk>
Subject: A Living Wales



Re: A Living Wales

Date: Fri, May 4, 2012 08:33

Unofficially, we'll be accepting responses up to end of today, so get it in!!
Sustaining a Living Wales (Green paper) consultation closes on 31st May
Russell

From: Georgina Harper [mailto:georgina.harper@sustrans.org.uk]
Sent: Thursday, May 03, 2012 10:33 PM

To: Russell De'ath

Subject: FW: A Living Wales

Hi Russell,

| hope all is well. 1 understand the consultation aroud the SEB closed yesterday, but my diary marker | had for
this was for tomorrow. | have been away on a course all week , but had asembled a response for Sustrans - see
attached. | wondered if there was any chance | could still submit this?

Apologies for it being late.
Cheers
George

Sustrans believes every child deserves to be free range, with freedom from their front door to explore, play
outdoors, and make their own way to school and beyond. Join in and add your voice at www.sustrans.org.uk/
freerangekids

Sustrans makes smarter travel choices possible, desirable and inevitable. We're a leading UK charity enabling
people to travel by foot, bike or public transport for more of the journeys we make every day. It's time we all
began making smarter travel choices. Make your move and support Sustrans today. www.sustrans.org.uk

Sustrans Limited. Registered Office - Sustrans, 2 Cathedral Square, College Green, Bristol, BS1 5DD. Registered
Charity 326550 (England & Wales), SC039263 (Scotland). Company Limited by Guarantee No: 1797726
Company Registered in England.

Sustrans believes every child deserves to be free range, with freedom from their front door to explore, play
outdoors, and make their own way to school and beyond. Join in and add your voice at www.sustrans.org.uk/
freerangekids

Sustrans makes smarter travel choices possible, desirable and inevitable. We're a leading UK charity enabling
people to travel by foot, bike or public transport for more of the journeys we make every day. It's time we all
began making smarter travel choices. Make your move and support Sustrans today. www.sustrans.org.uk

Sustrans Limited. Registered Office - Sustrans, 2 Cathedral Square, College Green, Bristol, BS1 5DD.
Registered Charity 326550 (England & Wales), SC039263 (Scotland). Company Limited by Guarantee No:



Re: A Living Wales

1797726 Company Registered in England.

Sustrans believes every child deserves to be free range, with freedom from their front door to explore, play outdoors, and
make their own way to school and beyond. Join in and add your voice at www.sustrans.org.uk/freerangekids

Sustrans makes smarter travel choices possible, desirable and inevitable. We're a leading UK charity enabling people to
travel by foot, bike or public transport for more of the journeys we make every day. It's time we all began making smarter
travel choices. Make your move and support Sustrans today. www.sustrans.org.uk

Sustrans Limited. Registered Office - Sustrans, 2 Cathedral Square, College Green, Bristol, BS1 5DD. Registered Charity 326550 (England & Wales),
SC039263 (Scotland). Company Limited by Guarantee No: 1797726 Company Registered in England.



Natural Resources Wales (SEB) Consultation Response form

Response from Sustrans Cymru, drafted by Georgina Harper (Active Travel Manager)

Question 1: What are your views on our proposal to deliver more integrated management
by bringing the three bodies together and creating a single environmental body for Wales?

We believe that the creation of a new SEB in Wales would be a positive move, and would better
bring together the strengths of the three member organisations to ensure the new changes within
other frameworks and policies (e.g. Sustainable Development and NEF) are better carried out in
Wales. The ecosystems approach is a new way forward, being led in Wales, and a Wales led
SEB will be better able to respond.

However, we hope that the newly created body maintains the relationships that had been built up
with external organisations (such as the 3" sector) by FCW, CCW and EAW, and also with
regard the strategic objectives they met; for example the promotion of walking and cycling and
green exercise was one that CCW both funded and promoted, and we would urge that in the
coming years where increasing physical inactivity comes at a high cost to the NHS in Wales, that
this momentum and strategic focus is maintained by the new SEB.

From a Sustrans perspective, we have links to all three organisations, ranging from biodiversity
projects with CCW, Community engagement alongside FCW, through to infrastructure projects.
Consolidating these links to three organisations will be of benefit, so long as the new organisation
maintains the importance of all areas. In recent times we have been seen as a key partner to
CCW, with a committed regular funding arrangement. This has enabled us to promote walking
and cycling, biodiversity, outdoor recreation, link with the CCW Come Outside project, and work
alongside the strategic aims around health and community engagement. The outcomes of this
improved relationship has been to effectively see walking and cycling better integrated into the
environment agenda; indeed we would see the forthcoming active travel (Wales) Bill as having
links to the work of the SEB, not least through creating traffic free paths, an integrated network for
walkers and cyclists, and also shared space and traffic free greenways.

Question 2: In developing our proposals for the body, are there additional measures we
could take to address the concerns we have identified in section 2.4 or any other concerns
which you have?

As in the previous point, we would wish to ensure the new body maintains all relationships with
stakeholders. The support from CCW has added value to the walking and cycling agenda, and it
is clear that through the new ecosystems services approach that the SEB could work equally well
with Sustrans to promote this agenda.

Question 3: What are your views on this phased approach? How could we improve on it?

A phased approach makes sense in principle. However, the document itself covers in detalil
the phases up to the creation of the new body, perhaps the latter phases could be expanded
upon. The timescales are short for the creation of a new body by April 2012.

Question 4: Do these proposals provide a good basis for the principal aim and strategic
outcomes of the body? How could they be improved?

The creation of a new body with Sustainable Development as a central organising principal is
likely to be of benefit, and better able to respond within the strategic areas. We note that in
section 4.4 the aims of the body will encompasses public health and safety, wellbeing and
recreation. We would suggest that Public Health should be more clearly referred to here, as we
believe that health protection via physical activity could fall into point 1 as a core element. In the
era where transport and active travel could be linked to the environment through climate change,



and traffic free paths a route to engaging the public with the ecosystem, this seems like an
omission (particularly when increasing access to the natural environment is a stated area of work
for the SEB). Perhaps this could be expanded upon, and the new body explicitly given a
responsibility towards promoting walking and cycling within its remit.

Question 5: What are your views on the approach to the delivery framework?

This seems a logical approach to delivery, and is reporting against the aims set out in 4.4.
Though as highlighted above, public health should be included within the aims covered by the
delivery framework.

Question 6: Are the functions described in tables 1 to 3 a reasonable summary of those
required? How could they be improved?

We are pleased to see that health and wellbeing is referred to in table 1, however we would
suggest this is taken a step further and that the new body is tasked with promoting walking and
cycling within the context of ecosystems services and outdoor recreation.

Question 7: What are your views on our proposals for changes to Welsh Government
functions, including Marine and Wildlife Licensing and Tree and Plant Health? How could
they be improved?

Nothing to add

Question 8: Do you agree with the proposals for co-ordination of Welsh Government
investment in environmental research? How could we improve them?

Section 5.4 outlines how research would be conducted. We are supportive of the statement that
coordination and commissioning of research could secure efficiencies, however, we are cautious
of this statement and believe that the SEB itself should retain some ability to carry out its own
research. We are supportive of the proposal for the new body to gather evidence on the ground
to inform interventions. CCW has carried out an outdoor recreation survey for many years,
which has provided good data and evidence for the need of walking and cycling interventions and
the positive outcomes achieved.

Question 9: Do you agree with the proposals about the status, governance and
accountability of the new body? Is there any way we could improve the proposed
arrangements? :

Yes

Question 10: Have you any views on the approach we propose for the new body in relation
to its stakeholder arrangements? How might we improve the approach? :

Nothing to add
Question 11: What are your views on the aspects of the regulatory arrangements? :
Nothing to add

Question 12: If you have any related issues which we have not specifically addressed,
please use this space to report them :

Nothing to add



From: Yana Bosseva [Yana.Bosseva@RenewableUK.com]

Sent: 04 May 2012 16:53

To: SEB mailbox

Cc: Llywelyn Rhys; Sara Powell-Davies

Subject: Single Body for the Management of Natural Resources in Wales - consultation

Attachments. 120504 RenewableUK Response Natural Resources Wales F.pdf
Dear Ms Moss,

Please find attached RenewableUK'’s response to the consultation above. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to
contact me.

Kind regards
Yana

Yana Bosseva
Planning Advisor | RenewableUK

Tel: +44 (0)20 7901 3024 | Fax: +44 (0)20 7901 3001 | Mob: +44 (0)781 358 0730
RenewableUK, Greencoat House, Francis Street, London SW1P 1DH



RenewableUK
renewa e Greencoat House, Francis Street
London SW1P 1DH, United Kingdom

The voice of wind & marine energy

N2

Tel: +44 (0)20 7901 3000
Fax: +44 (0)20 7901 3001

Web: www.RenewableUK.com
Email: info@RenewableUK.com

Carrie Moss

Living Wales Programme Team

Department for Environment and Sustainable Development
Welsh Government

Cathays Park

CF10 3NQ

Via Email: SEB@wales.gsi.gov.uk

4 May 2012

Dear Madam,

Natural Resources Wales - Proposed Arrangements for Establishing and Directing a New
Body for the Management of Wales’ Natural Resources - Comments by RenewableUK

This document outlines RenewableUK’s comments on the Proposed Arrangements for Establishing
and Directing a New Body for the Management of Wales’ Natural Resources consultation.

RenewableUK is the trade and professional body for the UK wind and marine renewables industries.
Formed in 1978, and with 660 corporate members, RenewableUK is the leading renewable energy
trade association in the UK. Wind has been the world's fastest growing renewable energy source for
the last seven years, and this trend is expected to continue with falling costs of wind energy and the
urgent international need to tackle CO2 emissions to prevent climate change.

Please feel free to contact me on 020 7901 3024, or at Yana.Bosseva@RenewableUK.com should
you require any additional information.

Yours sincerely

Yana Bosseva
Planning Advisor,
RenewableUK

Renewable UK Association Ltd trading as RenewableUK
Registered Office as above | Registered in England No.1874667 | VAT 432958530 GB



Natural Resources Wales - Proposed Arrangements for Establishing and
Directing a New Body for the Management of Wales’ Natural

Resources - Comments by RenewableUK Cymru

Introduction
RenewableUK Cymru welcomes the publication of the consultation on the Proposed Arrangements
for Establishing and Directing a New Body for the Management of Wales’ Natural Resources. We are

pleased to provide this response on behalf of the wind, wave and tidal energy industry.

RenewableUK (formerly BWEA) was established in 1978 and is the representative body for
companies active in the UK wind, wave and tidal energy market. We represent all aspects of the
renewables industry from manufacturers of the technology, through to developers and installers,
legal and environmental specialists, construction and investment firms. We also have members in the
education and training sector — helping to develop the skills needed for the future. As the largest
renewable energy trade association in the UK, our membership has grown rapidly over recent years
and now stands at just under 700 companies - representing the vast majority of all grid connected

renewable energy projects currently installed.

In 2006, a branch of the organisation was established to champion the wind, wave and tidal
renewable energy technologies in Wales with a focus of achieving the Welsh Assembly Government
2010 renewable energy targets. This submission is made on behalf of RenewableUK Cymru Strategy

Group.

RenewableUK Cymru would be pleased to clarify any issues raised in this paper and offer any further

information which may be required.

Renewable Energy Context

All areas of the UK will need to significantly increase their levels of renewable energy generation. In
addition, given the large number of power stations which will close and require replacement over the
next fifteen years, it is essential that we take this opportunity to rebuild our energy infrastructure — at
a local as well as national scale — using renewable and low carbon technologies wherever possible.
The contribution of renewable energy to carbon reduction and climate change objectives; job creation
and other local benefits; and the stabilising of energy prices should therefore be recognised, together
with the need to meet our energy needs and preserve the environment. This is in line with the

national policy context.

The UK is under a legal obligation under EU Directive 2009/28/EC of June 2009, and failure to

deliver the renewable energy generation needed (i.e. 15% of energy consumption from renewable
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sources by 2020) could leave the UK exposed to infraction proceedings from the European

Commission.

The renewable energy policy context in Wales is set by the introduction of TAN8 and the 2010
Energy Policy Statement, which radically increased the renewables target for 2025. This was
confirmed by a written statement from the Welsh Assembly Government in June 2010. Planning
Policy Wales 2011 also states that planning policy at all levels should facilitate delivery of both the
Welsh Government’s overall Energy Policy Statement and UK and European targets on renewable

energy.

Statement of Understanding

In May 2011 RenewableUK Cymru and CCW signed a Statement of Understanding recognising the
mutual benefit of a close working relationship. It also recognised that while renewable energy has the
potential to impact on habitats, species, landscapes and visual features, it also plays a key role in
addressing climate change by helping to meet renewable energy targets in Wales. The Statement
identifies a number of areas for joint working between RenewableUK Cymru and CCW such as
communications, cumulative landscape issues and joint habitat management schemes.

RenewableUK Cymru would seek to establish a similar relationship with the new Single Body.

Responses to Consultation Questions

THE CASE FOR CHANGE

Question 1: What are your views on our proposal to deliver more integrated management by
bringing the three bodies together and creating a single environmental body for Wales?

In principle, RenewableUK Cymru supports the proposal as it is an opportunity to improve the three
statutory bodies’ engagement with the planning system, which is key to delivering Wales’ key policy
objectives. It is vital that the Single Body works together with stakeholders and developers in order to
deliver a more integrated system. We believe that the body should simplify regulation, have a
planning focus and have clear and consistent aims and purposes, aligned with Welsh Government’s

objectives.

At the same time, while a simplified approach should enable planning applications to be more swiftly
determined, this must accord with the positive provisions of a new Planning Act for which the Welsh
Government is currently gathering evidence. If the new Planning Act reduces bureaucracy, this

should be in conjunction with the new body reducing planning delays.

Sustainable Development as the new body’s central principle should also include sustainable

economic development and the generation of renewable energy as key elements.
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RenewableUK Cymru welcomes the proposal to provide earlier and more constructive resolution of
conflicting issues in order to reduce delays to major applications, as suggested in the consultation
document. We also support the efforts to simplify regulation as this and any other additional certainty

is likely to encourage investor and developer confidence in Wales.

However, we have the following concerns with the proposal as it currently stands:

e How would bodies that at the moment have differing priorities be able to come together to
provide a clear and consistent advice that balances Wales' economic and environmental
needs - RenewableUK Cymru would welcome further clarity on how these priorities will be
addressed and how it would be ensured that the new Single Body would provide a unified
and consistent view.

e A culture change will be required from the predecessor bodies, some of which have often
appeared institutionally opposed to development, especially onshore wind energy. This
policy position would not be compatible with the proposed Single Body’s role.

e The Single Body will need to have appropriate resources allocated to allow it to carry out
environmental research and protection, development case work and licence compliance
work. This is in order to be able to balance its duties and priorities to comply with its narrow
statutory duties (such as the protection of European Protected Species) without frustrating its
sustainable development responsibilities. Currently, the three separate bodies do not have

sufficient resources to deal with the volume of renewable energy projects in a timely manner.

Question 2: In developing our proposals for the body, are there additional measures we could
take to address the concerns we have identified in section 2.4 or any other concerns which
you have?

In the opinion of RenewableUK Cymru it is vital that regulatory uncertainty in Wales is minimised in
order to inspire investor confidence in the renewables sector. Wales has significant wind, wave and
tidal resources and RenewableUK Cymru believes it should lead by example in harnessing these
renewable energy resources. The proposed Single Body will have a key role in delivering this

certainty and efforts should be made to work constructively with the renewables industry.

The Single Body must resolve internally any policy and priority conflicts that may arise from the three

bodies which are currently separate.

In simplifying regulation in Wales, care needs to be taken to ensure that scrutiny is not reduced and
that there are measures in place to ensure that all decisions follow a clear process that balances
Wales' economic and environmental needs. Additionally, care needs to be taken to manage and
avoid the potential for increased uncertainty during the transition period coming up to the
establishment of the new body. It is vital therefore that there is consistency from the commencement

of its operation as well as an orderly transition, as stated in the consultation document.
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RenewableUK Cymru has a concern about the definition of the ecosystem approach and its
implications on infrastructure developments. In our view, a dedicated planning team with renewable

energy expertise would be required to assist with the Single Body’s assessments.

Furthermore, RenewableUK Cymru has concerns about how the commercial interests of the Forestry
Commission Wales (FCW) will be balanced with the ecological needs of the Single Body and that
neither is compromised. We also have concerns about the transparency of recommendations. In
addition to timber supply, the Forestry Commission is also managing its Wind Farm estates. This is a
commercial activity in partnership with developers. At the same time, CCW and Environment Agency
Wales are currently statutory consultees to the process. It should therefore be ensured that there is
no conflict of interest and that new body does not impair the progress of wind energy projects. We
welcome the proposal for Welsh Government to allocate a dedicated policy resource for the Forestry
Commission, however clarity on its role and functions as part of the new Single Body should be
provided. Ideally, FCW’s Wind Energy Programme should be kept outside of the remit of the Single
Body and be managed by the Welsh Government.

LEGAL POWERS
Question 3: What are your views on this phased approach? How could we improve on it?

The phased approach appears to be sensible and logical, however it should be ensured that it allows
an opportunity to review priorities and change processes. For this restructure to be successful, full
and detailed consideration should be given to reviewing these priorities and processes — both at the

outset and as the process evolves.

As stated above, managing the transition period coming up to the establishment of the new body
would be crucial in not undermining investor confidence and providing continued support for the
renewables sector in Wales. With the UK’s legally binding target of securing 15% of energy from
renewable sources by 2020, and achieving reductions in climate change emissions of 80% by 2050,
this is of vital importance. Additionally, more details should be provided on what functions are being

considered to be transferred to the new body from UK Ministers.

It is critical that the Single Body be established with an institutional culture of delivery and facilitating
delivery to its customers. Strong leadership and guidance of the Single Body from the Welsh
Government will be essential for this process. The existing culture and approaches of the individual
constituent bodies are not entirely appropriate for the Single Body’s intended role. These should not

be allowed to become institutionalised during the transition period of the new Single Body.

Question 4: Do these proposals provide a good basis for the principal aim and strategic

outcomes of the body? How could they be improved?

RenewableUK Cymru welcomes the proposal for sustainable development to be the central

organising principle for the new body. The principle of sustainable development however needs to be
5
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strengthened to emphasise the need to protect global environment from climate change by reducing
reliance on fossil fuels. The conservation of ecosystems per se should be viewed as an important
means to that end, rather than as an overriding end in itself. Additionally, the aims and outcomes of
the body should reflect the balance of environmental and social and economic needs which can be

enhanced by development of renewable energy.

In terms of the proposed Strategic Outcomes, Strategic Outcome 1 should be expanded to include

the economic wellbeing of Welsh communities and Wales as a whole.

Additionally, we welcome the inclusion of the contribution to climate change adaptation and
mitigation as a strategic outcome. However, in our view renewable energy, which is a key element of
sustainable development, must be explicitly stated within Strategic Outcome 5 — climate change
mitigation and adaptation. This Outcome should also explicitly refer to the reduction of emissions

contributing to climate change.

FUNCTIONS OF THE BODY
Question 5: What are your views on the approach to the delivery framework?

In RenewableUK Cymru’s view the delivery framework needs to relate to the key objectives and
strategic outcomes, including the deployment of renewable energy as a key element of sustainable
development. The delivery framework should be measured against other aims and objectives of
Welsh Government, such as increasing renewable energy generation, creating green jobs,

diversifying land use and tackling fuel poverty by ensuring affordable and secure energy supply.

In terms of the details proposed, we support the Annual Remit Letter and the detailed Financial
Memorandum. In our view there should be a process in place to scrutinise the behaviour and
performance of the Single Body in line with these mechanisms. Appropriate resources should be
allocated for reviews and investigations, which may be a function appropriate for a Welsh

Government committee.

There should also be a process for the Single Body’s customers to be able to challenge behaviour or
performance which is inconsistent with the Single Body’s remit. This process should be primarily to
deal with situations where the Single Body appears to be failing to implement its remit, including its
operational capacities. The objective should not provide a route for applicants or third parties to
challenge specific licensing or consent decisions of the Single Body, or be established where they do
not already exist. The statutory processes for appeal to the Welsh Ministers for such cases should be

retained.

It is also crucial how progress towards the objectives and outcomes will be measured. RenewableUK

Cymru would be keen to participate in the consultation and formulation of the delivery framework.
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These need to be linked back to indicators on renewable energy generation capacity, the percentage
of electricity that is generated from renewable sources and the level of greenhouse gas emissions
from energy production and use per capita. Below are three indicators which were suggested by
RenewableUK Cymru to be included as Statutory Performance Indicators for Welsh Local Authorities

from April 2012 as part of a recent Welsh Government consultation:

e Renewable energy capacity
This indicator would allow local authorities to review the success or otherwise of their
renewable energy policies. This has a direct impact on the low-carbon energy agenda as

listed in the Programme for Government.

e The percentage of electricity that is generated from renewable sources.
This indicator would allow the more specific monitoring of the percentage of electricity
generated from renewables, and is taken directly from the Programme for Government. It

has a direct impact on greenhouse gas emissions savings and climate change.

e The level of greenhouse gas emissions from energy production and use per capita
This indicator measures the total, the per capita emissions of greenhouse gases from energy

production and use that have a direct impact on climate change.

Question 6: Are the functions described in Tables 1 to 3 a reasonable summary of those
required? How could they be improved?
Assuming that the functions in Tables 1 to 3 are just illustrative examples in our view renewable
energy as a theme cuts across more than Climate Change Mitigation. The deployment of renewable
energy would also contribute to the following functions/areas of work:
e Regulation of industry impacting on, or making use of, the environment and natural
resources of Wales, using an integrated approach
e Reducing the effects of pollution (by prevention)
e Conservation, restoration and enhancement of ecosystems — through mitigation of the
effects of climate change which would profoundly affect ecosystems
e Encouraging the sustainable use of the environment and natural resources
e catchment management and reduction in flash-flooding through habitat management
(restoration of peatlands and hydrology management in the hills will even out the flow of

water run-off).

Additionally, the Management of woodland estate in Table 1 needs to refer to the current and
potential future aim of leasing land for purposes of renewable energy generation. Therefore functions
of giving advice for renewable energy applications with reference to WG targets also need to be

included.
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In addition, we are concerned that there is no recognition in the draft document of the new body’s
important role in relation to the planning system. Therefore RenewableUK Cymru would suggest the
inclusion of a new function — Input into town and country planning - relating to planning for
sustainable development and renewable energy deployment as a central theme. This function should
include providing advice and input to both policy planning and development management processes.
In terms of development control, the Single Body needs to include providing coordinated advice and
input to prospective developers as well as to local authorities, and this needs to be made absolutely

clear in its remit.

Furthermore, there is no explicit indication of the effect of the Single Body’s establishment on the
consultation arrangements for Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects under the Planning Act
2008. Logically, consultation with the Single Body should replace consultations with the Environment
Agency, CCW and the Forestry Commission in relation to projects in or affecting Wales, however this

needs to be stated explicitly in the remit of the new body.

On the basis of the comments above, the tables should be reworked and possibly illustrated in a

more integrated fashion (potentially as diagrams).

Question 7: What are your views on our proposals for changes to Welsh Government
functions, including Marine and Wildlife Licensing and Tree and Plant Health? How could they
be improved?

RenewableUK Cymru is concerned about the transfer of forestry policy to the Welsh Government
because of the balance between the commercial interests of the Forestry Commission and the

ecological/environmental focus of the new Single Body.

In terms of Marine Licensing and its move from the Welsh Government to the new body, we believe
that this would simplify regulation and provide a single point of contact, which would be welcome.
However, it must be ensured that its move into the new body does not result in losing the expertise in

this area.

A resource increase must be provided to avoid a negative impact on marine renewable energy
projects. The way the Single Body will be set up should reflect the particular nature of the Welsh
marine environment and the way its resources are harnessed, and in particular:
e The open and dynamic nature of the marine environment and its ecosystems;
e The limits of our basic knowledge of the Welsh marine environment and the ecosystem
goods and services that it provides;
e The need to effectively link the management of land and sea; and
e Limitations to ‘enabling’ opportunities - these generally relate to owners/occupiers of land
and as this regime of ownership does not apply in the marine environment, it is unclear how

policy objectives could be readily delivered.
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Whilst we support the Government'’s intention to implement the new marine legislative framework, we
suggest the need to address a number of complex issues that are restricting activity, and in some
instances stalling the practical application in Wales of the ecosystem approach. Most notable and
concerning are the current resourcing and capacity constraints within both the statutory agencies and

the Welsh Government to deliver new areas of marine work, such as marine planning.

Marine Planning, based on an ecosystem approach, requires different types and levels of evidence,
for example, to understand the marine environment both in its current state and how it is likely to
change in the future. It is clear that marine planning, like natural resource management planning
requires an intensive data and evidence process. As such we need to continue to develop our
understanding of ecosystem functioning and services, and how they should be safeguarded and
managed for the future. Whilst investment and greater coordination with regard to marine evidence
gathering, such as greater sharing and use of private sector and third sector data is welcomed, we
believe that risk-based decision-making should make best use of existing data, adopting a

Precautionary Principle and utilising expert judgement where necessary.

GOVERNANCE, ACCOUNTABILITY AND TRANSPARENCY

Question 8: Do you agree with the proposals for co-ordination of Welsh Government
investment in environmental research? How could we improve them?

RenewableUK Cymru would welcome a more coordinated and transparent approach to
environmental research. Such research would need to cross-refer and relate to other Welsh
Government policies such as the need for renewable energy deployment. In terms of renewable
energy, research needs are largely driven by the fact that the technology is relatively new and
requires rapid deployment. There is also a need to challenge or address some of the perceived
‘impacts’ brought about by renewable energy technologies. A closer working relationship would be
required between the new Single Body and the renewables industry. This could be very helpful in

helping to achieve renewable energy targets.

In terms of gathering and recording environmental data, we note that developers of major projects
are often expected to undertake (and pay for) very extensive environmental surveys. It is developers’
perception that these surveys have been required as much to address concerns with a particular
project as to advance underlying environmental knowledge. In RenewableUK Cymru’s view the
Single Body should not seek or be encouraged to seek the use of conditions of licences, permits or
planning permissions in this way, unless it is strictly necessary and directly relevant to a given
project. Requirements for environmental monitoring should be limited to those which are reasonably
necessary for the purposes of a particular development(s), including for the purposes of effective

enforcement of consent conditions.

In cases where there are several applicants required to provide environmental data for projects which
are located in close proximity to one another, there may be advantage in setting up non-statutory
9
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joint groups to coordinate environmental monitoring and data collection between the Single Body,
local authority and other local stakeholders. This would allow activities to be coordinated and for the

data to be pooled among the group’s members.

Question 9: Do you agree with the proposals about the status, governance and accountability
of the new body? Is there any way we could improve the proposed arrangements?

While the independence of the new body would mean independent advice and decisions, these need
to be in accordance with Welsh Government and UK policy. The Welsh Government’s aspirations on
renewable energy targets are particularly relevant. The Single Body’s management board should

reflect expertise and interest in sustainable business and economic development.

It is important that accountability to the Welsh Ministers is continued through the Sponsorship
Minister (currently the Minister for Environment and Sustainable Development), and subject to
scrutiny by the relevant Assembly Committees. RenewableUK Cymru also supports the proposal that
the body will be subject to a two year probation period and that the conclusion of the two year

probation period is independently assessed.

One issue regarding accountability which may require consideration is how to deal with poor
performance. With regard to not achieving targets (e.g. response times to planning application
consultations), clear guidelines must be set at the outset of the Single Body’s establishment

regarding how such issues will be addressed.

Question 10: Have you any views on the approach we propose for the new body in relation to
its stakeholder arrangements? How might we improve the approach?

RenewableUK Cymru welcomes the idea of a more flexible approach to stakeholder engagement.
We also support the proposal for the new body to ensure effective stakeholder engagement, as
stated in the document. However, it is important to ensure that there are not too many subgroups
formed that could lead to more layers of communication and potentially result in fragmented outputs.
It should therefore be ensured that clear objectives and stated remits would be developed for all

groups to ensure clarity of function.

Local engagement by the Single Body will be essential. Any local committees which are established
should include representatives of local businesses. Additionally, the Single Body should take
advantage of and participate in existing established non-statutory local co-ordination and consultation

arrangements where these are relevant to its work.

Question 11: What are your views on the aspects of the regulatory arrangements?

As the three bodies operate separately at the moment, there can sometimes be conflicting views
between them. They are currently fragmented and even within individual bodies different specialist
groups tend to act in isolation. In some cases responses from the statutory consultees comprise

contradictory requirements and requests; in some responses it is not clear which points reflect
10
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serious concerns and which do not. This culture should not be transferred to the operation of the
Single Body. Decisions by the Single Body need to be transparent and demonstrate objective and

evidence-based decision making.

In order for the proposed regulatory arrangements to function properly and equitably, it is key that the
decision making should have a rationale that balances the relevant interests of environmental

protection and sustainable development, which can sometimes be opposing.

We support the concept of a Decision Document, however this should not become so lengthy and
detailed that its preparation itself becomes a bureaucratic barrier to the timely determination of
applications. A similar document explaining the Single Body’s reasons for its views should also be
provided in response to consultations from local planning authorities on planning applications. This is
especially important where the Single Body objects to a planning application, where it would also be
helpful to all parties for the Single Body to indicate which of its points it would defend in the event of

an appeal or a call-in and which it would not.

In terms of the establishment of a Shadow Body, RenewableUK Cymru would welcome clarification
on how planning applications currently in the pipeline with the Shadow Body would be transferred to
the new Single Body. We would also welcome clarity on how the juxtaposition of possibly judging

similar applications against differing criteria will be managed.

Additionally, pilot schemes to be carried out under the Shadow Body were announced before the
Single Body consultation was launched. We have concerns about the pilots because of the lack of
clarity on their aims and legal status, as well as their application of the ecosystem approach. Any

clarity on these would therefore be welcomed.

MANAGING THE CHANGE

Question 12: If you have any related issues which we have not specifically addressed, please
use this space to report them.

Inclusion of CADW
We question why CADW was not considered to be included as a part of the Single Body. In our view
this would enable further bureaucracy to be reduced when considering the areas of their

responsibility.

Timely decision making

The establishment of the Single Body offers the opportunity to simplify the process of scrutinising
proposals and determining a variety of consent application for a range of developments. This
presents the opportunity for reductions in cost, time delays and uncertainty of outcome which should

substantially benefit developers and increase the attractiveness of Wales as an investment location,
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with consequent benefits to the welsh economy, without any detriment to the environment or to the

quality of decision making.

Powers to charge for services

The Single Body should not have more general powers to charge for its services than what the
predecessor bodies have at present. There should therefore be a confirmation that the principle of
not conferring additional powers to the Single Body at the outset would extend also to its ability to

charge for its services.

A key focus of the Single Body must be on delivery, particularly in relation to the Body’s input to the
consent process to the prescribed timescales. Appropriate and reasonable timescales for the
consideration and analysis or projects should be clearly prescribed and adhered to. Current
experience of developers is that statutory timescales are laid down however they are frequently not
adhered to. Where additional time is genuinely needed, this should be agreed with the developer and

other interested parties at the outset and adhered to thereafter.

Peat issues

The Single Body would need to address peat issues. This is an issue that has been discussed within
the renewables industry and with CCW and others. There has been inconsistent advice within CCW
between projects, as well as inconsistent advice between CCW, Natural England, the NI
Environment Agency and Scottish Natural Heritage. We therefore call for the Single Body to address
concerns regarding and the need for clear guidance on peat issues that is not then subject to change

and ‘moving goal-posts’.

12
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Response from Gwynedd Council’s Biodiversity Unit

Natural Resources Wales — Consultation Document 02/05/12

Question 1: What are your views on our proposal to deliver more integrated
management by bringing the three bodies together and creating a single
environmental body for Wales?

The proposed SEB would meet the three factors driving change (2.2), and
has the potential to be a very effective and powerful body. However there is a
danger of losing the main functions of each of the three bodies by combining
them together, and diluting their powers and specialty by reducing duplication
and cutting costs.

Question 2: In developing our proposals for the body, are there additional
measures we could take to address the concerns we have identified in
section 2.4 or any other concerns which you have?

There needs to be a full and detailed audit of all of the three bodies’ functions and
expertise, in order to ensure these are not lost in the new body. It’s also an
opportunity to fill in the gaps and close any loopholes, but also creating a more
effective and efficient body.

The new body should not lose the current local feel the three bodies currently have.
The level of regular contact and access with relevant officers should remain. It should
remain separate from WAG, and should not adopt their style of contact which is very
much at arm’s length. In particular the Marine and Fisheries section of WAG do not
have any real form of communication on any level with Local Authorities. For
example currently LA Ecologists work closely with many of CCW’s teams
(conservation, marine, Case work, sites) and we do not want to lose this level of
contact and communication.

Innovation and research should remain a function of the body. The Forestry
Commission and CCW currently carry out this valuable work, and this level of R&D
should be retained

Question 3: What are your views on this phased approach? How could we
improve on it?

It seems to be a very ambitious timetable. In the meantime staff are being
transferred into the shadow body, leaving all three bodies hugely under-
staffed and under-resourced to carry out the current work. This must be
creating low morale and high levels of stress, and some work not being
tackled at all. This should be addressed.

Question 4: Do these proposals provide a good basis for the principal aim and
strategic outcomes of the body? How could they be improved?

The concept of sustainable development and the ecosystem approach is a
good basis to develop the SEB. However sustainable development is poorly



defined, and can be interpreted differently by many different sectors,
depending on their objectives. Sustainable development should be clearly
defined from the outset.

e The ecosystems approach is a very holistic way of approaching conservation
and development, and our natural resources should be managed in this
holistic way. The concern is whether there is the capacity and financial
resource to tackle all issues in this way, on such a large scale. This is a new
approach, and we don’t yet fully understand the mechanics of making it work.
There should be a lot of flexibility and opportunity to adapt in adopting this
approach.

e There is a concern that this could create a trading system where low
biodiversity areas are developed in order to allow high biodiversity areas to
flourish. Biodiversity should not be tradable.

e Also ecosystem services cannot be measured economically - you cannot
always put a price on the loss of habitat and hope that it's cash value will
automatically recreate it. Habitats take time to develop, and loss of habitat
should be avoided where possible.

Question 5: What are your views on the approach to the delivery

framework?

e This approach should build on the strengths of the 3 bodies, and learn from
the approaches that have worked in the past. Spatial planning seems to be
the way forward.

Question 6: Are the functions described in tables 1 to 3 areasonable

summary of those required? How could they be improved?

e These 3 functions are very broad and vague. Section 7 gives more detail on
these functions, but as expressed earlier there needs to be a detailed audit of
the three body’s current functions in order to ensure they are carried out. It's
easy to group similar functions together in order to be more effective;
however this is not always practical. Functions the SEB do not intend on
adopting should be made clear from the outset, with information on where
else these functions could be met.

Question 7: What are your views on our proposals for changes to Welsh
Government functions, including Marine and Wildlife Licensing and Tree
and Plant Health? How could they be improved?

e We can see positive benefits in transferring WAG licensing functions to the
new body. If marine licensing was transferred then the new body would also
benefit from establishing a stronger marine section, rather than being
currently placed within WAG. Currently there seems to be no benefits what so
ever to Local Authorities or NGO’s in WAG’s Marine section, and much
confusion as to what is their current role.



Question 8: Do you agree with the proposals for co-ordination of Welsh
Government investment in environmental research? How could we improve
them?

e We agree with the proposals about investing in environmental research.

Question 9: Do you agree with the proposals about the status, governance
and accountability of the new body? Is there any way we could improve the
proposed arrangements?

e Yes, we agree.

Question 10: Have you any views on the approach we propose for the new
body in relation to its stakeholder arrangements? How might we improve
the approach?

e It's important the new body should continue to use current forms of engaging
such as LBAP partnerships and other local partnerships. However they
should also continue to seek out new and innovative ways of engaging with
stakeholders

Question 11: What are your views on these aspects of the regulatory
arrangements?

¢ Intheory the regulatory arrangements seem logical. However permitting
consents could be conflicting and controversial for the body at times,
especially when they are already giving advice on the matter, and therefore
there should be another body (perhaps a special team within WAG) involved
in the process.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above, please find attached
our consultation response; which reflect the opinions of the Local Access
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RHONDDA CYNON TAF CBC LOCAL ACCESS FORUM

REPLY TO WELSH GOVERNMENT CONSULTATION DOCUMENT
WG14766

«Natural Resources Wales: Proposed Arrangements for Establishing and
Directing a New Body for the Management of Wales’ Natural Resources”

Rhondda Cynon Taf Local Access Forum find that the single body, as
proposed, does not take into account the importance of public access 1o, and
enjoyment of, Wales’ natural resources. We emphasise the necessity to
include public access in all its forms, whether walking, cycling, by horse or on
water and taking into account both local circular and national trails and
diversity issues. Without addressing public access in all its forms, the single
body could lack wider support, and even undermine the sustainable future of
natural resources.

As a Local Access Forum representing the various users and owners of land
and water, we are concerned that public access has not been considered
enough and that Rights of Ways could get lost if not prioritised and supported
with funding.

1. What are your views on our proposal to deliver more integrated
management by bringing the three bodies together and creating a single
environmental body for Wales?

Rhondda Cynon Taf Local Access Forum (RCT LAF) has concerns about
potential neglect of issues without priority in the single body’s remit like public
access and recreation, and concerns about the delivery of integrated
management per se.

The single environmental body would bring together three bodies with
unequal strength or interest in different issues, for example, public access. If
one of the three with less interest in access dominates, this issue will be
neglected.

In addition to public access in all its forms, on local and national highways and
water, RCT LAF notes that the proposal lacks a historical dimension such as
Cadw in its management.

Furthermore, when the Welsh Government consults on proposals, the single
body may be more limited in its response than if three separate organisations
provided responses.

At a practical level, the reduction of 3 directors to one raises problems of
conflict and bias. Arguably, a director should be recruited from within and it
should be someone with the ability to bring people together and with an
overview of the areas that the single body will focus on. They should be open
to differences in views and debates.



There is a serious risk that the single body will be a massive and amorphous
organisation that is unable to devote sufficient priority or resources to all parts
of its remit. While recognising that this would negatively affect the business
case, RCT LAF view is that the single body may become too self reliant and
should still consult external organisations.

RCT LAF members have experience of attempts to integrate management
and are not persuaded that the proposal will work or deliver the business case
savings, and find that risk mitigation (in Annex) by appointing “high quality
senior managers’” is not convincing.

The Welsh Government are looking at a system which will work from the top
down, but a “common shared view” of “shared vision’ cannot be forced top
down. Debate and disagreement aré ignored at peril.

One way that RCT LAF considered this is as 3 overlapping circles, one FCW
interests, one CCW and one EAW. The area of overlap may be smaller or
larger: either will have consequences for resourcing all interests (including
public access in all forms), and for discussion and debate. The savings may
not be as substantial as planned.

2- In developing our proposals for the body, are there additional measures
we could take to address the concerns we have identified in section 2.4 or
any other concerns which you have?

RCT LAF questions how the single body will ensure that areas, sites and
events of historical importance will be maintained.

The single body should embrace improved access for work, transport and
recreation. As itis proposed, it could even seek to prevent public access and
have an exclusionary impact on common tand — which the LAF views as
negative.

3: What are your views on this phased approach? How could we improve
on it?

Recause the approach is top-down, it appears to lack adaptation, for example
if there are unintended impacts. More flexibility will be required in the
development of the single body in order for it to achieve sustainability.

4: Do these proposals provide a good basis for the principal aim and
strategic outcomes of the body? How could they be improved?

RCT LAF views the proposals as inadequate. They need to refer to the
promotion and maintenance of public access in all its forms (walking, cycling,
by horse or on water: local circular and longer national trails; able and limited
members of the public).

For example, the strategic outcomes could include “Secure high social
valuations of Wales’ natural resources through wide accessibility for the
public.” The purpose is to secure sustainable public support for the actions of
this new body.



The consultation document makes very little mention of finance and the
management of it. For example, how is funding to be allocated and will it be
ring fenced?

The marketing and maintenance of the All Wales Coastal Path has not been
mentioned. In Table 1, there should be reference to the Coastal Path which
promises major well-being benefits.

The economic necessity to address climate change is overlooked and
Strategic Outcome 5 is very weak.

5: What are your views on the approach to the delivery framework?
RCT LAF finds no mention of improving access to water and bridleways.

Indeed, the LAF further suggests that this could be an opportunity to make
updates to Rights of Ways and Definitive Maps, and allocate more funds for
proactive work to be done as well as reactive, for example through review of
historical evidence. The delivery could include digital maps.

Possibly, the single body could lead on and enforce laws such as the
countryside acts if these were incorporated into their work.

RCT LAF questions whether Welsh Government will be drawn into micro
management of the single body.

6: Are the functions described in tables 1 to 3 a reasonable summary of
those required? How could they be improved?

No comments

7: What are your views on our proposals for changes to Welsh Government
functions, including Marine and Wildlife Licensing and Tree and Plant
Health? How could they be improved?

RCT LAF notes that there is no mention of canals and asks whether they
should be considered.

Similarly, Glastir is concerned with environmental management and could be
included.

8: Do you agree with the proposals for co-ordination of Welsh Government
investment in environmental research? How could we improve them?

RCT LAF finds this section weak.

There is a gap in economic or social anthropological research into how people
use rights of way, and, as a result, the economic and heaith benefits from
better access to paths and open spaces.

9: Do you agree with the proposals about the status, governance and
accountability of the new body? Is there any way we could improve the
proposed arrangements?



RCT LAF strongly advises the inclusion of the Chair of the LAF Chairmen’s
Panel on the Board of the new body. Other Board members might include
Cadw and Canals.

More local and regional representation is needed and clear rights to
information and public consultation.

There should be the opportunity to submit comments or objections throughout
the later stages of the single body formation.

10: Have you any views on the approach we propose for the new body in
relation to its stakeholder arrangements? How might we improve the
approach?

RCT LAF is concerned that the evidence is lacking for following the English
arguments. This risks high regional variations. It is unclear how often the
committees will meet, and organisations with the most funding may overrule
others.

Partnership can work and save money, for example working with universities
to do research and partnering people with parallel interests that can benefit
each other at a lesser cost.

11: What are your views on these aspects of the regulatory arrangements?

RCT LAF prefers more public access to information and rights to make
comments on the decisions that get made.

Prepared from the meeting of the Sub-Group on Friday, 13" APRIL 2012 at
Liwyn Castan, Library Road, Pontypridd

Rhondda Cynon Taf CBC Local Access Forum



From: Hill, Deborah [Deborah.Hill @swansea.gov.uk]
Sent: 14 May 2012 07:01

To: SEB mailbox

Subject: Consultation response- Natural Resources Wales

Attachments. Natural Resources Wales consultation NCS response.doc

Hi Claire, please find attached our response to the above consultation which has been delayed due to staff
absences. | hope that you will still be able to consider it.

Best regards,

Deb

Deb Hill
Planning policy and Environment Section
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Welsh Government Consultation - Natural Resources Wales

Proposed arrangements for establishing and directing a new body for the
management of Wales’ Natural Resources: Consultation response from
City and County of Swansea -Planning Policy and Environment Section

Question 1: What are your views on our proposal to deliver more integrated
management by bringing the three bodies together and creating a single
environmental body for Wales?

e Potentially this could be a positive improvement, if full regard is taken of
issues raised in responses to the consultation exercise.

¢ Welcome the commitment to not reducing the existing combined budget
and to reinvesting any efficiency savings back into the new body to extend
and improve service delivery.(2.3.3)

e Concern that possibly too much emphasis is placed on the economic
value of the natural environment as a resource to be used. Need to
acknowledge the intrinsic value of habitats and species to be protected for
their own sake and not just as a resource that is useful to the human race.

e Suggest using the term natural environment instead of natural resources.

e The key focus for the single environmental body should be leading on and
championing environmental protection and.Supporting development and
the economy should be a secondary priority, with environmental protection
taking precedence

e Itis important that the functions and positive features of the 3 existing
bodies are retained and strengthened through a single body.

e Important to ensure transparency and accountability between regulatory
and operational functions and the ability to manage the potential conflict
between these functions. Possible risk that issues will be internalized
and not scrutinized.

e Concern that the aim to ‘improve and simplify how we regulate in Wales’
does not result in reduced protection for the environment and biodiversity.

e Seems to be a disproportionate focus on the role of Forestry in the new
body-compared for example to biodiversity conservation and
enhancement.

e More emphasis needs to be placed on the conservation of biodiversity.
Biodiversity, forms the planet’s life support infrastructure and protecting
biodiversity is critical to our long term survival

e There is limited scientific evidence of the true value of ecosystem services
so if the new body’s operational practice is to be informed by this, it is



essential that precautionary principles should be applied.

¢ Need to ensure that habitats and species with no immediate or obvious
ecosystem services benefits are also afforded protection for their intrinsic
value

Question 2: In developing our proposals for the body, are there additional
measures we could take to address the concerns we have identified in
section 2.4 or any other concerns which you have? :

e Important to retain a good geographical spread of local offices and staff to
enable service users to maintain close working relationships and
convenient access to expertise at a local level.

e The new body should be seen as independent and advisory to WG. It
should also retain links to relevant UK organisations.

e The new body needs to have grant giving and research powers.

e Need to ensure continuing commitment and support is provided to
LBAPs, LRCs, the Wales Biodiversity Partnership (WBP) and its sub
groups. Currently local biodiversity action depends heavily on grant aid
from the three bodies -CCW in particular —Concern that grant aid may be
reduced with the creation of the single body.

e There is little/ no mention of the importance of urban biodiversity or urban
green Infrastructure

e Concern about possible loss of experienced staff. Need to consider how
best to retain expertise.

Question 3: What are your views on this phased approach? How could we
improve on it?
e Timescale seems very ambitious and could constrain achieving best
outcomes.
e Welcome the commitment to further consultation on future phases

Question 4: Do these proposals provide a good basis for the principle aim
and strategic outcomes of the body? How could they be improved? :
e Need to strengthen and promote the importance of biodiversity and
maintaining healthy diverse ecosystems as central to achieving



sustainable development.

Question 4: Do these proposals provide a good basis for the principal aim
and strategic outcomes of the body? How could they be improved? :

Concern there is no reference to the conservation of biodiversity and its
intrinsic value in the aims and strategic outcomes. Biodiversity is the
underlying basis of the ecosystem approach upon which the services and
outcomes we need for society are reliant upon.

This is an environmental body first and foremost which should be
championing the protection of the natural environment. Its functions aims
and strategic outcomes should reflect the importance of protecting our
natural environment.

Suggest rewording :
‘To maintain, improve and develop Wales’ natural resources, to deliver
benefit to the people and economy of Wales now and into the future.’

To read:

‘To maintain, PROTECT and ENHANCE Wales’ natural environment, to

deliver benefit to the people, wildlife, and economy of Wales now and into the

future.

The list of strategic outcomes which clarify the aim should be reordered so
that ‘Further the conservation ,restoration and enhancement of
ecosystems’ is number 1( not 3)

There is little mention of the marine environment in the consultation
document. A new environment body should have the same duties and
responsibilities to marine as to terrestrial nature conservation, e.g. the
management of marine protected areas and marine fisheries.

Also, seems to be no mention of the urban environment

Question 5: What are your views on the approach to the delivery
framework? :

Question 6: Are the functions described in tables 1 to 3 areasonable
summary of those required? How could they be improved? :



The list is by no means exhaustive:

There is no mention of Biodiversity or the 2020 Biodiversity objectives.
Conservation grants are not covered in the functions, at present these
grants fund a high proportion of local conservation/biodiversity project
delivery.

Research functions and monitoring functions are not covered in the tables
Concern no reference to general biodiversity conservation and support for
local biodiversity action. Need to increase the focus on protection of the
natural environment. Biodiversity conservation and enhancement should
be a key consideration in any sustainable development approach.

There is no reference to the urban environment/ green infrastructure
/sustainable urban communities etc

Need to say more about the role of the new body in relation to schools and
ESDGC

There is no reference to any functions in respect of the marine
environment. Functions should at least include marine protected area
management and management of marine fisheries.

Question 7: What are your views on our proposals for changes to Welsh
government functions, including Marine and Wildlife licencing and tree and
plant health? How could they be improved? :

Generally support the proposed changes for wildlife licensing and marine
licensing.

There are potential benefits to the single body dealing with all marine and
derogation licensing. However for this role to function properly it will need
to be adequately resourced to enable compliance monitoring and
undertake enforcement as required.

Question 8: Do you agree with the proposals for co-ordination of Welsh
Government investment in environmental research? How could we improve

them?

The importance of research should be more clearly identified as an important role
of the single body. The single body must be able to commission its own research
without the sanction of WG and therefore retain its specialist functions.

Question 9: Do you agree with the proposals about the status, governance
and accountability of the new body? Is there any way we could improve the
proposed arrangements? :

Need to clarify the role of the new body and its board in shaping policy,



and need to ensure that WG takes account of advice coming from the new
body.

e Possibly consider a wider membership on the board ( up to 207?) to ensure
adequate spread of knowledge and expertise.

e |tis important that any advice given is not watered down to take account
of the varying interests within the organisation, but there will need to be
some means within the new body to overcome the potentially conflicting
functions. Effort should be made to ensure that the differing views are
properly accounted for.

e No mention of the future role of WBP- assume this will continue?

Question 10: Have you any views on the approach we propose for the new
body in relation to its stakeholder arrangements? How might we improve
the approach? :

e Flexibility to take local circumstances into account is essential. Local
biodiversity action planning and associated partnerships are key
stakeholders and NEF delivery mechanisms.

e Essential all existing functions are retained and strengthened in the new
body and properly financed.

e Effort should be made to ensure the local relationships are maintained
where they are important to local communities.

Question 11: What are your views on the aspects of the regulatory
arrangements?

e In relation to self-permitting, this would be supported if there was a
mechanism in place to make such decisions transparent and accountable.

e There needs to be clear separation between regulation and
implementation.It would not be appropriate for the single body to issue its
own consents.

e Consenting and operational functions should be kept separate in the
organizational structure with separate management streams.

Question 12: If you have any related issues which we have not specifically
addressed, please use this space to report them:

e Concern about the lack of reference to land use planning and land use
decision making and consenting.

e There is a need to include how existing funding arrangements for LPA
biodiversity, countryside management and sustainable communities will



be maintained. Many Biodiversity Officer Jobs rely on existing CCW s9
funding and jobs will be lost if it does not continue.

(NB Didendum vexillum is a sea squirt and no threat to trees and timber
(last words on page 41) )



From: Morgan, Huw [mailto:Huw.Morgan@swansea.gov.uk]
Sent: 14 May 2012 22:13

To: SEB mailbox

Cc: Owen, Reena

Subject: single environment body - response to consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this consultation. The following
response is on behalf of Reena Owen, Director of Environment, City and
County of Swansea.

Question one

It is agreed that there are advantages in strengthening the agencies in Wales
dealing with environmental regulation in the widest possible sense. However
there are concerns, particularly around the risks of separating the
Environment Agency from its English counterpart. If these risks can be
addressed, particularly those risks rooted in funding issues, there are
opportunities for improving the way we deal with environmental issues in
Wales.

Question two

There are additional concerns apart from those mentioned in section 2.4.
Although it is noted that potential conflicts of interest and transparency of
decision-making have been issues in the past. It doesn't seem that long ago
that the Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution had major concerns on
this matter in relation to water authorities. When the water companies were
formed, the government created the National Rivers authority so that
decision-making could be more transparent and poachers and gamekeepers
would be in separate organisations. There will be complex issues where the
right thing to do environmentally is not clear for the new body. This is
inevitable where the new single body contains so many different
environmental interests within its organisation.

There are concerns over the potential loss of expertise caused by splitting the
existing England/Wales EA. This could be an inevitable problem on issues
where the number of specialists available are few e.g. radiological regulation
or certain water resources policy issues. It is hoped that the creation of a
permitting team in Cardiff will have minimised this risk in terms of
environmental permitting. However the centralisation of laboratories has
already caused difficulties in Wales. It is vital for a number of reasons to
strengthen the Welsh resources for analytical services, particularly in terms of
environmental chemistry.

Some very useful projects have been funded by England and it is particularly
important that any disaggregation of EA funds does not disadvantage Wales
in terms of new pilot projects.

There are also many examples of excellent work being carried out
collaboratively between local authorities and their local EA team. It is hoped
that the inevitable restructuring can be done in a sensitive and imaginative



way so that we do not lose momentum for a few years while new
management arrangements affect local collaboration.

Question three

The phased approach outlined in section 3 seems sensible, however there
are concerns that certain functions mentioned, such as air quality or
contaminated land, are primarily carried out by local authorities. It is assumed
that good collaboration will continue, but there are concerns that local
authorities have not been involved in developing the necessary models for the
single body to be successful. These two examples are classic environmental
problems where local authorities abilities to blend public health, development
control, highways planning, transport planning and local politics, are essential
in terms of, investigation, assessment and resolution. Clearly the new body
will have a role to play in terms of certain site specific permitting issues, but a
collaborative approach will be essential to resolve some of these very difficult
issues.

Question four

Section 4 is a very broad start in terms of strategic outcomes for the new
body. Again from a local authority perspective there are concerns that many
of the Welsh government strategies listed require considerable input from us
and it is disappointing that there seems to be no mention of any process
where we can fully engage before the single body is up and running.

Question five

Some of the issues in annex five are important for Wales and certainly
highlight opportunities for the new body to improve on delivery. However
many of the most important issues require a broad cross cutting effort from
other public bodies including Welsh government and local government. This
highlights the difficulty in setting high standards and brave targets in an
environment where no one organisation can achieve the desired outcome.
Clearly this particular issue is very important for the new body but will require
much more detailed work over the next year.

Question six

The functions described are a reasonable summary of those required,
however given the comments made above, some of these functions cannot be
effectively delivered without allowing for more collaborative work even in a
formal regulatory setting. Examples of this could be;

-Permitting officers working more closely with L.A.'s on noise control.

-Greater collaboration on the water framework Directive and the bathing water
Directive.

-A formal arrangement in Wales to use LA air-quality monitoring stations in
emergencies given that DEFRA may not want to continue  funding air-
quality cells.



Some of these issues are good examples of where the single body can be
seen as an opportunity given that collaboration between the EA, L.A.'s and
Public Health is generally better in Wales.

Question seven

The proposals around WG functions seem sensible and it is pleasing to see
that Marine licensing could become part of the new single body.

Question eight

Research and evidence is a vital area for Wales. It is critical that WG
coordinates high quality research in the environmental field. Whilst it is
important for all the reasons mentioned, it should not be allowed to become
overly bureaucratic and stifle the rapid response sometimes required by an
agency of this sort. It is also a sensitive issue in that Welsh universities are
already strong players in the environmental research field. Any single
framework should not be seen as prejudicing the opportunities for Welsh
universities who already undertake much research for the Scottish and
English government departments. Evidence gathering in Wales is also
important and there needs to be a strengthening of the relationship between
all the players including public health and local government.

Question nine

The arrangements in terms of status and governance seem adequate
however section 6.3 touches on some very important areas where Wales has
not been active enough in the past. It is understood that discussions are
ongoing but it would be useful to see some of the options outlined before firm
commitments are made.

Question ten

It seems logical to abolish some of the statutory committees and engage with
stakeholders in a more flexible way. Clearly many of the issues dealt with by
predecessor committees are of great interest to local authorities and we would
wish to see mechanisms for us to positively contribute.

Question eleven

Self permitting is an important issue but it is believed that the organisational
structure could help to provide a degree of separation which combined with
transparent processes and published decision documents would achieve a
safe outcome that should not damage the reputation of the new body.
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this e-mail in error, please notify the administrator on the following address:
administrator@swansea.gov.uk

All communications sent to or from the Council may be subject to recording and/or
monitoring in accordance with relevant legislation
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