Response to Natural Resources Wales consultation by the Brecon Beacons
National Park Local Access Forum

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?

No comment

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?

Sport National Governing Bodies have not been fully engaged in this consultation process nor
does there appear to be a mechanism that will involve them in future consultations with the
Single Body.

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

No comment

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

No comment

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 a reasonable summary of
those required? How could they be improved?

No comment

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?

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?

No comment

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 comment

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

No comment



Ms Carrie Moss

Living Wales Programme Team
Welsh Government

Cardiff
Byemail:SEB@wales.gsi.qgov.uk

Dear Ms Moss

Environment Protection Advisory Committee’s (EPAC’s) Response to
the Welsh Government’s Consultation Document entitled “Natural
Resources Wales, Proposed Arrangements for Establishing and
Directing a New Body for the Management of Wales’ Natural Resources”

EPAC supports the formation of the new body for the management of Wales’
natural resources by combining three existing bodies, namely Environment
Agency Wales (EAW), Countryside Council for Wales (CCW) and Forestry
Commission Wales (FCW), and is pleased to offer the following responses to
the consultation document.

Preamble

1. Wales’ environment and natural resources are intrinsically linked to the
quality of life of the citizens of Wales. They contribute greatly to the social and
economic fabric of our country. However, increasingly complex challenges will
need to be overcome if we are to protect and manage both our environment
and natural resources effectively in the future to meet the economic and social
needs of the people who live in Wales and those who visit the country for
tourism, outdoor recreation and other leisure in the countryside and along the
coast.

2. The quality of the Welsh environment already plays an important role in
supporting a vibrant tourism industry. For example, in 2007, the study entitled
the ‘The Wildlife Economy Wales’' estimated that activity related to wildlife
contributed some £1,936 million annually to the economy and supported over
30,000 jobs. The new body is expected to build on this achievement and
facilitate job creation, not only in tourism and forestry, but also in other green
industries such as those which support renewable energy.

A summary of EPAC’s responses

3. The responses given as answers to the questions posed in the consultation
document are summarised in paragraphs 4 to 10, inclusive, below. The
answers to the questions follow in more detail in paragraphs 11 to 31,
inclusive.

4. The success of the single body will to a large degree be dependent on the
public having a clear understanding of its purpose and role. It is therefore
important that its aim and objectives are clearly defined and that the
terminology used is clearly understandable to the wider public.



5. In this respect we feel that the absence of any reference to “environment” in
the stated aim of the new body is a weakness. We consider the environment
to be a defining element of the body’s role and one which the general public is
able to relate to. We recommend that there are clear references to the
environment in both the aim and the strategic outcomes of the new body.

6. We consider that the five strategic outcomes set out in the consultation
document are in fact activities. We believe these should be redefined in terms
of outcomes and better aligned with the drivers for change set out elsewhere
in the document.

7. We believe that many of the stated duties of the new body are simply a
gathering of the functions performed by the three existing bodies. The
establishment of the new body presents a real opportunity to look at what
Wales needs for the future and to develop a new set of duties to meet these
needs.

8. We believe that the new body should have the capability of commissioning
its own “mission-orientated” research consistent with its status as an
independent public body.

9. Further consideration should to be given to defining the new body’s
relationship with its key stakeholders. We consider that the relationship with
local authorities in particular will be vital to ensure effective local delivery of
the new body’s services.

10. Further to the point made above, we believe that consultation and
progress with the proposals would benefit by further explanation of
terminology and phraseology. Words and phrases used in the consultation
document may be broadly familiar in parts of the public service and other
sectors but will be obscure to other people, certainly many citizens. It is vital
that words and phrases such as ecology, ecosystems, stakeholders,
regulation, sustainable development, natural resources and others are clearly
defined. For example, some people question what precisely is meant by
sustainable development as the phrase has so many different interpretations.
Is its use here in accordance or not with the Brundtland definition? If it is then
that definition should be stated. All the technical and semi-technical
terminology and phraseology should appear in a glossary of terms before
moving ahead with further work in the setting up of the new body.

Responses to the questions numbered 1-11 asked in the 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?

11. The success of the single environmental body will to a large degree be
dependent on the public having a clear understanding of its purpose and role.



As such it is important that it has a clearly defined aim that is supported by a
set of objectives that are transparent and firmly focussed on outcomes. The
value that will accrue from integration of the three component organisations is
indicated as the Welsh Government’s ambition in the document and should be
a central issue in developing the proposals for the new body and delivering its
services to the public. The types of issue that the three current organisations
are having to address are becoming increasingly complex, and it is evident
that many cannot be resolved effectively by the separate organisations as
they stand. Wherever possible the benefits of integration should be
demonstrated by describing examples of difficult situations that could have
been more easily and effectively dealt with had a single body been in
existence. An example of a particularly difficult situation is that arising from
flooding and other environmental problems at Llanelli and the Bury Inlet.

Question 2 (p.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?

12. We understand the concerns that are being raised about potential conflicts
of interest in the new body and the transparency of its decision making.
Sometimes difficult issues arise that involve conflicting opinions and decisions
among the regulatory bodies as they currently exist. These issues cannot
always be resolved without detailed consideration of the law and policy,
including European regulations and their interpretation. The recent permitting
of Pembroke Power Station is an example of this. It may be that
arrangements for the new body should include provisions for an
environmental judge or independent inspector to handle such quasi-judicial
matters. We re-state this suggestion in our response to question 11 below.

Question 3 (p.15): What are your views on this phased approach? How could
we improve on it?

13. The phased approach is attractive because it will enable Welsh
Government to relate the dimensions of the new body to wider legislative and
policy changes affecting the environment, planning and use of natural
resources, including nature conservation, and regulatory changes, as
indicated in section 2.3 of the document. In this respect, it is advantageous
that the planning for the new body will coincide with the development of the
radical new approach for environmental and natural resources management
set out in the “Sustaining a Living Wales” Green Paper. The scope for linking
those new polices to the creation of a new body that would deliver the
intentions of Welsh Government is a unique opportunity for Wales to put itself
well ahead in its approach to use and management of natural resources.

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

14. We have two concerns with the wording of the principal aim for the new
body as set out in the consultation. They are as follows.



i) The aim of the new body should primarily be to deliver outcomes for
the benefit of the people of Wales. The document should be more
explicit in dealing with this aim.

i) We regret that the aim as stated does not include enough reference to
the environment as a definitive entity. It is important that the
environment and its conservation is highlighted as a core dimension in
the work of the new body as that would help the public to better
understand its central role in Wales. Environment also unifies the
various dimensions of the role of the new body by being a golden
thread through its activities. Moreover it is a cornerstone of sustainable
development. We do not think that reference to natural resources alone
provides adequate clarity of the body’s role. In any case, the body will
only be significantly involved with renewable (as opposed to non-
renewable) natural resources.

15. To reflect these concerns we suggest the aim is reworded as follows.

“To maintain and enhance the Welsh environment for the benefit of the people
and economy of Wales now and into the future”

16. We consider that the five strategic outcomes set out in the consultation
document (page 18) are in fact activities. These should be redefined in terms
of outcomes and better aligned with the drivers for change set out in section
2.2 of the document. As they stand these drivers are not explicitly referred to
in the organisational aim or strategic outcomes and this omission, in turn,
leads to blurring of the priorities as well as the focus for the new body. For
instance, value for money and efficiency are a primary economic justification
for the formation of the single body, and yet there is nothing in the strategic
outcomes that highlights business efficiency as a performance criterion.

17. The environmental and corporate “themes” that have been defined by
EAW and which are set out in its current corporate plan provide a good
example of how we think strategic outcomes should be defined. By way of an
example, the following strategic outcomes have been defined for its “protect
and improve water and air” theme.

“We will maintain and improve water quality, promote more sustainable land
management, protect and enhance wildlife, and improve the way we work as a
regulator to protect people and benefit the environment, while minimising costs to
businesses”

Question 5 (p.19): What are your views on the approach to the delivery
framework?

18. There is insufficient detail around the delivery framework to provide
informed comment on the consultation. However, Annex 5 does help to
indicate the approach Welsh Government has in mind. We would expect the
delivery framework to be strongly based around the frameworks of the



existing organisations that have been developed over many years of delivery
experience.

Question 6 (p.21): Are the functions described in tables 1 to 3 a reasonable
summary of those required? How could they be improved?

19. We believe that too many duties for the new body, defined in tables 1 to 3
(pp. 38-44), are simply statements of the functions now carried out by the
three organisations that will create it. More thought should be given to defining
thoroughly the functions that will be needed for the body to deliver effectively
in the future. We consider that an opportunity is currently being missed to
demonstrate the value of creating the new body. Welsh Government should
set out its clear ambition for what the new body will need to do to address the
challenges of the future.

20. Maintaining the functions that have been carried out by its components in
the past will be inadequate for the purposes of the new body. Certain
established functions are no longer going to be required, others are not
expected to be effective, while some will inevitably attract lower priority than in
the past. To ensure the new body is effective it is of paramount importance for
Welsh Government to determine now the duties it has to carry out in order to
address contemporary and emerging issues connected to the environment
and natural resources. Look to the future first and then discover how past
experience fits in.

21. In the longer term, a rationale should also be devised for attaching
priorities to the various functions of the new body. We consider that this will
be important as a means of justifying the resources allocated to individual
functions, particularly bearing in mind that relative priorities may change
significantly over time. However, no real progress can be made with this task
until the new body has been established and it is able to consider its priorities
and the resources that are available.

Question 7 (p.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?

22. Policy and legislation for the marine environment and fisheries are
extremely complex and evolving rapidly. It may be prudent therefore not to
burden the new body with responsibilities for marine licensing and sea
fisheries during its early life, but to keep this under review for the future.
However, we would expect the new body to provide advice and evidence to
Welsh Government as it will have a significant contribution to make to marine
and wildlife licensing and management. For instance, the expertise of CCW'’s
marine and freshwater science groups will be relevant. There is also a need
for the new body to look in some detail at the interfaces between riverine and
other aquatic systems in terrestrial situations, on the one hand, and the
coastal zone and inshore marine environment, on the other. Pollution arising
on the land is of considerable significance to the marine and coastal



environment, including the problems arising in the maintenance of clean
beaches for wildlife, public access to the coast and tourism.

23. It can be argued that, at present, there is not enough marine expertise in
EAW or CCW to deal with the full scale of the issues. On this basis there
might be a strong case for developing a separate organisation within Wales
with the specific remit of marine environmental management, which would
include licensing. It could mirror the work of the Marine Management
Organisation (MMO) in England. This would allow the new body to focus on
delivering stronger core competencies during its early years, with a potential
for absorbing the wider marine dimensions, if still considered beneficial, once
it is well established as an organisation.

24. The inclusion of certain aspects of wildlife licensing in the new body might
give rise to conflicts of interest, although it could deliver significant efficiency
gains. We consider that the risks of including all aspects would outweigh the
benefits, and therefore it is probably better to retain some wildlife licensing as
a function of Welsh Government.

25. We believe that the joining-up of roles currently carried out by Welsh
Government and each of the three component bodies can help to deliver
improved agricultural practices. EAW and CCW have direct access to farmers
through their environmental duties and legislation, and FCW is also engaged
with land managers in forestry and woodland contexts. The new body could
therefore perform the role of an effective delivery partner to Welsh
Government with the objective of improving sustainability in agriculture,
forestry and woodland management, but these roles need to be clearly
defined. The issues dealt with in section 5.2 indicate a will to improve the
arrangements for handling a range of issues that now involve Welsh
Government but could be enhanced by adopting more robust methods of
working embracing the new body. This is welcomed as the fresh approach is
likely to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of all concerned.

Question 8 (p.25): Do you agree with the proposals for co-ordination of
Welsh Government investment in environmental research? How could we
improve them?

26. We believe that the new body should have the function and budget to
commission its own mission-oriented research and development to support its
short, medium and longer term needs. Commissioning of research through
Welsh Government would bring into question the level of independence of the
new body and may fail to identify the complex scientific research needed for it
to carry out its mission. Without its own research competence there is a risk
that the Welsh body will lag behind similar agencies in other countries. By the
nature of its role and duties the new body will be well placed to commission
and carry out effective relevant mission-oriented research working closely with
organisations in England, the rest of the UK, and institutions overseas. There
is also scope for closer cooperation with universities in Wales and beyond,
which can best be pursued by experts in the new body. Obviously, it would be
desirable for the liaison and commissioning work to be conducted in close



cooperation with similar interests in Welsh Government, but not led by them.
Coordination should be a vital aim of the new body and that involves close
cooperation with the government and all other interested parties. But in the
field of environment and natural resources it should be led and organised by
the new body.

Question 9 (p.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?

27. We are concerned at the lack of procedural arrangements that have been
set out for public scrutiny of the new body. This will lead to increasing public
scepticism over the true independence of the body, and in this respect we
consider that clearer accountability needs to be built into the institutional
arrangements. This issue could be addressed by setting up a statutory
committee to oversee the work of the new body, and by members of the
National Assembly approving appointees to its board. However, the approach
to governance seems to follow procedures that apply generally to Welsh
Government Sponsored Bodies. Stressing the degree of independence
enjoyed by the new body is particularly important in this case, while allowing
for the fact that it will be sponsored and given its resources by Welsh
Government.

Question 10 (p.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?

28. Stakeholders should be identified and in each case their relationship with
the new body described. The relationship between the new body and local
government is very important as the local authorities should be a delivery
partner. We think an opportunity is being missed in the consultation for
defining and underlining the importance of this relationship. We believe the
remit for the new body should set out its advisory role in support of local
government as well as national government. In that context Welsh
Government should establish a clear procedure for engagement between the
body and local authorities in Wales so as to demonstrate the expectation for
partnership working and joined-up local delivery, and measures should be
included in the legislation to provide for such delivery. High priority should be
given to dealing with this matter as it has a profound relevance to the delivery
of the new body’s work on the ground. There is general disappointment with
the limitations that have prevailed over the years, for a variety of reasons, in
the levels of cooperation and joint action among the environmental and
countryside bodies and the local authorities.

29. We consider that area committees should be set up by the new body in
consultation with Welsh Government and the county and borough councils,
possibly based around the six existing regional groupings of local authorities,
to encourage a team-based approach towards local issues. Such committees
could include the voluntary sector, health and social services, heritage,
universities, landholding, farming, forestry and business sector



representatives, as well as the local councillors and their staff. The interaction
that does or should exist among a large number of bodies, in which local
authorities play a pivotal role, has been demonstrated in many circumstances
involving the environment and natural resources. EPAC made a special study
last year of the situation at the Burry Inlet, for example. Above all it
demonstrated the wisdom of creating an integrated body for the environment
and natural resources that could work more effectively with local authorities
and others dealing with complicated issues on the ground. Such work would
include education and training for councillors and officers who deal with policy
and executive action relating to the environment and natural resources

30. We also consider that there should be a clearer role for the new body to
educate and inform children and young people, and citizens generally. This
will encourage better practises in the future. In this respect it can have defined
roles in curriculum enhancement, such as those adopted in various ways by
EAW and CCW, as well as delivery of interpretative and educational activities
for the public out in the field, a task carried out with much success by FCW in
its forests and CCW in its nature reserves.

Question 11 (p.34): What are your views on these aspects of the regulatory
arrangements?

31. We consider the appraisal of these aspects in the consultation document
gives an appropriate assessment of the main issues in regulation. We
particularly agree with Welsh Government's view that effective regulatory
decision making should be independent of the political process and that
decisions have a lawful, transparent and rational basis that balances all
relevant interests and in so doing protects the environment. Sometimes,
difficult issues arise that involve conflicting opinions and decisions among the
different regulators. They cannot always be resolved without detailed
consideration of the law and policy, including European regulations and their
interpretation. The permitting of Pembroke Power Station is a recent high
profile example of such a case. It may be that arrangements for the new body
should include provisions for an environmental judge or independent inspector
to handle such quasi-judicial matters.

If you would like to discuss any aspect of this report with me, please call me
on 01248 370401 or 07976896993. | would be happy to meet with you if that
would be helpful.
Yours sincerely,

Tom Pritchard, Chairman, EPAC, 26 April 2012
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Carrie Moss

Living Wales Programme Team
Department for Environment and
Sustainable Development
Welsh Government

Cathays Park

CF10 3NQ

27" April 2012

NATUR 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

Natur welcome the opportunity to comment on this consultation on the
proposed form of the new body to replace the Countryside Council for Wales,
the Environment Agency and the Forestry Commission in Wales. Our
comments should be read in conjunction with comments on the current Welsh
Government consultation on the proposed function of the new body Sustaining
a Living Wales.

We have structured our response in four parts; the first setting out our objection
to the way the consultation has been carried out; the second objecting to the
aim and intentions within it; the third gives detail of specific concerns and the
last section gives Natur answers to the questions within the consultation
document.

S16 of the Public Bodies Act 2011 states that “Welsh Ministers may only make
an Order if it does not remove existing protection”. On this basis we advise that
an order cannot be made based on the current consultation document.

We hope that our comments and advice will be viewed as a positive
contribution to this consultation. We would be pleased to contribute further
through stakeholder engagement and work stream involvement.

Yours sincerely
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Mike Alexander
Executive Director

Ffén / Phone : 07837 419995 E-bost / E-mail : mo@natur.org.uk
NATUR, PO Box 62, Llandelio, SA19 0AH
www.natur.org.uk
NATUR Cyf, cwmni cofrestredig yn y Deyrnas Unedig Rhif 6071084
NATUR Ltd is a UK registered company No. 6071084



NATUR response to Welsh Government consultation ‘Natural Resources Wales’ (NRW) 27" April 2012

11

1.2

1.3

We wish to register an objection to the nature and timing of the
consultation process, which has not been conducted in a logical, cost-
effective and transparent manner. Form should follow function.

It is necessary to develop and agree the aspirations within the Sustaining
a Living Wales Green Paper first; then determine the organisational
arrangements required to deliver it. Then, if it is decided this would be
best served by a single body as proposed; ensure its core purpose and
structure are properly aligned to the aims of the Green Paper.

We are not convinced by the arguments given to justify this approach in
2.5 of the NRW which includes the statement “much of our strategy is
already set out (see Annex 1)” as Annex 1: Strategic Delivery Needs, as
currently drafted, is not fit for the purpose of providing a strategy for the
SB. The same section 2.5 includes the statement “the business case
has provided us with confidence that bringing together the three
organisations represents the best option for the future”. We are not
confident in the financial case; refer to our answer to question 1 in
section 4 of this response; concerns which should be addressed.

The consultations are taking place in the wrong order which has already
resulted in problems with timing and implementation. A significant
amount of restructuring regarding the SB has already taken place, before
the consultation period is over, with the recruitment of selected staff to
the Living Wales Programme, to the detriment of existing programmes.
Staff involvement should be reassessed and restructuring suspended
until the Green Paper consultation outcome is apparent and then be
aligned with that. In the meantime, there are undoubted improvements
to be made through the sharing of services, co-location and better
communication.

The language used in the document is unclear, misleading and
sometimes wrongly used or defined. Ecosystem, for example, is defined
in WG’s own Definitions paper and is not the same as biodiversity, which
is also defined in the Definitions paper. The definition of the Ecosystem
Approach given in the NRW is misleading as the emphasis is wrongly on
“equitable sharing”, implying equal weighting for environmental, social
and economic issues, which cannot be the case in all situations. This
short definition also does not have any mention of ecosystem structure
and function or time element within it, such as the need for longer term
decision making. @ The Ecosystem Approach is more accurately
described by the 12 CBD principles which are given in the WG
Definitions paper. Refer also to point 2.4 of this response.

We seek assurance that the consultation responses will be published in
full on the WG website and that a summary, analysed in an objective,
and where appropriate, quantitative way, will be published within a month
of the consultation end. We seek assurance that no substantive
Ministerial statements will be made until this process is complete.
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1.4

2.1

2.2

2.3

The public and specialist consultation processes set up under the Natural
Environment Framework (A Living Wales) programme, such as the work
streams, have effectively stopped for 3 months, since before the launch
of the Green Paper at the end of January. We seek assurance that
effective engagement with stakeholders will be (re)established, in line
with the adoption of the Ecosystem Approach, as soon as possible so
they may help shape the function and form of the new Single Body.

We wish to register an objection to the aim and intentions stated
within this NRW consultation on the new Single Body. The proposed aim
of the SB in the NRW is: “To maintain, improve and develop Wales’
natural resources, to deliver benefit to the people and economy of Wales
now and into the future”. This aim includes no mention of the
environment and is a developers’ charter; that is, business as usual for
short term economic gain without mention of sustainable development.
In contrast to the NRW aim, the stated aim for public bodies in the
Sustaining a Living Wales Green Paper which Natur members could sign
up to is: “To ensure that Wales has increasingly resilient and diverse
ecosystems that deliver environmental, economic and social benefits
now and in the future”. We advise that the Sustaining a Living Wales
Green Paper aim must also be the clearly stated aim of the SB. We are
concerned that within the shadow SB the aim and objectives stated in
the Natural Resources Wales consultation appear to be taking
precedence over the aim and objectives in the Green Paper consultation

There is a significant risk that the proposals will remove existing
protection to the environment as there is a lack of clear commitment to
continue to designate, manage, monitor, enforce and adequately
resource protected areas within the NRW in contravention of existing
legal and treaty obligations. As it stands the proposals do not address
the WG’s obligations under S28G and S85 (1) of the Wildlife &
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) to further the conservation and
enhancement of special sites and to have regard to the purpose of
conserving and enhancing natural beauty. S16 of the Public Bodies Act
2011 states that “Welsh Ministers may only make an Order if it does not
remove existing protection”; therefore on this basis we advise that an
order cannot be made based on the current consultation document.

There is significant contradiction and inconsistency between the two WG
documents currently out for consultation - Natural Resources Wales with
proposals for establishing a new Single Body (SB) and managing Wales’
natural resources and the Sustaining a Living Wales Green Paper for the
proposed Environment Bill in 2014/15.

There should be clear reference to the SB having a duty to conserve the
environment of Wales, which is our life support system and has intrinsic
value. The new body must have a clear focus on the environment to
rebalance the current focus on short term economic gain at the expense
of the environment.
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2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

Sustainable development needs to be more clearly defined, audited and
regulated so that ‘green washing’ is not prevalent. Sustainable
development is mentioned on 50 instances in the NRW document.

SD is defined in the WG Definitions paper but the partial definitions given
in the NRW are not the same, on page 45 for example, “A healthy
environment is a key aspect of sustainable development”. This and other
text imply that the environment will continue to be traded off or balanced
against often short term socio economic ‘aspects’. A consistent
approach on this and other important definitions is required. We
appreciate that a Sustainable Development Bill is planned for the autumn
of 2013 but as this is after the proposed vesting date in April 2013 for the
new body, clarification of how SD and the adoption of the Ecosystem
Approach would work in practise is needed now. This clarification of work
in practise should then inform the function and form of the new body.

We are surprised and disappointed that no reference is made to The
Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity (TEEB) study in the context
of sustainable development and the Ecosystem Approach. The TEEB
study is a major international initiative to draw attention to the global
economic benefits of biodiversity; to highlight the growing costs of
biodiversity loss and ecosystem degradation and to draw together
expertise from the fields of science, economics and policy; to enable
practical actions moving forward.

There should be written commitment to “adopt an ecosystem approach”
which is “the central proposal” within the Green Paper consultation. The
current wording in the NRW “using the ecosystem approach to inform
how it undertakes its work” is not clear and not the same adopting the
Ecosystem Approach.

As stated in the Green Paper “About a third of the land, three quarters of
the coastline and a third of the seas of Wales are subject to designations
for natural beauty or cultural significance (such as National Parks and
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty) or designations for habitats,
geological features and species protection (such as Sites of Special
Scientific Interest and Special Areas of Conservation). “* There needs to
be a clear commitment to the safeguard of protected areas, which are
central to the delivery of the aim in the Green Paper (“increasingly
resilient and diverse ecosystems”), as well as climate change adaptation
and mitigation.

The document (page 62) states under ‘what will success look like ‘No 3
“A coherent and resilient ecological network, both terrestrial and marine,
has been planned and ways of achieving it are in place.” This is not an
outcome or a success. A plan is only a plan and until there is action on
the ground, and associated monitoring, it is not possible to be clear if the
planned action will happen or if it will achieve the ‘right’ outcome.

The grading of A (totally under the control of the Single Body) given to
No 9 indicator in Annex 5 “Percentage of features on Protected Sites in
favourable or recovering position” is incorrect and more accurately
described as B = 50% SB or C= mainly others.
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3.1

3.1.1

3.1.2

3.1.3

3.14

3.2

3.2.1

Specific Concerns

Natural resources

The NRW consultation “seeks your views on the proposed arrangements
for establishing and directing a new body for Wales’ natural resources”.
However there is no common understanding of what natural resources
includes and excludes within the Welsh public and significantly within the
Welsh Government itself. The central proposal therefore within this NRW
consultation is in itself unclear. How do natural resources for example
relate to ecosystem services and how does natural resource planning
relate to existing Local Development Plans? The WG Definitions paper
defines natural resources as the products or goods we get from the
environment not the processes and not the urban and cultural services.

It is not clear what natural resources cover and how their management
may be regulated or influenced across most of Wales including on
agricultural land and on the sea. No clear delivery mechanisms are
identified whereby Wales can move towards “one planet usage”,
biodiversity targets may be reached and the environment better
managed to benefit society in the long term. However, it is unreasonable
to expect all this to be delivered by the SB. Only the involvement of all
sectors of Government and society can achieve this. There is no
evidence presented to demonstrate this involvement.

The relationship between the Ecosystem Approach, ecosystem services,
natural resource management and sustainable development, needs to
be clarified before we can judge whether a better approach is being
proposed.

There is concern that the existing protection for the environment will be
lost, compromised and/or under resourced by the new SB in its efforts to
deliver a version of natural resource management and to show that
Wales is “open for business”.

Forestry and renewable enerqgy bias

The NRW (for example pages 11, 14, 58) is strongly biased towards
commercial forestry. This is prejudicial to the application of the
ecosystem approach, the central proposal within the Green Paper, which
requires a holistic and objective view of the environment. The document
is very defensive of commercial forestry and suggests also that the new
single body should “be viewed as a champion of’ renewable energy both
in its direct delivery and through its wider work” (page 62). The public are
unlikely to have confidence in the regulatory objectivity of a new
environmental body biased towards energy generation or production
forestry. In contrast there is little or no weight given to the excellent work
FCW have carried out in relation to the cultural services such as access,
recreation and landscape, which in turn are very important for tourism
and the economy of Wales.



NATUR response to Welsh Government consultation ‘Natural Resources Wales’ (NRW) 27" April 2012

3.2.2

3.2.3

3.3

3.3.1

3.4

3.4.1

3.5

3.5.1

3.5.2

The SB should be, and should be seen to be, objective in its assessment
of all energy and timber proposals in line with the principles of
sustainable development and conservation of the environment.
Inappropriate development can damage the environment, landscape and
tourism. The SB should also have influence over decisions affecting
non-renewable energy and energy conservation.

The SB should be established with an objective knowledge base and
understanding of the management of all of the ecosystems in Wales
including all their contributions to carbon sequestration and their
interrelationships. For example where tree planting is damaging and
felling licenses are required, priority should be given to the broader
environmental factors over narrow forestry interests.

Climate change adaptation and mitigation

There is a lack of account shown for the practical measures and
ecosystem management needed for climate change adaptation and
mitigation. Managing for bigger, better and more connected habitats and
ecosystems, a guiding principle of climate change adaptation/mitigation,
should be a clear priority for the new body. The

NRW currently focuses on carbon sequestration, tree planting and
renewable energy rather than carbon sequestration across all
ecosystems in Wales on land and sea and energy conservation
measures, including options for the built environment and transport. This
is contrary to the FC Information Note, Forests Carbon and Climate
Change: the UK Contribution, Mark Broadmeadow and Robert Mathews
of Forest Research, June 2003 which clearly shows that forestry can only
make a minor contribution to Wales’ carbon budget.

Environmental limits

Environmental limits should be established to allow time to monitor and
for the results of monitoring to feedback into management change,
allowing for ecosystem time lags as per the Ecosystem Approach. The
way environmental limits are stated currently in the document, is not
reassuring and implies that consenting will continue to be allowed to over
the stated ‘environmental limits’ which makes the limit setting (and
responsible body) lack credibility. Annex 5 page 62. The document
states under ‘what will success look like’ No 2 “....with environmental
limits less frequently reached...” We advise that this is not an objective
outcome or measure of success.

Risk assessment processes

There should be an analysis of existing consenting and enforcement
processes before changes are made to make the consenting and
enforcement processes more effective. There is a lack of evidence
presented on which to base decisions.

The precautionary principle must be retained, it is a core principle within
the Convention on Biological Diversity to which the UK is a signatory
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3.6

3.6.1

3.6.2

3.7

3.7.1

3.8

3.8.1

State (Principle 15) and is enshrined in UK law. One of the primary
foundations of the precautionary principle, and globally accepted
definitions, results from the work of the Rio Conference, or "Earth
Summit” in 1992. Principle 15 of the Rio Declaration notes:

"In order to protect the environment, the precautionary approach shall be
widely applied by States according to their capabilities. Where there are
threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack of full scientific certainty
shall not be used as a reason for postponing cost-effective measures to
prevent environmental degradation.”

Regulation

There should be emphasis on making the regulation more effective in
achieving its desired outcomes rather than merely “simplifying and
integrating regulatory approaches” as stated in the NRW.

33% (21) of respondents to A Living Wales consultation Sept-Dec 2010
(of those expressing an opinion on regulation) said that there should be
better implementation and enforcement of existing legislation, citing
current problems as being lack of resources and lack of political will.
Virtually all respondents to the HMG’s Red Tape Challenge on wildlife
legislation demanded more and better regulation and its enforcement,
providing a powerful mandate to Government.

Welsh Government Strategies and SEA

NRW states that the SB will help deliver Welsh Government Strategies
but does not state that these strategies will be subject to Strategic
Environmental Assessment (SEA). These strategies and programmes
include Glastir, the Wales Coastal Path and the Wales Woodland
Strategy. These strategies and possibly the Living Wales Programme
itself should have SEAs as they are potentially likely to have a significant
effect on the environment. The process of SEA, by an independent body,
is designed to make the original plan or programme more
environmentally sustainable. Under the SEA Directive Member States
must monitor the significant environmental effects of the implementation
of plans and programmes in order to identify unforeseen adverse effects
and undertake appropriate remedial action. Ironically there is a section
(6.6.2) in NRW on SEA without reference to the obligation for WG to
assess its own plans and programmes.

Environment Strategy Wales

The paper does not show sufficient commitment to the new body
achieving the 39 Environment Strategy Wales (2006) outcomes and
does not make sufficient use of this clear document which forms the
“Welsh Assembly Government’s long term strategy for the environment
of Wales, setting the strategic direction for the next 20 years”. The Annex
1 reference to the Environment Strategy (page 45) rather bizarrely
highlights the need to protect public health and safety which is not
evident in the environment strategy outcomes summary.
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3.8.3 No reference for example is made to the ES Outcome 21: “By 2010, 95
per cent of international sites in favourable condition; by 2015, 95 per
cent of Welsh SSSis in favourable condition and by 2026, all sites to be
in favourable condition.” Failure to meet the first of these targets, along
with the failure to deliver the 2010 Biodiversity targets, was the original
reason given for the initiation of the Natural Environment Framework
and the WG A Living Wales consultation. We would welcome review and
clarification of WG commitment to the ES Wales targets.

3.9 Glastir

3.9.1 We are concerned at the low uptake of Glastir (which is cited as the main
delivery mechanism (section 5.3.5 page 24)), albeit a voluntary scheme,
through which the SB may influence the agricultural landscape, which
covers at least 80% of the land area of Wales. We are also concerned
that Glastir has not been taken through the SEA process and that some
prescriptions as applied will damage the environment. We advise that
Glastir is comprehensively reviewed and administered by the SB. There
needs to be analysis/review of this delivery mechanism together with
other delivery mechanisms.

3.10 Strategic outcomes

3.10.1 The strategic outcomes on page 18 are a rather a strange mix of
potentially conflicting aspirations starting with health and safety. The
NRW ‘outcomes’ are not true outcomes, are not measurable and do not
bear close relation to the current functions of the bodies. The duty for
health and safety appears to be over stressed. We advise that the
strategic outcomes for the new SB are redrafted as a matter of priority.

4 Answers to consultation questions

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?

There is no evidence that this proposal in its current form will meet the objective
of “delivering more integrated management”. We would be more supportive of
“creating a single environmental body for Wales” rather than a new Single
Body as this implies that the new body would be responsible for conservation of
our environment. We suspect the inclusion of “environmental” here reflects a
lack of proof reading rather than intention?

The business case is unsound. The Business Case implies a saving of £68M
over 10 years which constitutes an approximately 4% saving on the current
funding arrangements; a saving which is insignificant, and most importantly
could be negated through the most minor error in calculations. We believe in
particular that the costs of buying in or replacing technical and support services
from EA or FC (GB) have been seriously underestimated.
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The other costs, benefits and disadvantages of replacing the current 3
organisations with a SB have not been given sufficient attention or analysis.
We can be certain that there will be huge disruption for a long period in the run
up to, and post establishment of the new SB. How many years will it take to
obtain acceptable levels of efficiency, effectiveness and reliability? Has
sufficient attention been given to full range of peripheral and incidental costs, for
example, rebranding, signage, infrastructure etc. How can expensive changes
without practical benefit be justified in the current time of financial recession and
uncertainty? We advise that a more phased and considered approach is taken
following analysis of current good and bad environmental practice.

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?

This entire process of establishing a SB lacks any obvious logic until the
purpose and function of the agency have been agreed following the Green
Paper. The process should be halted until the Green paper consultation has
been completed and then reviewed. There is no sense in establishing a new
body when the purpose has not been agreed. In our opening comment, we
expressed our concerns about the alarming discrepancies between the Green
paper consultation and this consultation. It would appear, from the contents of
this consultation document that major decisions about the shape and function of
the new SB have already been made, long before either consultation is
complete.

We are very concerned about the way in which commercial forestry interests
have affected the new SB consultation process. We have already noted and
expressed our considerable alarm, in our opening statements, that the entire
proposal is strongly biased towards commercial forestry. We advise that there
should be clear separation between commercial forestry; woodland grants and
the regulatory functions.

The stakeholder concerns regarding protected areas, management of the
environment and biodiversity targets, expressed strongly in responses to the
WG A Living Wales consultation, have not been included in section 2.4 or
addressed in your proposals. These concerns could be addressed by following
the advice given in the sections 1-4 of this response.

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

We have serious concerns about the current approach as expressed in sections
1-3 of this response. The phases are out of order. We advise that the purpose
of the Single Body is taken from the Green Paper so there is a clear
environmental remit and that the strategic outcomes are redrafted.

The process should include stakeholders with logical phases and transparent
processes. The first phase is the determination of aims and objectives, the
second is the determination of the regulatory and management functions and
the third is the determination of an organisational structure to deliver the
functions and achieve the aims.
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In the meantime we would support the development of an appropriate
management infrastructure which focussed on the provision of support services,
for example, IT, human resources, payroll etc. During this period the existing
functional delivery teams should continue without interruption to ensure that our
ability to fulfil all obligations and duties is not interrupted. The process of
integration could then follow as future functional requirements are identified.

We do not understand why there has been such a rush to completely reinvent
an organisation which appears to take little account of collective expertise,
experience and considerable successes. We are given the impression that at
some level there is a presumption that everything has failed and all must be
replaced. No evidence is presented for this assumption.

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 answer to this question is unreservedly NO. We cannot support the
principal aim, intentions and outcomes in the Natural Resources Wales
document as they are unclear; in places potentially damaging; and contrary to
the principles of the Ecosystem Approach.

In our opening remarks we highlighted the discrepancies and contradictions
between the Green paper consultation and this consultation. It not possible to
evaluate any inputs or outputs (activities) until Government publish their
properly drafted desired outcomes for the environment.

The strategic outcomes of the SB should be closely aligned with the 12
principles of the Ecosystem Approach.

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

We cannot really answer this question as there is only a minimal indication of
the approach given. The illustrative example provided (Annex 5) is not fit for
purpose, it is extremely naive and demonstrates an alarming lack of
understanding. It is certainly not appropriate for such an important
development. Our advice is that the delivery framework needs to be redrafted
by a small team of competent and experienced professionals with stakeholder
review.

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

The simple answer is NO.

The functions do not cover protected areas per se. Table 1 assumes that the
purpose and function of protected areas is to conserve restore and enhance
ecosystems. That is not their intended purpose and design (though it may be a
laudable outcome and a necessary mechanism in management) and the subtle
distinction has been missed. Some SSSiIs, for instance, are to conserve a
single species or a geological feature. Ecosystem conservation restoration and
enhancement must be addressed much more widely and while protected areas
may provide reference standards and tools in some instances, they are not
necessarily the only tool. Protected areas have a function in their own right.
Protected areas may also have a function in helping to deliver ecosystem
conservation, restoration and enhancement and ultimately ecosystem services.

10
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The functions set out in the tables 1-3 are not correct in terms of current
functions — there is confusion with legal duties which are sometimes merely
listed as ‘illustrative examples’. In order to make a meaningful assessment we
need a complete account of the activities and legal duties as they relate to
current functions.

We advise that tables 1-3 should be redrafted with stakeholder review.

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 are concerned about the transfer of forestry policy to the Welsh
Government if this then results in a bias towards commercial forestry interest
and commercial woodland planting above all else and away from more
balanced environmental decision making, based on an Ecosystem Approach.

We note that other policy staff would be moved across to WG and would seek
assurance (as is stated for forestry) that WG policy staff work closely with
technical staff in the new SB across all the ecosystems in Wales to maintain
close links between policy and practice.

We are concerned that losing scientific policy staff from the SB to WG could
result in a loss of competence from a hopefully independent body to a
Government body.

We are supportive of badger licensing being completely under WG. The statistic
of 60% of license applications being from FCW/EA (on only 10-15% of the land
area) implies there is a current widespread lack of compliance with this
legislation.

We have concerns about marine licensing being transferred to the new SB. We
suggest the following ‘improvements’:-
) decision making would need to be based on the Ecosystem Approach;
(i) appropriate consenting and licensing rely on the new Single Body

having scientific independence and competent and skilled staff;
(i)  being adequately resourced,;
(iv)  taking advice from other sections within the SB.

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

There is a lack of recognition regarding the need to retain internal expertise.
Commissioning, assessment and interpretation of research is an expert
function. It is not clear what “gathering evidence of environmental issues on the
ground in Wales to inform interventions” actually means.

There is a demonstrable need to retain technical specialists within the Single
Body; The SB cannot effectively and efficiently commission and interpret
research without this, nor will it be able to manage contracts or provide
consistent in house advice on the SB specialist functions, including those
underpinning licensing, enforcement and site designation.

11
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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?

We would query whether under the current proposals the new SB would be
sufficiently independent of the Welsh Government to inspire public confidence.
We suggest that procedure and process is clearly defined from the start on the
assumption that difficult long term decisions will sometimes have to be made
which WG/Ministers will not agree with, if as proposed in the Green Paper, the
SB follows an Ecosystem Approach. The Single Body must be free to deliver
advice which may be unpalatable or inconvenient.

There are concerns that there will be a subsuming of debate and conflict within
a single body and a loss of independence in terms of advice regarding the
environment. For example the commercial forestry interest may support a wind
farm development on peat within a forestry plantation because it would bring in
an income and provide renewable energy. Other sections of the SB could object
on the environmental grounds of damage to peat and wetland ecosystems,
access provision and the negative impact on landscape (and tourism).

Natur support the proposed arrangements, as suggested at the top of page 34,
to include provision of a decision document. Presumably this process would
require legislative change, auditing and public scrutiny and would take time to
set up? Interim measures for decision making would therefore need to be in
place as soon as the shadow body is formed.

One major concern is that the SB would frequently be in the position of self-
consenting. Any system established must demonstrate independence of the
individuals asking for consent from those making the decision through a system
of audited QA so the proposal can be competently and independently
assessed. All agreed functions and sectors represented by the new body would
need to be given equal and fair treatment both within and outside the SB.

You could improve the proposed arrangements by the new SB and WG signing
up to and implementing the Government Office for Science ‘Principles of
Scientific advice to Government’ shown on the attached link:

http://www.bis.gov.uk/go-science/principles-of-scientific-advice-to-government

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 do not believe that the appropriate stakeholders, including rural business
interests such as business reliant on tourism, are being engaged. The NEF
work streams have stopped operating effectively since before the Green Paper
launch at the end of January; it is unclear to stakeholders what is happening to
them and how or if they may be replaced.

NATUR is a significant stakeholder with professional expertise in environmental
management; we responded to the previous ‘A Living Wales’ consultation’, yet
we feel completely disenfranchised. The process of establishing the SB

12
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appears to be a fait accompli. The recruitment of selected staff to the Living
Wales Programme has not been perceived by staff as a clear and transparent
process. There will need to be re establishment of fair and open competition to
the SB to regain staff confidence. We are concerned that recruitment of staff
has reflected an approach based on the concept of natural resource planning
rather than adoption of the Ecosystem Approach. This staff recruitment may
then influence the function and form of the SB, away from being an
environmental regulation and management body, to a natural resource
utilisation body.

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

The penultimate paragraph (p34) is good — “In our view, the key issues are that
effective regulatory decision making should be independent of the political
process and that decisions have a lawful, transparent rationale which balances
all relevant interests and, in so doing, protects the environment” but we worry
that ‘balance’ is open to wide interpretation. In the penultimate paragraph, we
suggest that ‘balances’ should be replaced with ‘assesses’. This enables all
relevant interests to be included in decisions, but does not predetermine the
outcome by some presumption of balance (which is open to personal
interpretation) rather to appropriate priorities in accordance with policy and law.

We need to know how the regulations will be enforced and what changes are
likely to be made to the existing arrangements. Refer to point 3.5.2.

However, the general message, from many working in the field, is that we need
improved compliance monitoring and enforcement as well as simplify
regulation.

There should be analysis of current good practise and bad practise and
decisions made on the basis of the environment and stated outcomes not
primarily on what is easy and quick for the applicant. Regulation is probably
best done by local teams working with good access to HQ experts and policy
framework guidance. Enforcement is probably best handled by a specialist HQ
team working closely with the local experts. Regulatory processes need to take
account of proposals submitted by developers to develop in the wrong place
where there cannot be compromise or adequate mitigation.

Centralised regulation (such as that established by EA) can go very wrong; for
example, the granting of waste exemption licensing, where a form is submitted
to a centralised team based at a considerable distance from the work, with a
post code given of a farm holding and not the grid reference of the dumping
site. The license may then be granted without environmental checks on any, or
indeed the right, piece of land. There is then no follow up compliance or
environmental monitoring. The problem can then be further compounded by
there being a lack of reporting of a damaging environmental event so it not then
possible to learn from this bad practise. END
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From: Fiona Gale [fiona.gale@denbighshire.gov.uk]

Sent: 27 April 2012 12:39

To: SEB mailbox

Cc: p.crane@dyfedarchaeology.org.uk; Chrismartin@CPAT.ORG.UK; emily@heneb.co.uk; John.
Roberts@eryri-npa.gov.uk; l.austin@dyfedarchaeology.org.uk; neil@ggat.org.uk; steve.
grenter@wrexham.gov.uk

Subject: Response to SEB from ALGAO Cymru

Hello

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to respond to the proposals to establish a single environmental
body in Wales, the amalgamation of the Countryside Council for Wale, Forestry Commission and
Environment Agency Wales.

This response represents the views of the Association of Local Government Archaeological Officers
Cymru. The response is broad ranging rather than specific answers to specific questions.

It is important to recognise that Wales is a cultural environment and landscape, nowhere is entirely
natural and without the impact of human intervention. There is a continuity between the landscape and
the seascape and enormous resources of information about the Welsh environment are held in the
Historic Environment Record for Wales.

As a group there are concerns that it is not proposed that the Agri-environment schemes fall within the
remit of the proposed new organisation. We feel that it is important that such schemes do fall to the
new body, thus allowing a continuity of management and understanding of the environment of Wales,
both natural and historic.

Currently all three bodies have historic environment expertise, particularly EA and FC on a national UK
basis........ It is important that this expertise is not lost by the formation of a single, Welsh body. It is
important that this expertise remains and where there are gaps, expertise is drawn from elsewhere.
Finally it is important that ALGAO remains a key stakeholder in the process and continues to be
consulted and involved in the new processes and the setting up and establishing of the new Body.

| would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of these comments.
Thank you

Fiona Gale
Chair ALGAO Cymru

Fiona Gale Archaeolegydd y Sir / County Archaeologist
Adfwio Thwristiaeth/Regeneration and Tourism

Adran yr Amgylchedd/Environment Directorate

Cyngor Sir Ddinbych / Denbighshire County Council



Ffon / Tel: 01824 708262
http://www.sirddinbych.gov.uk/

http://www.denbighshire.gov.uk/

e-bost / e mail: fionagale@sirddinbych.gov.uk /
fiona.gale@denbighshire.gov.uk
www.sirddinbych.gov.uk / www. denbighshire.gov.uk

Mae'r wybodaeth a gynhwysir yn yr e-bost hwn ac unrhyw ffeiliau a drosglwyddir gydag o wedi eu
bwriadu yn unig ar gyfer pwy bynnag y cyfeirir ef ato neu atynt. Os ydych wedi derbyn yr e-bost hwn
drwy gamgymeriad, hysbyswch yr anfonwr ar unwaith os gwelwch yn dda.

Mae cynnwys yr e-bost yn cynrychioli barn yr unigolyn(ion) a enwir uchod ac nid yw o
angenrheidrwydd yn cynrychioli barn Cyngor Sir Ddinbych. Serch hynny, fel Corff Cyhoeddus, efallai y
bydd angen i Gyngor Sir Ddinbych ddatgelu'r e-bost hwn [neu unrhyw ymateb iddo] dan ddarpariaethau
deddfwriaethol.

The information contained in this e-mail message and any files transmitted with it is 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 sender immediately.

The contents of this e-mail represents the views of the individual(s) named above and do not necessarily
represent the views of Denbighshire County Council. However, as a Public Body, Denbighshire County
Council may be required to disclose this e-mail [or any response to it] under legislative provisions.



Welsh Government Consultation

Natural Resources Wales

Proposed Arrangements for Establishing and Directing a New Body for the
Management of Wales’ Natural Resources

Response from the South Wales Local Authorities

This response has been prepared by the South Wales Countryside Services
Improvement Group comprising the countryside service departments from the
organisations listed below. The lead and author of this response is Norman
Liversuch, Chairman and Manager Countryside and Landscape Services for
Caerphilly County Borough Council.

Blaenau Gwent County Borough Council
Brecon Beacons National Park

Bridgend County Borough Council
Caerphilly County Borough Council

Cardiff County Council

Carmarthenshire County Council

Merthyr Tydfil County Borough Council
Monmouthshire County Council

Neath Port Talbot County Borough Council
Newport City Council

Rhondda Cynon Taf County Borough Council
Torfaen County Borough Council

City and County of Swansea

Vale of Glamorgan County Borough 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 proposal is supported in principle subject to ensuring that the SB is
organised to manage the potential conflict between various disciplines when
considering regulatory, development and management functions. This is
where the use of a robust sustainable development integration approach/tool
will need to be adopted as part of the culture within all parts of the
organisation, operating at all levels from strategic planning to delivery.

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? :

What will be the role of the SB in developing and delivering the Wales
Infrastructure Investment Plan? The latter will need to identify and prioritise
land for specific uses with management options. For example the woodland
estate and how it is managed for timber production, recreation, fuel,
biodiversity etc.



Commercial skills and experience in within Forestry Commission Wales are
likely to be beneficial to wider environmental opportunities in terms of how the
environment can support commercial activity. Such skills will need to be
nurtured and developed.

Industry concerns regarding regulation and the stifling of development are
unlikely to become a reality. The SB has the potential to resolve the existing
situation where there are a multitude of regulatory issues that private
developers are grappling with which can involve dealing with each of the three
organisations separately, and the regulations can conflict when dealing with
specific sites. The SB needs to be structured to provide a more coordinated
and integrated approach so that these problems are reduced.

The merger needs to lead to greater clarity on the roles and responsibilities
between the SB and other stakeholders and that there are clearer lines of
accountability and communication especially during emergency situations.
Local authorities need to be fully involved in the development of work streams
to ensure there is clear understanding in terms of the way in which the SB will
work with the local authorities.

The exact nature and detail of the relationship between the SB and WG must
be clear in order for effective and independent working and appropriate
resource provision in to the future.

It will be important to ensure that critical matters will be overlooked and lost
during the process, including but not limited to the recognition of the intrinsic
value of the environment as mentioned in the Environment Strategy for Wales
(2006).

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

It will be important to consult fully with stakeholder and partner organisations
including the local authorities before any decisions are made. During the
process it is vital to consider the impact of any early decisions or lack of
decisions that may impact unnecessarily negatively on long-term
environmental programmes; typically this may include funding decisions that
can impact on environmental delivery for many years due to lost capacity and
expertise. As such transitional arrangements must ensure that service levels
are not reduced, particularly at front line 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? :

It will be a fundamental role of the SB to represent the environment in the
process of embracing sustainable development as a central organising
principle, champion what this means and how it can be applied to practical
project development and delivery. This needs to be embedded in the culture
of the SB and reflected in its principle aims, strategic approach and outcomes.
There should be greater emphasis on the communication of the SB
objectives.



There are two additional but important strategic outcomes:

6. Contribute to life long learning by promoting the outdoors as an
educational resource and a conducive environment for education.

7. Stimulating economic prosperity linked to tourism and providing a
guality location for business investment.

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

Notwithstanding the initial fundamental matter that there should be a strategic
plan for any SB to work towards, a delivery framework will be essential but it
needs to be set out in a user friendly format with clear measurable objectives
that use plain and simple language.

It might be helpful if the objectives were set out in accordance with the
ecosystem services categories with practical examples of initiatives that could
deliver the objectives. The current version is not in this format.

There appears to be insufficient emphasis on the economic opportunities that
the natural environment is able to deliver.

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

There are some areas of work missing:

Table 1:

Much of the tourism economy and opportunities in Wales are dependant on
the natural environment but this is not mentioned. A key role of the SB will
surely be to develop and manage tourism infrastructure that can be promoted
by other parts of the public sector, private and voluntary sectors.

Whilst there is mention of specific nature conservation designations, the
biodiversity resource in Wales is not confined to designated sites. Biodiversity
conservation and enhancement is relevant to all areas of Wales and is a key
consideration in any sustainable development approach. Biodiversity
conservation and enhancement warrants a specific function within Table 1.

There is reference to planning and managing water resources but there is no
acknowledgement of the role that water plays in the provision of public benefit
for access, recreation, fishing, boating, canoeing, outdoor adventure etc. This
is an important area that should be included.

Invasive species should also reference Japanese Knotweed, Himalayan
Balsam, Signal Crayfish and the need to reduce these.

The promotion of the natural environment and how it significantly contributes
to the economy of Wales, the education of its people together with the wide



ranging health benefits and opportunities including promoting social cohesion
should be included as a key role of the SB.

Table 3:
Everything should be within the context of and have regard to sustainable
development.

There is no reference to protecting or enhancing biodiversity; the living
element of our environment.

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? :

Having the lead and strategy in one body makes good sense providing WG
and others listen to and take account of advice coming from the SB.

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 is welcome and it seems sensible to coordinate.

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 will be important for the board to comprise appropriate representation from
the local authorities, which should be specifically identified. It will be the local
authorities that deliver much of the policies.

The exact nature and detail of the relationship between the SB and WG must
be clear in order for effective and independent working and appropriate
resource provision in to the future. This is even more pertinent due to the
nature in which the SB is being set up, i.e. before a strategic delivery plan.

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? :

To what extent can the Valleys Regional Park approach be utilised to develop
collaboration and coordinate delivery?

Question 11: What are your views on the aspects of the regulatory arrangements? :
There needs to be clear separation between regulation and implementation.

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



With reference to the proposal regarding Internal Drainage Boards, could
subsuming them in the SB mean that WG is taking away local accountability
for decision making and alienating stakeholders?

The SB must have clear and simple organising and focussed principles in
order that it gains the confidence and trust of staff, politicians, partners, the
general public and stakeholders. There must be a demonstrable equal
balance of regulation and proactive improvements to the benefit of the
majority of society.



From: Liversuch, Norman [LIVERN@CAERPHILLY.GOV.UK]
Sent: 27 April 2012 14:00

To: SEB mailbox

Subject: Consultation on the Natural Resources Wales

Attachments. SWCSIG Response v2 to the WG Single Body Consultation.doc
Dear Sir or Madam,

| have attached a response to the above consultation which has been prepared on behalf of the South Wales
Countryside Services Improvement Group comprising the countryside service departments from the organisations
listed below. The lead and author of this response is myself, Norman Liversuch, Chairman of the group and
Manager Countryside and Landscape Services Manager for Caerphilly County Borough Council.

Blaenau Gwent County Borough Council
Brecon Beacons National Park

Bridgend County Borough Council
Caerphilly County Borough Council

Cardiff County Council

Carmarthenshire County Council

Merthyr Tydfil County Borough Council
Monmouthshire County Council

Neath Port Talbot County Borough Council
Newport City Council

Rhondda Cynon Taf County Borough Council
Torfaen County Borough Council

City and County of Swansea

Vale of Glamorgan County Borough Council

Yours

Norman Liversuch
Manager Countryside and Landscape Services

<<SWCSIG Response v2 to the WG Single Body Consultation.doc>>



Consultation on the Natural Resources Wales

‘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.'



From: mick@gn.apc.org

Sent: 27 April 2012 14:58

To: SEB mailbox

Subject: consultation response

Attachments: SEB response - Mick Green.doc

Please find attached my response to your consultation.

regards

Mick Green



Proposals for a single environment body
A response to consultation from Mick Green BSc, MA, CEnv, FIEEM.

| am an ecologist with over 20 year’s experience of working in conservation and
ecology in Wales. | have experience of working in Government, NGO and
commercial fields and am involved in many on-going research and monitoring
projects in Wales.

| am very concerned at the failure to meet the 2010 target to halt the decline of
biodiversity and am witnessing at first hand the declines in many of the species |
am working on monitoring.

| therefore welcome the proposal to develop a single, strong body to manage the
Welsh environment. | believe there is merit in the overall proposal and feel that a
properly integrated body will be able to help the Welsh Government move
towards a sustainable future.

| do however have considerable concerns over the detail of the proposals laid out
in the consultation. These are reflected in the proposed aim of the new body to
“maintain, develop and develop Wales’ natural resources, to deliver benefit to the
people and economy of Wales now and into the future’. This does not reflect any
ambition to help wildlife for its own sake, nor to work to reverse current declines
which was the main driver behind the original ‘Living Wales’ proposals.

The new body should have a specific purpose to halt biodiversity losses and
enhance Wales’ biodiversity into the future. Whilst | acknowledge the economic
importance of our natural resources, it must also be recognised that nature has
an intrinsic value as well and this must be reflected in the purpose of the body. It
must also be remembered that we have international commitments to halt
biodiversity losses and the new body must be at the forefront of delivering those
commitments. The purpose to “further the conservation, restoration and
enhancement of ecosystems” is not sufficiently robust and there must be an
explicit commitment to halt and reverse losses contained within the main purpose
of the new body. The list of functions in Table 1 with respect to biodiversity does
not contain any commitment to nature in the wider countryside.

In general the transfer of the functions of CCW, EAW and FCW into the new
body is welcome. | am, however, concerned that all policy development is to be
moved into Welsh Government. The new body should retain some independent
policy functions to be able to give independent advice to Welsh Government, and
where necessary be critical. There is a large amount of expertise within the
existing organisations that should be retained.

| welcome the transfer of marine licensing to the new body as it is important to
include robust scientific evidence in licensing decisions. Fisheries are another



important natural resource that has been poorly managed in the past. | therefore
think fisheries powers should be transferred to the new body as it is important
that any ecosystem based management includes the sustainable management of
such an important part of the marine ecosystem.

| also believe that delivery of Agri-environment schemes should sit within the new
body. The Green Paper on Sustaining a Living Wales uses Glastir as the main
delivery mechanism for ecosystem management in the wider countryside. For
delivery to be based on a holistic ecosystem management approach the Glastir
scheme should be delivered within the context of overall wildlife management
including NNRs and SSSis. Agri — environment schemes have consistently failed
Further, if the Scheme was delivered by the new body it would strengthen its
environmental credibility, rather than being seen just as a Agri scheme delivered
by the agricultural department. Tir Gofal was successfully delivered by CCW in
the past and | do not see that the transfer of Glastir would increase any risks for
the new body.

| also welcome the commitment to co-ordination of research and that the new
body will retain a research function. There is much expertise within the existing
bodies that should be retained and used in input to research. There should be
sufficient funding available to ensure that robust research can underpin all policy
development. This should also include a solid monitoring programme so that we
know the state of our environment and to ensure policies are working. There
should also be more co-ordination of research with the Universities in Wales.

It must also be recognised that much environmental research and monitoring is
undertaken by the voluntary sector. There is a very strong natural history tradition
in Wales and it is important this is retained and encouraged. The new body
should have a specific purpose to work with the voluntary sector across Wales
and this should include the ability to grant aid the sector with a simple and
transparent set of grant schemes. It must be recognised that grants can provide
very good value for Government bodies and can help access the considerable
body of expertise in the voluntary sector.

Finally, 1 welcome the commitment to ensure that the new body is properly
funded both during the transition period and beyond.

Unless the new body is given a much stronger remit to reverse biodiversity

declines it will fail and the Welsh Government will fail to meet its international
commitments.

Mick Green BSc, MA, CEnv, FIEEM. Mick@gn.apc.org



RWE

Carrie Moss Our ref TB/NR
Living Wales Programme Team Name Terry Ballard
Department for Environment and Sustainable Phone 07989-493038

Development
Welsh Government
Cathays Park
CF10 3NQ

27" April 2012

Natural Resources Wales — Proposed Arrangements for Establishing and Directing a New Body
for the Management of Wales’ Natural Resources

Dear Ms Moss,

This is a response to the above consultation on behalf of RWE’s UK businesses. This includes RWE
npower, a vertical integrated generation and supply company and RWE npower renewables, part of
Europe’s largest and fastest growing renewable generating company.

Our detailed comments are attached but we would like to draw your attention to the following key points:

It is our view that, subject to the relevant legal requirements, the proposed Single Body must focus on
the delivery of ecosystem services to people and business in Wales, rather than on conservation as an
end it itself. This implies a role that extends beyond that of purely reactive regulation and which includes
facilitating and guiding the activities of others.

With this in mind, we propose that the aim of the Single Body is rephrased to put the emphasis clearly on
the delivery of benefits from Wales’ natural resources i.e.:

‘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’

While we recognise that the development of the Single Body will be evolutionary rather
than revolutionary, it is important that a culture of delivery is established from the

outset. The existing cultures and approaches within the constituent bodies should not .
become institutionalised within the Single Body by default. For example a policy

r

position that is opposed to development is not appropriate for the Single Body. JV”.?,Z Business Park
Whitehill Way

Swindon

It is important that the consultee role is clarified during the formation of the Single Body wittsnire SN 6PB
particularly in relation to NSIPs. It should be made explicit that consultation with the 1 440179387 7777
Single Body will replace consultations with the Environment Agency, CCW and F o +44(0)1793/89 25 25
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THE ENERGY TO LEAD



the Forestry Commission in relation to projects in or affecting Wales.
We have also raised two further points that are not covered in the consultation.

Firstly, the consultation does not make specific reference to the powers of the Single Body to charge for
its services. We are opposed to the Single Body being granted additional powers to charge for
undertaking any of its roles beyond the charging powers already granted to the predecessor bodies. We
would be particularly opposed to the Single Body being able to charge in relation to its role as a
consultee.

Finally, the establishment of the Single Body should enable the process for scrutinising proposals and
consent applications to be simplified thus reducing cost and uncertainty for developers. It is therefore
imperative that timescales are clearly prescribed and adhered to. This has not always been the case in
the past.

If you wish to discuss any aspect of our response, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely

Policy and Public Affairs



Natural Resources Wales

RWE comments on proposal for a Single Environmental Body

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?

RWE welcomes the proposals in principle. We believe 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
This sort of 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).

A major challenge for the Single Body will be to get the balance of duties and
priorities right 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.

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 RWE'’s 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”.

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 believe 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 feel 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.

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 can not 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 allowing 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 almost incidentally
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.

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?

RWE 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 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. [t 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. This should include any local or community liaison committees at
major industrial establishments such as RWE npower’s power stations at Aberthaw
and Pembroke.

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.

Q11. What are your views on these aspects of the reqgulatory arrangements?

We believe 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.

Points of concern to RWE not coming within any specific consultation
question

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 be absolutely opposed to the Single Body being able to charge for
undertaking any of its roles as a consultee, including but not limited to those arising
out of the Planning Act 2008 in relation to Nationally Significant Infrastructure
Projects. We would also be absolutely opposed to the Single Body being able to
charge for pre-application meetings or advice beyond the extent to which the
predecessor bodies are already empowered to do so.

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 would also inhibit and delay engagement between the Single
Body and the business community in relation to new developments. This would be
very inimical 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.

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.



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

Sent: 27 April 2012 16:45
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):
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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)

Becky Hulme
Tir Coed
becky@tircoed.org.uk / 01570 493224

Tir Coed supports the single Body’s ecosystem approach and
applauds the proposed holistic overview of the Welsh
environment; it is hoped that the new approach will bring a
halt to contradictory land use policies from different
departments. Tir Coed’s overriding concern is to ensure the
successful delivery of social & community outputs,
including Woodlands for Wales by the Single Body. To
achieve this Forestry must have a definite identity in the new
body and all stakeholders must be able to understand clearly
how the woodland strategy will be delivered. Where existing
structures work well they should not be broken up.

Tir Coed would like to see more emphasis on uses of the
Welsh environment which have social and community
benefits, particularly on community use and management of
natural resources. Currently, both FCW and CCW manage
Wale’s natural resources on behalf of the people of Wales;
“to increase their value to society and the

environment” (FCW) “as a foundation for economic and
social activity, and as a place for leisure and learning
opportunities.” (CCW). Tir Coed is concerned that the
document gives very little mention of the social duties of the
Single Body (e.g. community participation, education,
training, jobs) and that where a social function is mentioned,
there are no specific outputs or outcomes attached to a social
remit. There is no mention of the use of the natural
environment as a place to learn in as well as to learn about.
Tir Coed would like to see the Single Body adopting and
implementing all the objectives of Woodlands for Wales, in
particular, chapters 4 “Woodlands for People” (social
aspects) and chapter 5 “A Competitive and Integrated Forest



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?:

Sector” (economic aspects). Tables 1 and 5 of the
consultation document add to our concerns. The document
frequently refers to the maintenance and conservation of
Wale’s natural resources, but there is very little reference to
future development, which is essential if those consulted are
to be properly informed.

No comment to make.

Strategic outcome number 1 does pertain to promoting
economic, environmental and social well-being, but also
refers to public health and outdoor recreation. Tir Coed feels
that this outcome is too diverse and therefore needs to be
broken down into sections, so that the social and wellbeing
aspects do not get overlooked. Delivery of Woodlands for
Wales should be an explicit strategic outcome.

Table 5 virtually ignores the social dimensions in its list of
outcomes, objectives, success criteria and indicators; these
are a vital part of Woodlands for Wales e.g. community
participation, education, training, jobs. The focus of the table
Is unbalanced by concentrating overwhelmingly on
environmental factors. Again, public health & safety is in the
same statement as wellbeing; this is inappropriate as
although these outcomes may overlap at times, they
represent 2 separate functions. Table 5 is difficult to
understand; it needs to be clearly laid out so that themes can
be followed through to outcomes.

Other than public access, virtually no mention is made of
public and community engagement, education and training
roles of the Single Body; these need to be explicit. Tir Coed
would like to see all the deliverables in Woodlands for
Wales clearly stated. Also, a matrix showing interaction
between existing organisations would be more informative.

No comment to make.



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:

No comment to make.

No comment to make.

We cannot see where details of the new stakeholder
arrangements are given. Tir Coed asks that a list of
stakeholders is produced to make sure that the full range of
organisations is included. Social objectives are an essential
part of sustainable development, therefore, stakeholder
groups must include representatives from education and
training organisations, community groups and the voluntary
sector. That list may help to inform the stakeholder
arrangements. We are concerned about how delivery of the
SB’s responsibilities will be monitored, in particular, those
set out in Woodlands for Wales.

No comment to make.

No comment to make.



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

Sent: 27 April 2012 23:50
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?:

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?:

/consultations/forms/sebresponse/

(Unchecked)

Antony Wallis
Forestry Commission Wales
antonytricia@sky.com

| agree that the regulatory and statutory consultation
role of all 3 bodies should be brought together.
However, the land management and business element,
particularly of FCW should be kept separate. There
are clear tensions between these roles and even if they
were to be chinese walls between the elements, the
perception would not be so. Indeed | doubt that there
could be effective separation. The business
community which has confidence in the way FCW
manages and facilitates its forestry and non forestry
business elements is likely to be severely
compromised. The tensions between the elements in
the new body may well become untenable.

It seems clear that business is unconvinced that the
measures proposed will allay their concerns, with
increased regulation and environmental pressure on
business.

Yes, a phased approach is essential to ensure that there
Is business continuity at day 1.

They sound laudable, but could be interpreted as
meaning all things to all ‘'men’. | agree with the aim of
sustainability, but there is insufficient focus on the
economy and jobs, which was the key message in last
Christmas FM message. The likely interpretation will
be to prioritise on environment, which should not be
the intention. There should be a much greater
emphasis on 'balance’.



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?:

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?:

Generally fine, but very environmentally weighted. |
do not think the economic imperative is given equal
prominence.

Generally covers key points but no prioritisation.
Whilst renewable energy programmes are recognised,
there is no mention of the use of other natural
resources on the SB estate which supports jobs and the
economy - eg coal, methane gas, stone, other non
forestry development opportunities. The risk is that the
table tries to list everything without real focus on
priorities

This is a complex area. Whatever the solution, there
must be no increased risk from greater devolution of
the GB responsibilities

Yes

| consider that the regulatory, advisory and statutory
consultee roles should be arms length from
government. However, the delivery of business.
community and environmental benefits should not be
arms length. There have been clear benefits for WG in
being able to directly require FCW to use the WG
woodland estate to deliver its policies and objectives.
In my view this has been a beneficial re;lationship,
close to government with FCW's director sitting as a
divisional director within a WG department. | can see
no benefit in the management being armslength from
government, indeed i think it should be closer, but all
regulatory and advisory functions should be
independent of government.

Agree

Agree



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

The business case seems to have been developed to
focus on the objective of a single body. There is
insufficient realism on the costs of this option and also
that a shared services or greater collaborative
approach could deliver most of the financial benefits
without the costs. It is clear already that it will take
years to achieve an integrated body and there are
already significant numbers of staff working full-time
on the SB and many others having to feed in
substantially, compromising on the day job. | do
believe that there are clear benefits in regulation,
advisory and statutory consultee roles should be at
arms length, whereas business should be closer to
WG. There is no obvious benefit in bringing FCW's
management element into a SB.



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?:

/consultations/forms/sebresponse/

(Unchecked)

Gerwyn Thomas
Teifi Timber Products Ltd
gerwyn@teifi timber.co.uk

The delivery of more integrated management by
amalgamating the three bodies to form a single
environmental body for Wales has the potential to
bring about improvements in value for money and
delivery; however, more detail is required to
enable us to comment further. The scale and
complexity of this task should not be
underestimated. The new body brings together
three very different organisations, each with their
own culture and managing the change will require
care to ensure that the initial objectives are
achieved and that there is no loss of focus on the
needs of the clients that the new body will serve. It
should be noted that since devolution, the focus of
Forestry Commission Wales has moved away from
commercial (productive) forestry and the needs of
the domestic wood processing sector in Wales, in
favour of greater emphasis on environmental and
social aspects of forestry, the result is an
unbalanced approach to forestry. Elsewhere in the
United Kingdom, sustainably managed forests in
the public sector have generally retained a
balanced approach to management and delivery of
economic, social and environmental benefits from
the public forest estate. It is to be hoped that
balance can be restored in Wales, thereby allowing
the forest products sector to increase its
contribution to sustainable development in Wales.
The public forest estate has a valuable role to play
by ensuring the continued supply of wood. Failure



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?:

to restore the balance will have very serious
impacts for businesses in the forestry and forest
products sector in Wales, with business failures
and job losses, especially in rural areas, likely to
be a consequence.

As is acknowledged in the consultation document,
the forestry and forest products sector in Wales
had expressed concerns about the potential impact
that the establishment and operation of the new
body could have on wood supply. Whilst it is
noted that certain assurances have been given in
response to these concerns, businesses in the sector
remain nervous about the operation of the new
body. It is essential that there is effective
communication between the new body and the
forestry and forest products sector in Wales, to
ensure that there is no further loss of confidence
amongst businesses. Continuity of wood supply is
a key requirement for continued business
confidence, which in turn influences investment
programmes. Businesses have already seen a
significant reduction in wood production from the
public forest estate in Wales, which has caused
problems in the wood supply chain and business
confidence suffered as a consequence. Increased
planting of productive conifer crops must be a
priority for the new body, so as to increase wood
production from the public forest estate in Wales.
There is a compelling case for increased tree cover
in Wales.

An orderly transition is essential. Similarly, the
programme of change should be at such a rate so
as to ensure the cost effective delivery of
objectives. The phased delivery approach requires
careful management and scheduling, so as to avoid
rushing change, or to prolong the change process
unnecessarily, both of which would have negative
consequences that could adversely affect the
operation of the new body, at least in the short
term. It is important that the new body gets off to
the best possible start.



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?:

It is very encouraging to see that the new body will
have a clear commitment to sustainable
development. Trees, woods, forests and forest
products play a major role in sustainable
development and we hope that every opportunity
will be taken to maximise these benefits. More
‘joined-up’ thinking within the Welsh
Government, involving the new body, will be
vitally important if the benefits associated with
sustainable development and the important
contribution that wood and wood products can
make, including helping to mitigate the effects of
climate change, are to be realised.

The delivery framework model described appears
to be appropriate. We would expect “‘Woodlands
for Wales’ to be a significant document in terms of
informing and directing the new body’s focus for
the woodlands and forests of Wales. This Welsh
Government strategy has an important role to play
in enabling the woodlands of Wales to provide
maximum benefits for the people of Wales.

The functions described in tables 1-3 appear to be
a reasonable summary of those required, however,
we note with concern that there is no stated
requirement for expansion of the public forest
estate in Wales, or increased emphasis on
productive conifer forestry in Wales; both of
which would make a significant contribution to
sustainable development in Wales. The role of the
public forest estate in Wales in supporting the
delivery of sustainable development objectives
should not be underestimated.



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?:

We have concerns about proposals relating to Tree
and Plant Health; it is important that there is no
duplication of effort and furthermore, the new
body must work closely with the Forestry
Commission in Scotland and England and
associated Government Departments and Agencies
in relation to tree and plant health matters, so as to
ensure a cost-effective approach. It must be noted
that pests and diseases do not respect political/
national boundaries. It must also be noted that
threats from pests and diseases to trees and plants
are becoming more frequent, more serious and of
greater economic significance. It is essential that
adequate resources are provided for this very
important function.

Co-ordination of Welsh Government investment in
environmental research is very important. Forest
Research, an arm of the Forestry Commission,
makes a vital contribution to the forestry sector
and must not be overlooked. It is essential that
Forest Research is adequately resourced, so as to
address the issues affecting, or likely to affect trees
and forestry. We are fearful that a breakaway from
Forest Research will further reduce its operational
capacity and effectiveness; this at a time when
research, especially in relation to pests and
diseases of trees and plants, is vitally important.

We broadly agree with these proposals. However,
given the environmental, social and economic
significance of forestry and forest products in
Wales, it is essential that this is reflected in the
composition of the Board of the new body. It is
important to differentiate between forestry and
forest products interests, both have a role to play in
the governance of the new body. It is essential that
the governance arrangements of the new body are
balanced, so as to adequately represent the many
and varied interests which will be the
responsibility of the new body.



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:

Effective engagement with stakeholders is
essential for the success of the new body. The UK
Forest Products Association and its Members in
Wales have, over the years, developed a very
positive working relationship with Forestry
Commission Wales and with the Welsh
Government and successive Forestry Ministers. It
Is important that this dialogue continues via the
new body. We are concerned that moving forestry
at least one step away from Government and its
inclusion in a multi-discipline body, whose
emphasis may be biased towards environmental
matters, could be a negative development. It is
essential that the voice of the forest products sector
in Wales is not diluted by other interests within the
new body.

Given the current roles and responsibilities of the
three bodies that will form the new body, it is
important that any potential conflicts are identified
and addressed immediately, so as to avoid
operational problems. There must be clear focus
on sustainable development, which takes into
account environmental protection. The needs of
businesses and the important role that businesses
play in sustainable development must never to be
overlooked by the new body.



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

Sent: 28 April 2012 08:55
To: SEB mailbox
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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?:

/consultations/forms/sebresponse/

(Unchecked)

Anwen Lloyd-Thomas
Teifi Timber Products Ltd
anwen@teifitimber.co.uk/01559395325

The delivery of more integrated management by
amalgamating the three bodies to form a single
environmental body for Wales has the potential to bring
about improvements in value for money and delivery;
however, more detail is required to enable us to
comment further. The scale and complexity of this task
should not be underestimated. The new body brings
together three very different organisations, each with
their own culture and managing the change will require
care to ensure that the initial objectives are achieved and
that there is no loss of focus on the needs of the clients
that the new body will serve. It should be noted that
since devolution, the focus of Forestry Commission
Wales has moved away from commercial (productive)
forestry and the needs of the domestic wood processing
sector in Wales, in favour of greater emphasis on
environmental and social aspects of forestry, the result is
an unbalanced approach to forestry. Elsewhere in the
United Kingdom, sustainably managed forests in the
public sector have generally retained a balanced
approach to management and delivery of economic,
social and environmental benefits from the public forest
estate. It is to be hoped that balance can be restored in
Wales, thereby allowing the forest products sector to
increase its contribution to sustainable development in
Wales. The public forest estate has a valuable role to
play by ensuring the continued supply of wood. Failure
to restore the balance will have very serious impacts for
businesses in the forestry and forest products sector in
Wales, with business failures and job losses, especially



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?:

in rural areas, likely to be a consequence.

As is acknowledged in the consultation document, the
forestry and forest products sector in Wales had
expressed concerns about the potential impact that the
establishment and operation of the new body could have
on wood supply. Whilst it is noted that certain
assurances have been given in response to these
concerns, businesses in the sector remain nervous about
the operation of the new body. It is essential that there is
effective communication between the new body and the
forestry and forest products sector in Wales, to ensure
that there is no further loss of confidence amongst
businesses. Continuity of wood supply is a key
requirement for continued business confidence, which in
turn influences investment programmes. Businesses
have already seen a significant reduction in wood
production from the public forest estate in Wales, which
has caused problems in the wood supply chain and
business confidence suffered as a consequence.
Increased planting of productive conifer crops must be a
priority for the new body, so as to increase wood
production from the public forest estate in Wales. There
Is a compelling case for increased tree cover in Wales.

An orderly transition is essential. Similarly, the
programme of change should be at such a rate so as to
ensure the cost effective delivery of objectives. The
phased delivery approach requires careful management
and scheduling, so as to avoid rushing change, or to
prolong the change process unnecessarily, both of which
would have negative consequences that could adversely
affect the operation of the new body, at least in the short
term. It is important that the new body gets off to the
best possible start.



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?:

It is very encouraging to see that the new body will have
a clear commitment to sustainable development. Trees,
woods, forests and forest products play a major role in
sustainable development and we hope that every
opportunity will be taken to maximise these benefits.
More ‘joined-up’ thinking within the Welsh
Government, involving the new body, will be vitally
important if the benefits associated with sustainable
development and the important contribution that wood
and wood products can make, including helping to
mitigate the effects of climate change, are to be realised.

The delivery framework model described appears to be
appropriate. We would expect “‘Woodlands for Wales’ to
be a significant document in terms of informing and
directing the new body’s focus for the woodlands and
forests of Wales. This Welsh Government strategy has
an important role to play in enabling the woodlands of
Wales to provide maximum benefits for the people of
Wales.

The functions described in tables 1-3 appear to be a
reasonable summary of those required, however, we note
with concern that there is no stated requirement for
expansion of the public forest estate in Wales, or
increased emphasis on productive conifer forestry in
Wales; both of which would make a significant
contribution to sustainable development in Wales. The
role of the public forest estate in Wales in supporting the
delivery of sustainable development objectives should
not be underestimated.

We have concerns about proposals relating to Tree and
Plant Health; it is important that there is no duplication
of effort and furthermore, the new body must work
closely with the Forestry Commission in Scotland and
England and associated Government Departments and
Agencies in relation to tree and plant health matters, so
as to ensure a cost-effective approach. It must be noted
that pests and diseases do not respect political/national
boundaries. It must also be noted that threats from pests
and diseases to trees and plants are becoming more
frequent, more serious and of greater economic
significance. It is essential that adequate resources are
provided for this very important function.



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?:

Co-ordination of Welsh Government investment in
environmental research is very important. Forest
Research, an arm of the Forestry Commission, makes a
vital contribution to the forestry sector and must not be
overlooked. It is essential that Forest Research is
adequately resourced, so as to address the issues
affecting, or likely to affect trees and forestry. We are
fearful that a breakaway from Forest Research will
further reduce its operational capacity and effectiveness;
this at a time when research, especially in relation to
pests and diseases of trees and plants, is vitally
important.

We broadly agree with these proposals. However, given
the environmental, social and economic significance of
forestry and forest products in Wales, it is essential that
this is reflected in the composition of the Board of the
new body. It is important to differentiate between
forestry and forest products interests, both have a role to
play in the governance of the new body. It is essential
that the governance arrangements of the new body are
balanced, so as to adequately represent the many and
varied interests which will be the responsibility of the
new body.

Effective engagement with stakeholders is essential for
the success of the new body. The UK Forest Products
Association and its Members in Wales have, over the
years, developed a very positive working relationship
with Forestry Commission Wales and with the Welsh
Government and successive Forestry Ministers. It is
Important that this dialogue continues via the new body.
We are concerned that moving forestry at least one step
away from Government and its inclusion in a multi-
discipline body, whose emphasis may be biased towards
environmental matters, could be a negative
development. It is essential that the voice of the forest
products sector in Wales is not diluted by other interests
within the new body.



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:

Given the current roles and responsibilities of the three
bodies that will form the new body, it is important that
any potential conflicts are identified and addressed
iImmediately, so as to avoid operational problems. There
must be clear focus on sustainable development, which
takes into account environmental protection. The needs
of businesses and the important role that businesses play
in sustainable development must never to be overlooked
by the new body.



Response to Consultation on Natural Resources Wales by Woodland
Strategy Advisory Panel.

Your name
Roger Cooper

Organisation
Woodland Strategy Advisory Panel

Email / telephone number :
roger.cooper@padrig.myzen.co.uk
tel 01248 852409

Introduction

The Woodland Strategy Advisory Panel’s remit is to advise Forestry
Commission Wales and the Welsh government on the nation’s strategy for its
woodlands. The panel has 23 members from across Wales and all of us are
actively involved in Welsh forestry. Our expertise spans commercial,
environmental, social and scientific aspects of forestry and our working
experience includes private industry, woodland management, farming,
voluntary organisations, public sector agencies, educational institutions and
social enterprises. Both Forestry Commissioners for Wales are members.
Details of the panel’s membership and terms of reference are given in the
appendix.

Over the past five years we have played a central role in drawing up the
government’s 50 year woodland strategy, Woodlands for Wales, the follow-up
5 year Action Plan and the set of Indicators for monitoring progress. We
believe the breadth of experience we have brought to these tasks has been
crucial in gaining widespread support for the strategy by the many
stakeholders in Wales’s woodlands.

We welcome the opportunity to comment on the government’s two
consultations: Natural Resources Wales and Living Wales. We met on 21st
and 22nd March to discuss both papers. This response to Natural Resources
Wales is based on our discussions and is supported by all Panel members.
The response mainly focuses on the questions posed in the document but
before addressing these we wish to emphasise three general points.

First, we recognise the government’s intention to form a Single Body
(SB) incorporating Forestry Commission Wales. Our response neither
takes issue with this decision, nor implicitly supports it, but is intended
to help to make the body an effective organisation.

Second, we endorse and continue to support the Welsh government’s
long term vision for Welsh woodlands set out in Woodlands for Wales.
Its four themes- Responding to Climate Change, Woodlands for People,
a Competitive and Integrated Forest Sector, Environmental Quality,
which all support the strategic aims for Welsh woodlands exemplify the



principles of Living Wales. We believe this strategy and its Action Plan
must be at the core of the SB’s future direction of our woodlands.

Third, our overriding wish is to see Welsh woodlands and the woodland
sector flourish under the new body and for our woodlands to provide
the wide range of benefits they are capable of delivering.

All our responses to the specific questions are directed to these ends.

The rest of our response addresses the eleven questions posed in the
consultation with one additional comment on policy in question 12

Consultation questions

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?

Our overriding concern is to ensure successful delivery of Woodlands for
Wales by the SB. To achieve this:

(i) Forestry must have a definite identity in the new body and all stakeholders
must be able to understand clearly how the woodland strategy will be
delivered.

(i) 1t is important for the SB to recognise that integration must be
carefully planned. In some areas there will be synergies between the
functions of the three bodies which will offer clear benefits. For example,
the management of 14% of the land area of Wales for forestry has a
crucial role in helping deliver good ecological status. Similarly
many of the challenges currently faced by the CCW and the EAW can be
met by planting trees in the right places. In other areas such as some field
operations (e.g. some forestry operations) potential gains are unlikely and
in these cases where existing structures work well they should not be
broken up.

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 document gives broad assurances of the directives to be given to the SB
for forestry but no mention is made of Woodlands for Wales which we stress
again must be central to the SB’s responsibilities. Specifically we emphasise:

(i) the need for the SB to adopt and implement all the objectives of
Woodlands for Wales as specified in the “to get there we shall”
commitments of the strategy. Members expressed particular concern over
what priority the SB would give to the commitments made in chapters 4
“Woodlands for People” (social aspects) and chapter 5 “A Competitive and
Integrated Forest Sector” (economic aspects). Table 1 and annex 5 do little



to allay these concerns.

(i) Effective delivery by the SB will be seriously compromised because
responsibility for land-based activities, particularly agriculture, and also
support mechanisms e.g. Glastir lie outside the remit of the new body (see
comments on policy in Q12.)

(i) Effective delivery of the SB’s functions in the private sector will
depend on policy instruments it has available. For example, what
mechanisms will the SB have to encourage provision of eco-system
services from privately owned woodlands? (see comments on policy
in Q12.)

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

We consider:

(i) There is an urgent need to appoint a chairperson and CEO with
experience in the rural sector

(i) For staff, the process needs to be smooth and rapid to minimise
uncertainty.

(i) The priority should be first to establish the organisation and then the
delivery plan.

(iv) The delivery framework needs to be flexible.

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

aim and strategic outcomes of the body? How could they be improved?

(i) Delivery of Woodlands for Wales should be an explicit strategic outcome

(i) Number 1 is a muddled mix of the general (promoting economic,
environmental and social well-being) and the more specific, public

health and outdoor recreation

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

Our comments focus on delivery of Woodlands for Wales

(i) Annex 5 should be an important way of showing how the woodland strategy
will be embedded in the SB but it fails to do this.

(i) 1t virtually ignores the social dimensions in its list of outcomes, objectives,
success criteria and indicators. These are a vital part of Woodlands for
Wales e.g. community participation, education, training, jobs. The focus of



the table is unbalanced by concentrating overwhelmingly on environmental
factors

(iii) It does not communicate the varied interests across the table in clear
understandable language. E.g. there is no correspondence from
Objectives (Col 2) to Indicators (Col 4).

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

It is difficult to comment as table 1 says the examples are illustrative.

(i) We would like to see all the deliverables in Woodlands for Wales clearly
stated. For example in the context of Woodlands for People virtually no
mention is made of public and community engagement, education and
training roles of the SB. These need to be explicit.

(i) 1t needs a different framework of how the functions would look post
merger. A matrix showing interaction between existing organisations
would be more informative.

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?

Discussions focused on tree and plant health.

() The document states there is an opportunity to rationalise current
tree and plant health arrangements. However there appears to be a
mismatch between this aspiration and the proposed arrangement which
leaves plant health with the WG and moves tree health to the new body.

(i) There is a risk that DEFRA funding for tree/plant health e.g. timber
inspections at ports and forestry research will change and that Wales
will be charged for these services.

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

Discussions focused on forestry research.

() The proposals were considered to lack clarity.

(i) The assumption that DEFRA will continue funding FR may be
misplaced.

(iif) Welsh forestry derives many benefits from FCW'’s participation in
the commissioning of research by FCGB and also through its access to
Forest Research’s outputs and scientific expertise e.g. measures to



combat tree diseases. Forest Research is also heavily involved in
implementing the Woodlands for Wales Action Plan. It is therefore vital
that existing links are maintained.

(vi) The qualifications of the Wales Environmental Research Hub to
co-ordinate research for the new body are not explained and doubts
were raised by some members about its forestry expertise.

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?

Discussions focused on governance of the new body.

(i) The document states “the board would be independent of Welsh
Government in the decisions and delivery of its work” (para 6.1)

We question whether this will be possible given that policy decisions, rural

support mechanisms e.g. Glastir, and the research commissioning
framework will all be government responsibilities. (See comments
on policy under Q 12.)

(i) Members are concerned that the document gives no details of the SB’s
operating procedures. It will need for example a 3-5 year corporate plan
and a trading arm for timber sales and other commercial activities.

(iif) The published accounts must be sufficiently detailed for effective
monitoring by stakeholders. For example major sources of income and
items of expenditure must be identifiable e.g. income from timber sales
and other commercial activities must be separately identified.

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?

(i) No details on new arrangements for the SB are given. We consider
strong stakeholder involvement is essential for the SB’s success.

(i) WSAP provides a possible model for an effective stakeholder body.
The appendix lists our responsibilities, chief of which is to monitor
progress with Woodlands for Wales

(i) The breadth of the SB should rule out one panel covering all
responsibilities and careful thought is needed to provide an effective,
efficient advisory arm. We consider one stakeholder group covering all
functions of the SB would greatly weaken current forestry consultation.

(iv) In delivering Woodlands for Wales there are many partnerships both at
an all-Wales level and locally. These must be continued in the SB for
effective delivery of the strategy.



(v) WSAP has a disputes resolution role e.g. for felling licences/illegal
felling. Which body will handle these?

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

Discussion focused on self-permitting.

(i) We agreed that there needs to be transparency in the separation
of self-permitting and operational activities within the new body.

(i) In establishing the SB the possibility of self-permitting by the private sector
should be considered.

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

Comment on Policy para 5.3.1

Members expressed reservations about the proposed transfer of forestry
policy formulation to the Welsh Government.

(i) We consider that the SB will lack focus if it has no responsibility for
policy. In particular the SB needs to be involved in policy formulation and
delivery of agri-environmental schemes. If policy responsibility lies solely
with the government this may well lead to tensions between the SB
and the government.

(ilThose involved in forestry policy formulation in the Welsh government
must be professionals with a full understanding of forestry related matters.

(i)Who would be responsible for monitoring progress with Woodlands for
Wales? Currently this is a WSAP responsibility. We believe monitoring
must be conducted independently of government (see comments on Q10
above)

(iv)The SB must have inputs to the drafting of the proposed bills on
the Environment, Planning and Sustainable Development

We would welcome the opportunity to expand on any points we have raised.

Roger Cooper
Chair, WSAP
28th April 2012
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WSAP Members and Terms of Reference

Nigel Ajax Lewis MBE

Roger Cooper (Chair)
Dr John Edington

David Edwards
Helena Fox

Rory Francis
Dr Alun Gee

Sue Gittins

David Jenkins OBE
Tim Kirk
Bernard Llewellyn

John Lloyd Jones OBE

Kath McNulty
Philippe Morgan
Jon Owen-Jones
Prof Colin Price
Harry Stevens
Celia Thomas

Dr Bob Vaughan
Judith Webb
Dr Jenny Wong

Mike Wood

1 Members

Senior Conservation Officer for Wildlife
Trust for South and South East Wales
Bangor University (retired)

Tutor on environmental issues, Cardiff
University

District Manager, Tilhill Forestry
Consultant in Education and Sustainable
Development

Woodland Trust, Wales

Executive Manager, Environment Agency
(Retired)

Deputy Director, Ramblers’ Association
Wales (retired)

Director, Coed Cymru

Chairman, CONFOR, Wales

Farmer and chairman of NFU Cymru Rural
Affairs Board

Farmer/land owner. Member of FCW
National Committee

Manager, CONFOR, Wales

Forest Manager and Consultant
Forestry Commissioner, Wales
Free-lance academic

BSW Ltd

Farmer and Woodlands Officer,
Pembrokeshire National Park
Environment Agency Wales

Forestry Commissioner, Wales
Director, Wild Resources Ltd, Honorary
Lecturer Bangor University

Policy Officer, RSPB

2 WSAP Terms of Reference

e Advising on the implementation of the Wales Woodland Strategy by all
partner organisations based on a thorough understanding of current

activity and policies.

e Advising on specific issues that the National Committee assign to the

Panel.

e Horizon scanning to enable the Strategy (and FC Wales as the
government department responsible for forestry policy development
and the organisation with the primary responsibility for strategy
delivery) to respond to new issues and agendas.




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

Sent: 28 April 2012 09:10

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)

Anwen Lloyd-Thomas
T L Thomas & Son
anwen@tlthomas.co.uk/01559395325

The delivery of more integrated management by
amalgamating the three bodies to form a single
environmental body for Wales has the potential to
bring about improvements in value for money and
delivery; however, more detail is required to enable us
to comment further. The scale and complexity of this
task should not be underestimated. The new body
brings together three very different organisations,
each with their own culture and managing the change
will require care to ensure that the initial objectives
are achieved and that there is no loss of focus on the
needs of the clients that the new body will serve. It
should be noted that since devolution, the focus of
Forestry Commission Wales has moved away from
commercial (productive) forestry and the needs of the
domestic wood processing sector in Wales, in favour
of greater emphasis on environmental and social
aspects of forestry, the result is an unbalanced
approach to forestry. Elsewhere in the United
Kingdom, sustainably managed forests in the public
sector have generally retained a balanced approach to
management and delivery of economic, social and
environmental benefits from the public forest estate. It
Is to be hoped that balance can be restored in Wales,
thereby allowing the forest products sector to increase
its contribution to sustainable development in Wales.
The public forest estate has a valuable role to play by
ensuring the continued supply of wood. Failure to
restore the balance will have very serious impacts for
businesses in the forestry and forest products sector in



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?:

Wales, with business failures and job losses,
especially in rural areas, likely to be a consequence.

As is acknowledged in the consultation document, the
forestry and forest products sector in Wales had
expressed concerns about the potential impact that the
establishment and operation of the new body could
have on wood supply. Whilst it is noted that certain
assurances have been given in response to these
concerns, businesses in the sector remain nervous
about the operation of the new body. It is essential
that there is effective communication between the
new body and the forestry and forest products sector
in Wales, to ensure that there is no further loss of
confidence amongst businesses. Continuity of wood
supply is a key requirement for continued business
confidence, which in turn influences investment
programmes. Businesses have already seen a
significant reduction in wood production from the
public forest estate in Wales, which has caused
problems in the wood supply chain and business
confidence suffered as a consequence. Increased
planting of productive conifer crops must be a priority
for the new body, so as to increase wood production
from the public forest estate in Wales. There is a
compelling case for increased tree cover in Wales.

An orderly transition is essential. Similarly, the
programme of change should be at such a rate so as to
ensure the cost effective delivery of objectives. The
phased delivery approach requires careful
management and scheduling, so as to avoid rushing
change, or to prolong the change process
unnecessarily, both of which would have negative
consequences that could adversely affect the operation
of the new body, at least in the short term. It is
important that the new body gets off to the best
possible start.



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?:

It is very encouraging to see that the new body will
have a clear commitment to sustainable development.
Trees, woods, forests and forest products play a major
role in sustainable development and we hope that
every opportunity will be taken to maximise these
benefits. More ‘joined-up’ thinking within the Welsh
Government, involving the new body, will be vitally
important if the benefits associated with sustainable
development and the important contribution that wood
and wood products can make, including helping to
mitigate the effects of climate change, are to be
realised.

The delivery framework model described appears to
be appropriate. We would expect ‘Woodlands for
Wales’ to be a significant document in terms of
informing and directing the new body’s focus for the
woodlands and forests of Wales. This Welsh
Government strategy has an important role to play in
enabling the woodlands of Wales to provide
maximum benefits for the people of Wales.

The functions described in tables 1-3 appear to be a
reasonable summary of those required, however, we
note with concern that there is no stated requirement
for expansion of the public forest estate in Wales, or
increased emphasis on productive conifer forestry in
Wales; both of which would make a significant
contribution to sustainable development in Wales.
The role of the public forest estate in Wales in
supporting the delivery of sustainable development
objectives should not be underestimated.

We have concerns about proposals relating to Tree
and Plant Health; it is important that there is no
duplication of effort and furthermore, the new body
must work closely with the Forestry Commission in
Scotland and England and associated Government
Departments and Agencies in relation to tree and plant
health matters, so as to ensure a cost-effective
approach. It must be noted that pests and diseases do
not respect political/national boundaries. It must also
be noted that threats from pests and diseases to trees
and plants are becoming more frequent, more serious
and of greater economic significance. It is essential



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?:

that adequate resources are provided for this very
important function.

Co-ordination of Welsh Government investment in
environmental research is very important. Forest
Research, an arm of the Forestry Commission, makes
a vital contribution to the forestry sector and must not
be overlooked. It is essential that Forest Research is
adequately resourced, so as to address the issues
affecting, or likely to affect trees and forestry. We are
fearful that a breakaway from Forest Research will
further reduce its operational capacity and
effectiveness; this at a time when research, especially
in relation to pests and diseases of trees and plants, is
vitally important.

We broadly agree with these proposals. However,
given the environmental, social and economic
significance of forestry and forest products in Wales,
it is essential that this is reflected in the composition
of the Board of the new body. It is important to
differentiate between forestry and forest products
interests, both have a role to play in the governance of
the new body. It is essential that the governance
arrangements of the new body are balanced, so as to
adequately represent the many and varied interests
which will be the responsibility of the new body.

Effective engagement with stakeholders is essential
for the success of the new body. The UK Forest
Products Association and its Members in Wales have,
over the years, developed a very positive working
relationship with Forestry Commission Wales and
with the Welsh Government and successive Forestry
Ministers. It is important that this dialogue continues
via the new body. We are concerned that moving
forestry at least one step away from Government and
its inclusion in a multi-discipline body, whose
emphasis may be biased towards environmental
matters, could be a negative development. It is
essential that the voice of the forest products sector in
Wales is not diluted by other interests within the new
body.



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:

Given the current roles and responsibilities of the
three bodies that will form the new body, it is
important that any potential conflicts are identified
and addressed immediately, so as to avoid operational
problems. There must be clear focus on sustainable
development, which takes into account environmental
protection. The needs of businesses and the important
role that businesses play in sustainable development
must never to be overlooked by the new body.



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

Sent: 28 April 2012 09:05
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):
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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?:

/consultations/forms/sebresponse/

(Unchecked)

Gerwyn Thomas
T L Thomas & Son
gerwyn@tlthomas.co.uk/01559395325

The delivery of more integrated management by
amalgamating the three bodies to form a single
environmental body for Wales has the potential to
bring about improvements in value for money and
delivery; however, more detail is required to enable us
to comment further. The scale and complexity of this
task should not be underestimated. The new body
brings together three very different organisations, each
with their own culture and managing the change will
require care to ensure that the initial objectives are
achieved and that there is no loss of focus on the needs
of the clients that the new body will serve. It should be
noted that since devolution, the focus of Forestry
Commission Wales has moved away from commercial
(productive) forestry and the needs of the domestic
wood processing sector in Wales, in favour of greater
emphasis on environmental and social aspects of
forestry, the result is an unbalanced approach to
forestry. Elsewhere in the United Kingdom, sustainably
managed forests in the public sector have generally
retained a balanced approach to management and
delivery of economic, social and environmental
benefits from the public forest estate. It is to be hoped
that balance can be restored in Wales, thereby allowing
the forest products sector to increase its contribution to
sustainable development in Wales. The public forest
estate has a valuable role to play by ensuring the
continued supply of wood. Failure to restore the
balance will have very serious impacts for businesses
in the forestry and forest products sector in Wales, with



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?:

business failures and job losses, especially in rural
areas, likely to be a consequence.

As is acknowledged in the consultation document, the
forestry and forest products sector in Wales had
expressed concerns about the potential impact that the
establishment and operation of the new body could
have on wood supply. Whilst it is noted that certain
assurances have been given in response to these
concerns, businesses in the sector remain nervous about
the operation of the new body. It is essential that there
Is effective communication between the new body and
the forestry and forest products sector in Wales, to
ensure that there is no further loss of confidence
amongst businesses. Continuity of wood supply is a
key requirement for continued business confidence,
which in turn influences investment programmes.
Businesses have already seen a significant reduction in
wood production from the public forest estate in Wales,
which has caused problems in the wood supply chain
and business confidence suffered as a consequence.
Increased planting of productive conifer crops must be
a priority for the new body, so as to increase wood
production from the public forest estate in Wales.
There is a compelling case for increased tree cover in
Wales.

An orderly transition is essential. Similarly, the
programme of change should be at such a rate so as to
ensure the cost effective delivery of objectives. The
phased delivery approach requires careful management
and scheduling, so as to avoid rushing change, or to
prolong the change process unnecessarily, both of
which would have negative consequences that could
adversely affect the operation of the new body, at least
in the short term. It is important that the new body gets
off to the best possible start.



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?:

It is very encouraging to see that the new body will
have a clear commitment to sustainable development.
Trees, woods, forests and forest products play a major
role in sustainable development and we hope that every
opportunity will be taken to maximise these benefits.
More ‘joined-up’ thinking within the Welsh
Government, involving the new body, will be vitally
important if the benefits associated with sustainable
development and the important contribution that wood
and wood products can make, including helping to
mitigate the effects of climate change, are to be realised.

The delivery framework model described appears to be
appropriate. We would expect ‘Woodlands for Wales’
to be a significant document in terms of informing and
directing the new body’s focus for the woodlands and
forests of Wales. This Welsh Government strategy has
an important role to play in enabling the woodlands of
Wales to provide maximum benefits for the people of
Wales.

The functions described in tables 1-3 appear to be a
reasonable summary of those required, however, we
note with concern that there is no stated requirement
for expansion of the public forest estate in Wales, or
increased emphasis on productive conifer forestry in
Wales; both of which would make a significant
contribution to sustainable development in Wales. The
role of the public forest estate in Wales in supporting
the delivery of sustainable development objectives
should not be underestimated.

We have concerns about proposals relating to Tree and
Plant Health; it is important that there is no duplication
of effort and furthermore, the new body must work
closely with the Forestry Commission in Scotland and
England and associated Government Departments and
Agencies in relation to tree and plant health matters, so
as to ensure a cost-effective approach. It must be noted
that pests and diseases do not respect political/national
boundaries. It must also be noted that threats from pests
and diseases to trees and plants are becoming more
frequent, more serious and of greater economic
significance. It is essential that adequate resources are
provided for this very important function.



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?:

Co-ordination of Welsh Government investment in
environmental research is very important. Forest
Research, an arm of the Forestry Commission, makes a
vital contribution to the forestry sector and must not be
overlooked. It is essential that Forest Research is
adequately resourced, so as to address the issues
affecting, or likely to affect trees and forestry. We are
fearful that a breakaway from Forest Research will
further reduce its operational capacity and
effectiveness; this at a time when research, especially
in relation to pests and diseases of trees and plants, is
vitally important.

We broadly agree with these proposals. However,
given the environmental, social and economic
significance of forestry and forest products in Wales, it
Is essential that this is reflected in the composition of
the Board of the new body. It is important to
differentiate between forestry and forest products
interests, both have a role to play in the governance of
the new body. It is essential that the governance
arrangements of the new body are balanced, so as to
adequately represent the many and varied interests
which will be the responsibility of the new body.

Effective engagement with stakeholders is essential for
the success of the new body. The UK Forest Products
Association and its Members in Wales have, over the
years, developed a very positive working relationship
with Forestry Commission Wales and with the Welsh
Government and successive Forestry Ministers. It is
Important that this dialogue continues via the new
body. We are concerned that moving forestry at least
one step away from Government and its inclusion in a
multi-discipline body, whose emphasis may be biased
towards environmental matters, could be a negative
development. It is essential that the voice of the forest
products sector in Wales is not diluted by other
interests within the



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:

Given the current roles and responsibilities of the three
bodies that will form the new body, it is important that
any potential conflicts are identified and addressed
Immediately, so as to avoid operational problems.
There must be clear focus on sustainable development,
which takes into account environmental protection. The
needs of businesses and the important role that
businesses play in sustainable development must never
to be overlooked by the new body.



Denbigh and Clwyd Angling Club
Clwb Genweirio Dinbych a Chlwyd

Patron - Dr J Gwyn Thomas President - Syd Badland, MBE

Y Fron,

Abbey Road,

Rhuddlan,

Denbighshire,

LL18 5RG.

Tel. - 01745 591281

E-mail - Blythinl@aol.com
- Blythin2@aol.com

28th April 2012

Welsh Government - Consultation Document ,
Natural Resources Wales - Number WG 14766.

Carrie Moss, (John Griffiths AM, Minister for Environment and Sustainable
Development) Living Wales Programme Team,

Dept., for Environment and Sustainable Development,

Welsh Government, Cathays Park CF10 3NQ.

Dear Ms Moss,
This is the response to the document (detailed above) from the
Denbigh and Clwyd Angling Club (the Club) in Denbighshire.

I am Chairman of the Club and have compiled this response after
consultation with the Club Committee.

We (the Club) were very disappointed not to have received this
document directly but due to the diligence of a Committee Member we did
fortunately get it, albeit, belatedly.

The Club represents some 200 anglers in the Vale of Clwyd, all of whom
have views concerning changes/developments that directly concern them and
the natural environment. Where is the element of ‘chwarae teg’ such an
iImportant feature of Welsh life, culture and politics? How do we get a chance
to air our views?

Whereas | can understand that a small Club in the North can be
overlooked, | find it very worrying that the Clwyd Federation of Angling Clubs
(the Fed) has also been left off the mailing list! Neither, so far as we are
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aware, has it cropped-up at at the Local Fishery Advisory Group (LFACS)
meetings. Are we (the Club, the Fed and the LFAG) likely, therefore, to receive
a copy of the forthcoming ‘Sustainable Development Bill’ due later this year?
(1.2)

Surely the purpose and ultimately the strength of any consultation
process is to engage as many interested parties (the stake-holders) as
possible to ensure realistic and achievable outcomes to benefit, both, them
and the public at large. Who knows, even the three bodies EAWales, FCWales
and CCW and any new Single Body will benefit too?

The language and terminology used in the Consultation Document is
often difficult to understand, to the point that objectives and - more
importantly perhaps - the methodology of change is unclear. How, for
example, are experts appointed. Presumably there will, also, be the inclusion
of lay-people onto consulting and oversight committees?

We were particularly interested in the section (1.4) relating to legal and
governance issues (bullet points 2 and 4). Hopefully there will be an even-
handed approach to stakeholder engagement. According to Welsh Government
research angling, as part of the tourism sector, generates a huge income
(approximately £100m per annum according to Welsh Government/Tourism
figures!) for the economy of Wales and we would, rightly, expect this to be
reflected in the priorities of a single body.

In fact, according to the press, tourism in Wales (so called staycation)
has increased recently and the figure, above, should also increase, particularly
with the advertising campaign in the press and on television.

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 were immediately alerted to the second paragraph of the Foreword
(pl) which suggests that the primary concern is to reduce costs. Rarely does
this approach produce any benefit to the end-user.

Sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.2 set out an approach to the single body’s
rationale and its decision-making etc. for Wales, but what about localism? Will
the needs of an area or region be overlooked? In our case we have three river
catchments within a small geographic area (the Rivers Dee, Clwyd and Conwy)
which are entirely different in nature and require differing management
techniques. How will a large, bureaucratic organisation deal with these
separate needs equitably? Will our small Angling Club continue to be
overlooked?

Fewer meetings, simpler/quicker application processes sounds fine as
an approach and as a plan on paper. Rarely, however, are realistic solutions
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so easily achieved. ‘One size fits all’ isn’t, perhaps, the panacea it would seem
to be. A Welsh framework would not, necessarily, suit the little River Clwyd
and its catchment area.

In Section 2.4 (pl11) bullet point 2, you state that a close working
relationship with EA England and the UK Government would be maintained so
as to continue with common standards of good practice etc. In many ways
this is to be applauded providing, of course, that the argument outlined in the
previous paragraph is not applied ie ‘one size fits all’.

Also that EAWales should not be driven by the grand plans and dogma
of EAEngland, much less the whims of Whitehall mandarins.

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?

“Wales is open for business” (2.4 bullet point 2) is a laudable concept,
but once again we must be sure that checks and balances are in place so that
an entrepreneurs charter does not manifest itself to the detriment of
environmental issues, local traditions and the individual nature of our rivers
and their catchments, rural industries and quality of life.

Income generation should be a driving factor of course but we would
expect this to be ploughed back into environmental projects in order to
maintain an important ‘edge’ to Wales as a refuge for sustainable
development and tourism etc.

There must be, for the single environmental body, institutions such as
the Local Fisheries Advisory Groups (LFACs) for all the elements of the three
present bodies. Accountability at a local level must be a keystone of any new
body.

The inclusion, again, of interested parties with lay people is an
important feature of equanimity and transparency.

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

In principle a phased approach is seen as a common-sense approach
and we would support it.

However, subsequent changes may not receive the same consultative
process as this has done. We would want to see that either, consultation
processes be adopted as and when ‘new functions’ are needed or that the
checks and balances such as the EAW’s LFAG (LFACs) system as consultative
bodies utilised in order to oversee ‘new functions’. These should also apply
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to Consequential Amendments (3.4).
The inclusion, again, of interested parties with lay people is an
iImportant feature of equanimity and transparency.

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 would, wholeheartedly, support the aim of the new body, “To
maintain, improve and develop Wales’ natural resources, to deliver benefit to
the people and economy of Wales now and into the future.”

Would, for example, water quality and enforcement issues be priority
areas for consideration by the new body?

We would also support the strategic outcomes 1 - 5 (Section 4.4 page
18). Also, as mentioned (in the final paragraph page 18), we would expect to
be fully involved in the ‘consultation’ prior to the Sustainable Development
Bill.

We would, however, also expect to be involved, in some measure, to
take a role in the effort to establish the new body as an ‘independent
respected and professional body’ as outlined on pl7 Section 4.3.

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

Would a small fishing club in North Wales have the chance to have an
input into the formation of the ‘Annual Remit letter’ as mentioned on p19
Section 4.5? We would expect to be fully involved.

The inclusion, again, of interested parties with lay people is an
important feature of equanimity and transparency.

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

Table 1, page 40, mentions ‘Grant aid to Local Authorities and local
community groups.’” As a fishing club we would welcome guidance as to
whether, or not, we would qualify as a local community group.

Also, on p42 there is much made of angling and use of water resources
which is encouraging. However we would welcome consultation on these
matters as a Club and as active members of the LFAG, the Clwyd and Conwy
Rivers’ Trust and the Federation of Clwyd Angling Clubs. We have, as
members of all these groups, a good working relationship with the
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Environment Agency Wales and would look to maintaining and extending this
relationship still further with the Single Environmental Body.

Table 2 p43, is interesting, particularly the sections which refer to
commissioning research, expert and technical advice, experimental projects
or schemes and making payments, grants or loans. Our previous points
above and elsewhere in this response would apply to this section ie
involvement in the processes as members of organisations previously
mentioned.

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?

Reform is necessary and, broadly speaking, we would support the
Welsh Government in driving them forward, providing that all the safeguards,
previously mentioned, are in place.

Either method suggested with regard to ‘Badger Protection’ seems fine
to us providing all other safeguards are in place. We are not directly involved
in this aspect of rural management.

With regard to marine matters, we have been encouraged by the marine
conservation area recently established in Pembrokeshire. We would see, as a
natural consequence of these measures a three-mile limit established around
the whole of the Welsh coast where all large-scale commercial fishing is
controlled in order to conserve both, marine stocks and migratory fish
returning to natal streams.

We would not welcome conservation areas that may damage local
economies etc, where small-scale enterprises should be allowed to flourish.
An example might be the recently announced Marine Conservation Zones
(MCZ) which would seem to reduce local and traditional methods of fishing. In
particular the rod and line fishermen/women would seem to be harshly
treated for a group who a) do little to deplete stocks nor damage the marine
environment and b) bring a vitally important revenue source to Wales.

However, local fishermen/women have a traditional ‘right’ to continue
fishing in a time-honoured way, with nets, pots and fishing rods. They, too,
would need to be monitored/controlled but from a different perspective as
local economies would be adversely affected by Draconian changes. Not only
would this make good use of the Welsh natural food stocks, being
sustainable (with careful management) but would also help sustain and grow
the tourism sector, particularly and hopefully, eco-tourism. Commerce too
would benefit as much of our stocks are exported to mainland Europe
already and increased trade would benefit the local and Welsh economies.

Large-scale operations, often from countries outside the EU, must not
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be allowed to deplete stocks, damage the delicate marine environment and,
possibly, put local business people out of work.

We mentioned the revenue generated to the Welsh economy from rod
anglers earlier in this reply. This has the potential to be encouraged, still
further, and proposals should be made in order so to do!

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

An objective overview is essential with the clear aim of improvement in
environmental well-being and benefits to the Welsh public at large. There may
have been a parochial attitude (by the three bodies) in the past. Hopefully
there will be no place for dogma in proposals but, rather, that common-sense
and science-based principles be applied with an all-Wales focus.

The inclusion, again, of interested parties with lay people is an
important feature of equanimity and transparency. Too often, in the past we
have seen a purely scientific approach lead to short-term benefits but
leading, ultimately, to headaches for generations later. A typical example
would be previous flood mitigation projects where rivers are staightened etc
in order to get flood-waters out to sea. This has damaged far too many
habitats and agricultural systems and we are still reeling from the effects.

We need to temper a purely scientific approach with the common-sense
attitudes and experiences of other, interested parties.

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, we would like to see that maintaining and improving our natural
resources as a priority of the new, single body and that this is encompassed
in the status, governance and accountability of it.

It is pleasing to see, p27 6.1, that the body would in many ways be
independent of the Welsh Government, meaning that dogma or ‘flavour of the
month’ policies are scrutinised properly. The Welsh Government has an
enviable record of doing what is right for Wales and this must be maintained
by the new body.

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 first paragraph in section 6.5 mentions the third sector, which we
assume means the voluntary sector?

We would wish to have clear guidelines as to what constitutes
‘voluntary’, particularly how voluntary labour etc. would affect funding issues
such as ‘match funding’?

It is not clear what the intentions are re LFAGs what the document
refers to as LFACS, are they to be abolished, renamed or subsumed into
other organisations?

It is worrying that the practitioners of various water-based activities
do not seem to have an active nor an effective ‘voice’ at this level.

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

We are of the opinion that a ‘bottom-up’ approach may be preferable
to a top-down system.

It is widely accepted, too, that good policy often follows good practise.
It is pleasing to see, therefore, the penultimate paragraph of section 6.6.3
p34, which clearly distinguishes between the political process and regulatory
decision making.

We note, and feel a little uneasy about, the final paragraph of section
6.6.3 p34, “co-located professionals”. What does ‘co-located’ mean?, and how
would they be chosen/appointed and what qualifies ‘professional’ in terms of
angling interests? Does this mean that the ordinary angler is not represented?

The inclusion, again, of interested parties with lay people is an
important feature of equanimity and transparency and we would strongly
recommend that this aspect becomes a cornerstone of the new body.

Colin Blythin, Chairman
on behalf of the Committee of the
Denbigh and Clwyd Angling Club
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Response of the Wales Forest Business Partnership to the
WG Consultation Natural Resources Wales

We want your views on the proposed arrangements for establishing and directing a new body
for Wales’ natural resources.

Any response you send us will be seen in full by Welsh Government staff dealing with the
issues which this consultation is about. It may also be seen by other Welsh Government staff
to help them plan future consultations.

The Welsh Government intends to publish a summary of the responses to this document. We
may also publish responses in full. Normally, the name and address (or part of the address) of
the person or organisation who sent the response are published with the response. This helps
to show that the consultation was carried out properly. If you do not want your name or
address published, please tell us this in writing when you send your response. We will then
blank them out.

Names or addresses we blank out might still get published later, though we do not think this
would happen very often. The Freedom of Information Act 2000 and the Environmental
Information Regulations 2004 allow the public to ask to see information held by many public
bodies, including the Welsh Government. This includes information which has not been
published. However, the law also allows us to withhold information in some circumstances. If
anyone asks to see information we have withheld, we will have to decide whether to release it
or not. If someone has asked for their name and address not to be published, that is an
important fact we would take into account. However, there might sometimes be important
reasons why we would have to reveal someone’s name and address, even though they have
asked for them not to be published. We would get in touch with the person and ask their
views before we finally decided to reveal the information.

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 details

Your name: Andrew Bronwin

Organisation (if applicable): The Wales Forest Business Partnership is an industry led
organisation primarily funded with public money which promotes wood growing and using
businesses in Wales. It concentrates its work on the management of the woodland resource,

Email / telephone: andrew@bronwin.co.uk 01597 825900
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Consultation questions

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 principle of improving the management of the rural sector has to be welcomed. The forest sector
has had serious concerns during the period leading up to this consultation that the Government has not
taken into account the importance of the forest industry in terms not only of its contribution to
employment and the economy, but also the ability of the sector to make a very positive contribution to
the goal of developing an economy based on sustainable development.

It is probably true to say that both the public and private forest sectors have been too slow in the past
in promoting the forest industry and this reticence may be one reason why forestry failed to feature at
all in the Living Wales consultation, the precursor of this latest proposal.

However, the forestry industry has been more effective in lobbying over recent months_ and has seen
its profile become much more recognised. Whilst that acknowledgement by Government is pleasing,

it clearly demonstrates the potential problems _with integrated management. Despite the aim of - {Deleted: of

Government to ensure a more coherent management of Wales’ natural resources there is a real risk
that, unless each sector loudly promotes its case, it will be overwhelmed by the other sectors, which
may be better at lobbying or, possibly, Government is simply more sympathetic to their cause.

Notwithstanding the difficulties of merging cultures, the likely hiatus whilst the three organisations
| jockey for position and the overall disturbance to the management of the rural sector, our fear is that
Government has substantially underestimated the difficulty of delivering integrated management and
| it only has a chance of success if these difficulties are clearly confronted and not played down or
ignored.

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 acknowledgement of the concerns of the forest sector and the proposal to continue to allocate
dedicated policy resources to forestry are welcomed. Our additional concerns relate to more specific
proposals to safeguard the processing sector, recognise the importance of growing commercial species
and understand the needs of the private forest sector including its relationship with the Forestry
Commission.

One of the roles of the Wales Forest Business Partnership is to promote the use of Welsh grown
timber in construction. This objective can only occur if we grow timber of sufficient quality and
volume. Quality is required to provide the structural strength required by the construction industry
and volume is needed to provide sufficient quantities of timber to keep the processing sector in
business.



Therefore, there must be a viable planting programme with the emphasis on conifers and both newly
planted and existing woods must be well managed. Government may argue that both of these
objectives are already taking place through Glastir Woodland Creation and Glastir Woodland
Management schemes. However, both of these initiatives relate only to the private sector and are
delivered by another department. Both schemes are likely to fail because Government has failed to
develop programmes which fulfil the needs of the industry, instead seeking to promote environmental
gain only. Should that emphasis on the environment be reflected in the new body then the aims of

The other concern which has not been adequately addressed is the fact that forestry currently falls
within two Government departments. The public sector comes under these proposals to create a
Single Body whilst effectively the private sector comes under the Department of Agriculture, Food,

Government is committed to delivering a coordinated approach to the rural sector when it has already
managed to split the forestry industry.

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

A phased approach is crucial so that problems and failures can be remedied as the legislative
programme is implemented.

We support the inclusion in the consultation of an independent annual audit which we agree _should

e———

focus on both financial and staff performance, as well_as taking an objective view of the work of the

WEFBP is concerned that the risks of implementing the Single Body have been underestimated, stating
the only risks being staff pension costs, ICT costs and VAT status. The consultation document fails to
comment on the problems of merging three organisations with very different objectives and cultures.
There will need to be an extremely competent chief executive appointed who can effectively and
fairly impose a new culture on the Single Body. If this chief executive cannot be found or the wrong
person is appointed the project will undoubtedly fail. If that proves to be the case then the second and
third pieces of legislation proposed should not be enacted.

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 strategic outcomes are too general to be useful. What will they mean in practice? For the
forestry industry we would like to see strategic outcomes which deliver the following:

e Parity in the Government’s approach to managing both the public and private
sectors.

e A simple management structure for the Single Body.
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e A long term vision for the forest sector.

e Recognition of the importance of timber production in Wales and, in
particular, the production of quality timber.

¢ Recognition of the potential of the unmanaged woodland resource specifically
in relation to the wood fuel market.

e The need for forest research with reference to widening species choice to
mitigate the risks imposed by climate change, the impact of pests and diseases
and the properties of Welsh grown timber for construction.

¢ Investment in developing a skilled work force.

Many of these objectives are already referred to in the Wales Woodland Strategy and are
therefore part of the Government’s policy for the forest sector. We simply ask that they are
encompassed within the outcomes of the Single Body.

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

The delivery framework in Annex 5 is again too unspecific to be useful. For example, how
does government intend to measure the amount of added value to Welsh timber or the impact

of woodland diversity? Currently, Glastir is seeking to promote woodland diversity, . so

would a wider range of species being planted count as a success regardless of whether those
species can be used in the processing sector?

We would urge a closer analysis of the Government’s own policies which forestry can
‘ influence, relating to:

¢ Climate change, housing, bioenergy, biodiversity, education, learning and skills and
employment. For example:

0 The timber species used in the construction sector and the ability of the
forest sector to grow those species — it is estimated 284000 additional
homes are required in Wales between 2006 and 2026 and One Wales One
Planet seeks to stabilise housing’s ecological footprint by 2020 and then
reduce it. Using home grown timber would achieve that aim but only if
we are growing sufficient volumes of the right species.

o Are we bringing more woods into management and, if not, how should we
seek to achieve this aim? Managed woods will meet the objectives of the
Wales Biodiversity Framework and the Bioenergy Framework amongst
other Government objectives by bringing more wood fuel to the market
whilst creating employment, stimulating enterprise and business growth,
promoting tourism and enhancing skills for jobs.
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We would urge that the delivery framework seeks to measure outcomes such as those
indicated above. These specifics would give a much more accurate measure of success or
failure.

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

Insofar as the forestry sector is concerned the illustrative examples quoted in tables 1-3 are as
expected but, as stated earlier, what do they tell us about the structure and running of the new
body? Because they are only examples it is suggested there could be many more and, if so,
what are the priorities? If woodland access and tourism is to be given higher priority than the
marketing of timber or incentives to increase woodland cover, then WFBP would take issue
with the order of priorities.

WFBP has consistently made the case that good woodland management with an emphasis on
production will result in woodland access, the potential for community management,
enhanced environmental benefits etc at almost no extra cost. We therefore argue that
Government’s first priority must be to encourage and support woodland management which
will involve supporting those activities which are costly and may discourage owners, both
public and private, from managing their woods. These activities include such items as
restocking, uneconomic early thinnings, infrastructure improvements, brashing and pruning
of young crops and pest control. We know from experience that owners, particularly in the
private sector, are reluctant to pay the full cost of management activities which may take
many years to pay a return. Yet if this work is not done the crops will not produce quality
timber, will be less attractive to look at and walk in and will be of reduced environmental
benefit.

We see it as a prime function of the Single Body to recognise the need for good woodland
management and to ensure it is encouraged in both the public and private sectors.

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?

Current licensing arrangements in Wales are bureaucratic, cumbersome and time consuming.
and appear to make harder work of an application than is necessary in order to justifg/ their
jobs. In other words, there is rarely any sense of proportion and no attempt to manage sites
on a risk basis.
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WFBP see the Single Body as an excellent opportunity to remedy this situation. It is
interesting that the consultation document refers in such depth to badger licensing which
leads us to suspect that government has little concept of the plethora of legislation relating to
forestry, of which badger licensing is only a small part.

The industry has to obtain permissions for felling, European Protected Species, badgers,
SSSls, SPAs, SACs, drainage (culverts), construction of roads and tracks and fencing in a
National Park. Add to this the impact of Plant Health orders, cross compliance, the
Gangmaster Licensing Authority and taking into account nesting raptors. Currently it feels
like it is almost impossible to work in a wood without the real risk of breaking the law and
there is invariably a Government official who will delight in telling you where you have gone
wrong and the penalties which will be imposed. It is little wonder that some private
woodland owners choose to do nothing.

Despite consulting many of the relevant bodies when a grant scheme or felling licence is
submitted once the scheme is approved the whole process has to be started again obtaining
specific permissions from the various Government departments. This process is time
consuming and expensive.

WFBP recommends that woodland management is based on a written management plan. As
part of a single application as many permissions as possible should be applied for and
granted. We would like a one stop shop where ONE Government officer takes responsibility
for ensuring that all relevant permissions are granted. There must be a risk based approach
with low risk sites receiving permissions quickly and without the imposition of unnecessary
restrictions.

Forest tree health is a very pertinent topic at present with new diseases threatening our
forests. The current arrangements work well with a very good service provided by Forest
Research and FERA. We need the skills and cooperation of these bodies. The Single Body
should take care to ensure that in rationalising the arrangements it does not disturb one part of
Government which does work.

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

Forest Research is an excellent organisation providing an efficient and very effective service
to the forest sector. It is imperative that Wales continues to buy in this service. Not to do so
could be catastrophic (this is not too strong a word).

prevention or control. If we are seeking to widen our species diversity to combat the risks of
climate change we need to know far more about the species we are planting. Some work was

spruce proved to be the species which delivered most of our requirements, certainly in terms
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of the processing sector. Therefore work on tree provenances, growing trees in mixtures and
timber qualities virtually ceased. If we are to grow a wider range of species we need to know
which provenances to plant and the processing sector needs to know the qualities of these
species. This information will take some time to gather and a start must be made as a matter
of some urgency. At present we have a grant scheme (Glastir) encouraging species
diversification without any concept of the implications and, indeed, it may well be that in an
attempt to reduce risk we are simply increasing risk, by growing species which will perform
poorly and be of little use to the sawmills or the end users.

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?

WFBP supports the decision that the new Body will be independent of the Government
providing the Board is truly given the powers to run the organisation. There is always the
risk that when the Minister has the power to direct but is not part of the decision making
process Government has the best of both worlds by being a powerful influence but not
responsible for poor decisions or internal squabbling.

As stated previously the key will be the new chief executive. He/she will have to ensure an
equitable approach to the three organisations making up the new body and as quickly as
possible establish a new culture.

We welcome the proposal to include forestry expertise on the Board. It is recommended that
this expertise draws on experienced people from both the private and the public sectors.

We would like to see the state owned forest managed at ‘arms length’ within the Single
Body. This separation would enable the forest to be run as a commercial organisation with
separate accounts and carrying profit/loss from year to year. Should the Board decide it
wanted to purchase additional public benefits from the state owned forests it fund these
benefits in the same way as for the private sector.

This structure would bring a commercial element to the body which could help to alter the
culture sometimes found in Government departments which can be inefficient and
bureaucratic.

The increased scrutiny in the first two years is welcomed, as is the independent external
assessment at the end of the two years. Presumably this assessment will be published.



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 consultation is essential. The Single Body must resist the temptation to
reduce or emasculate stakeholder consultation if the feedback is not to its liking (as we are
currently witnessing with the process to develop the Glastir Woodland Management_scheme).

There is a compelling argument for condensing the plethora of committees currently
functioning. However, this strategy does not come without its risks. If the Board members
representing forestry are not as effective as they should be, or their views do not represent the
industry, there is a real possibility that the forest sector will be pulled off course. Therefore,
it may well be an important safeguard for there to be a forestry local committee (similar to
the current Woodland Strategy Advisory Panel), which can help inform the Board members
and ensure that all forestry interests are being properly represented.

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

The current system of regulation is bureaucratic, disjointed, time consuming and expensive.

The proposal to self- regulate is welcomed. There needs to be a much better system for
regulation based on risk rather than, as at present, each department considering their area of
regulation to be the most important and not considering how it might relate to other
disciplines.

The approach of the case officer should be positive and risk based weighing risks against
benefits. The ethos should be to find practical solutions to problems.

If the Single Body can solve the problems of the current system it will do much to encourage
woodland management, as some private owners are unwilling to deal with the bureaucracy
and cost of the current arrangements.

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

In summary, The Welsh Forest Business Partnership, as the principal representative body
within forestry in Wales, commends the following:

- The SB should recognise that forestry is important in Wales for employment, to the
economy and for its contribution to sustainable development. Crop cycles in forestry



are many decades long and good woodland management needs to be encouraged and
the long term investment supported.

The SB should encourage and enable foresters to grow commercial species of trees in
sufficient quantities and quality to support the processing and construction industries
in Wales. This means conifers and the redirecting of current Glastir objectives.

The SB should manage policy for both the public forest estate and private woodlands
avoiding the split across two departments currently proposed.

The SB should recognise the potential of undermanaged private woodland as a key
source of wood fuel.

The SB should accept that The Wales Woodland Strategy embodies current
Government policy and should be the key driver of policy within the new body.

The SB should create a single regulatory and licencing framework for forestry with
one point of contact for each owner that will authorise all aspects of forest work. The
licensing process should recognise the level of risk involved in the work intended.
The SB should use Forest Research on a UK-wide basis for plant health, climate
change, species choice and timber application research as Wales is not large enough
to carry out the in depth research from its own resources.

The SB should be encouraged to manage the state forest as an effective and efficiently
run commercial organisation.

The SB should recognise the Woodland Strategy Advisory Group as an effective
advisory panel to the new board.
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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)

Eric Williams
Pembrokeshire Anglers Assoication
ewilliams25@toucansurf.com

On the one hand, it makes sense to amalgamate functions that
are duplicated/triplicated across individual departments/
statutory bodies provided that (1)real costs savings are
achieved and measurable improvements result therefrom and
(2) the new body has the necessary independence to adopt
realistic policies and not merely act as a WA delivery
mechanism for "half baked" ideas. The appointment of
Chairman and CEO is key.

The views/concerns of forestry and industry interests are
noted. What about the tourism industry - given the value of
tourism to the Welsh economy this appears to be a surprising
ommission. Given the negative impact of forestry policies on
the environment e.g. acid rain, siltation and the use of toxic
chemicals, are their concerns a reflection on the tighter
controls that might be coming their way?

No comment | woild have thought that this whole process was
designed to improve environmental standards - not just
maintain standards.

A guarded "Yes". This new body will have a substantial remit
but will it have the necessary resources to deliver.

No comment



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:

Yes, although on first reading forestry and related activities
appear prominently. Is this to signify its importance to the
overall plan or highlight an area where more regulation is
required?.

No comment

Yes - provided that the research is drawn form the widest
possible sources, not just the sources whose research outcomes
align closest to WA policy. There are many examples where
political and commercial interests have aligned to the
detriment of environmental issues.

Ensuring that its Officers and Board members represent as
many interests as possible and that there is no one overriding
interest respresented.

Local input/consultation is key to providing a more balanced
approach to environmental and other issues and therefore
bodies that exist as a forum for these local groups should be
encouraged - and be represented on the main board

Totally agree with the penultimate paragraph of this section -
ability to deliver will be the main factor to a coherent policy.

Eco and recreational based tourism.



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

Sent: 29 April 2012 12:20
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?:

/consultations/forms/sebresponse/

(Unchecked)

Gareth Wardell

Formerly Board member of the Environment Agency and
Forestry Commissioner

garethindyfed@hotmail.com 07909 686437

An admirable aspiration for the Welsh Government to pursue

Yes. The Consultation Paper does not clearly define the
overall challenges facing the Great Britain Forestry
Commission, the England and Wales Environment Agency
and the Countryside Council for Wales. We have to wait until
Page 53 for the attempt to address this matter. This is done by
quoting-a little inaccurately- from Paragraph 1 of the EC's
Efficiency Resources Road map (September 2011) However,
the first Paragraph of that Document provides an excellent
introduction as to the nature of those Challenges. For ease of
reference, and because of its importance, | include the
Paragraph in the quotation below: "Europe has enjoyed many
decades of growth in wealth and wellbeing,based on intensive
use of resources. But today it faces the dual challenge of
stimulating the growth needed to provide jobs and well-being
to its citizens, and of ensuring that the qualtity of this growth
leads to a sustainable future. To tackle these challenges and
turn them into opportunites our economy will require a
fundamental transformation within a generation-in energy,
industry, agriculture, fisheries and transport systems, and in
producer and consumer behaviour. Preparing that
transformation in a timely, predictable and controlled manner
will allow us to further develop our wealth and wellbeing,
whilst reducing the levels and impact of our resource use".



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?:

This follows on directly from the answer to Question 2
above.. The principal aim of the new Single Environmental
Regulatory Body should be the establishment of a new
institutional structure that enables some of the functions of
the Great Britain Forestry Commission, the England and
Wales Environment Agency, and the Countryside Council for
Wales to be carried out in the most effective manner, so as to
enable the regulatory framework in Wales to meet the dual
Challenges faced by the people of Wales, as identified in
Paragraph 1 of the EC's Efficiency Resources Roadmap.

It is unfortunate that the functions listed in Tables 1,2 and 3
are not allocated to each of the organisations with which we
are concerned. It therefore is not easy to consider whether the
new Single Environmental Regulatory Body should include
within it those functions that are better performed by
organisations other than these 3, and indeed, whether there
are functions currently carried out by other bodies, that
should be included within the new Single Environmental
Regulatory Body. Nonetheless, there is a gap here in the
analysis which, in my view, should be filled, before any
further steps are taken to set up this new organisation. I will
provide here just two examples of where it would be helpful
to consider a transfer of functions away from two of the
exisitng bodies,since they are ones on which | have had the
privilege of serving. 1. Transfer of functions away from the
England and Wales Environment Agency. The obvious
candidate here is Flood Risk Management. This function
could be transferred to the Welsh Government or to the local
authorities. This is a function that is very different from the
regulatory function of the Agency in carrying out its role as
for example, a regulator of pollution of air, land and water.
This function is one whereby the Agency provides a direct
service, unlike most functions. It also has a different culture
from the other functions. | would urge the Welsh Government
to seek answers to the following questions (among others)
before proceeding any further. (i) What are the synergies
between Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk management and



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?:

other government Departments? (ii) What are the synergies
between Flood and Coastal Risk Management and other
Departments in local authorities? (iii) Should a basic
overview role sit with the Welsh Government, and the
practical day to day deliveries sit with the local authorities? 2.
Transfer of functions from the Great Britain Forestry
Commission to the Welsh Government. The Forestry
Commission is a non Ministerial Government Department,
whose responsibilities include commercial forestry on land
owned by the Welsh Government. The personnel of the
Commission are civil servants, and they have been working
for some years as an integral part of the Welsh Government.
The "Gestalt" of the new Single Environmental Regulatory
Body would be seriously undermined if it included within it
functions that were formerly carried out by Forest Enterprise.
It is obvious that delivering an income stream for the Welsh
Government through the harvesting of commercial timber on
its land, while also negotiating options on behalf of the First
Minister on Government land for activites such as renewable
commercial energy Projects, are not credible functions for an
Environmental Regulatory Body.

That the savings that will be actually made from the setting
up of the new Environmental Regulatory Body will be
channelled in its entirety to Investment in research, under the
leadership of the Welsh Government Chief Scientist,
Professor John Harries, an acknowledged world expert on
Climate Change. Sustainable Development lies at the heart of
everything that is done by the Welsh Government. That has to
be underpinned by evidence based, home grown science.
These additional funds will provide this opportunity.



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?:

In Paragraph 4.2.4 on Page 33 of the Business Case Annexes,
it is stated that: "Many of the risks relate to the business
continuity and financial responsibilities for the legacy bodies.
Understandably, significant concerns have been raised over
the ability to maintain performance whilst legacy capacity is
potentially directed towards the establishment of a Single
Environmental Body". The Business case identifes potential
savings from the new institutional arrangements. However,
the Business case does not include within it the "externalties™
that are the costs imposed by this process upon the shoulders
of SME's and other businesses in Wales, as the result of the
shift of personnel from each of the 3 bodies into the Welsh
Government for the preparatory work that constitute a huge
task. These costs will exhibit themselves in the form of delays
and lack of morale within these organisations as they face an
insecure job future. While therefore some savings to the
Welsh Government may result from the process, the true
impact will not have been evaluated within the Business case.
Indeed, it has not formed part of it. While the Business case
presented for independent Review by Mr Nigel Reader was
expertly executed, his "brief" did not extend to applying a
comprehnsive cost/benefit analysis to the setting up of a new
Single Environmental Regulatory Body. Such an exercise
should now be considered. It is the entire costs that should be
evaluated, since the Welsh Government must ensure that its
actions do not inflict additional costs on the private sector
during a severe business recession.



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

The two risk issues that are identified in Table 2 on Page 38
of the Main Business case give me great cause for concern. It
undermines confidence when the risk of adverse impacts
upon staff and organisational performance during and after
transition are to be mitigated by accepting some short term
Impacts. It certainly does not assist in assesing the impacts
when phrases such as this are used. So far as the risks posed
by staff reductions, an opportunity is lost here to address the
question as to the means that the Welsh Government will use
to ensure that Wales will become an attractive country for
experts in environmental regulation in which to work..The
balance between specialties and sub-specialties will be far
more difficult to achieve when the size of the ecosystem that
IS to be regulated will be markedly reduced. It is vital for
human resource efficiency purposes to be able to rely on an
appropriate cohort of generalists and experts.



From: David Eagar [david_eagar@btinternet.com]
Sent: 29 April 2012 12:54

To: SEB mailbox

Subject: Consultation Natural Resources Wales
Dear Consultation staff,

Quoting 4.1 "to develop our economy in ways which enable us to better live within
environmental limits and help reverse trends in declining biodiversity, unsustainable resource
consumption and associated greenhouse gas emissions."

Com m ent: Much prefer the phrase "to manage our economy", because that demonstrates a
fundamental understanding of the primacy of sound (=wise) long-term management of the life-
supporting environment. The word "develop” and much associated thinking and driven action is,
| submit, very largely responsible for the serious environmental problems we have been, and are,
facing. Until senior government officials and politicians recognise that fact, the major problems
will continue indefinitely, and will probably multiply and escalate.

Quoting Table 1 and 3

Conservation, restoration and enhancement of
the landscapes and seascapes of Wales.

The economic, social and cultural interests of the people of Wales, including the desirability of
conserving buildings, sites, landscapes and objects of archaeological, architectural,
engineering or historical interest.

The fundamental impulses in the functioning of a new, integrated single body should be to keep
under permanent review and examine the consequences of actions and inaction as it affects the
environmental integrity, and its human 'services’, as well.

David Malcolm Eagar, BA (Geography), MSc (Ecology), FRTPI(Ret.)
Former senior landscape policy officer to CCW; devised LANDMAP.



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

Sent: 29 April 2012 13:15
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?:

/consultations/forms/sebresponse/

(Unchecked)

Felicity Wills
The British Horse Society Cymru National Committee
felicity.wills@btinternet.com

We can see real and significant cost benefits to a single
environmental body, but recognise that it will take very
strong leadership from the top level of management to secure
a merger of 3 very distinct bodies, and also feel that it may
well take up to 5 years to achieve the desired outcome and
for the body to work effectively

There has obviously been considerable consultation between
the three bodies and such organisations as the NFU and
FUW to address the identified concerns. However, there is a
lack of evidence of such consultation with actual user groups
such walkers, horse riders, mountain bikers and other access
users. There is a huge economic benefit to Wales from these
groups - ie there are 93000 passported horses and ponies in
Wales creating a dispersed industry within the Principallity
of some £279 million per annum. This is just one sector.
Such groups have a very important part to play in this
process and a lack of consultation in the initial stages can
only be of detriment to the process, the users groups
themselves and related SMEs largely in the rural areas where
employment is more difficult to obtain. There is also lack of
evidence of cognisance of the whole outdoor tourism
industry for Wales - another disturbing factor in this element.

A phased approach is sensible and we trust that this process
will be dynamic and will change as necessary to meet
demands as the systems bed in place.



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?:

See also comments at 2 above. We are pleased to read that
4.4.1 of strategic outcomes ...."promoting economic, social,
environmental well-being and outdoor recreation’. This is
one of the few places within the consultation document that
this is mentioned. We hope that point 5 does not mean that
Wales becomes one huge wind farm factory for England
otherwise the strategic outcomes in points 1-4 may well
disappear

This seems an acceptable approach to us.

These seem reasonable, but until the new body is actually
functioning it will be difficult to know if it is the right
approach, and hope that an element is built in to meet new
requirments as they come to light.

We do not have a detailed enough knowledge to comment on
this question.

We see this as a sensible approach to environmental
research. Will there be more opportunities to work with
Universities in Wales within the research element? We feel
that this would give opportunities for additional funding for
such an important area of work.

We feel that this is a difficult area to comment on as we find
it difficult to see how the new Board will be independent
when the new body is funded largely by the Welsh
Government. We do agree that 12 is a reasonable number for
the Board. Again we would hope that consideration will be
given to changing this number in the light of how the new
body and its needs require.



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:

As consultation with users groups has been so limited, and
we feel for this to be meaningful this should have already
taken place, it is impossible for us to make a judgement on
this. Remember that there was a huge outcry in England
when change proposals to the Forestry Commission land
were brought forward. This must have been a costly mistake,
and would not like to see this happen in Wales when
resources are always limited. It would be a shame for the
Single Body to have to deal with this issue so early on in its
life. We feel that the process should halt until all user groups
have an input into the initial plans.

We feel that this sounds good in theory, but feel that
something needs to be built in to review effectiveness on a
regular basis - every two or three years perhaps.

We feel that this consultation has been written in such a
manner that it is nearly impossible for the layman to
understand, let alone to make meaningful comments. The
lack of consultation with the actual user groups on the
ground we find very disturbing. Although access may not
seem important in the grand scheme of things it is VERY
Important to those who use it. Recreation is only mentioned
briefly in the document, yet it brings so much money into
Wales it seems very foolish to ignore its presence or value to
the ecomony. We find the case for change pages 52 to 56
very biased - to be able to base a coherent argument for or
against a case it is essential to have in front of you the full
picture of what is currently happening against the proposals -
you can then draw an informed conclusion. We have no
doubts that these have been discussed at length in the
background - but where is the evidence in the document? On
balance we feel that there probably is a good case for a
merger and can see huge financial savings following from
this. However, we have a real concern over the lack of
evidence that all user groups of the countryside and forests
of Wales have had an involvement in the initial stages. We
welcome the opportunity to have an input now, but feel that
it is very late in the proceedings when so much work has
already been done, and feel that our needs and the benefits to
the welsh economy have been ignored to date and may not
be deemed important so late in the process. For your
information the British Horse Society is the UK's largest
charity which campaigns for access and rights of way,



equestrian safety, horse welfare and training. If you require
any further information, please do not hesitate to contact me.
We, as an organisation would be delighted to work with you
in the future on this or any other access, welfare or safety
related aspects of equestrianism.



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

Sent: 29 April 2012 13:45
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?:

/consultations/forms/sebresponse/

(Unchecked)

Ruth Stafford

mruths@hotmail.com

Hello. I just want to mention that the webpage with
the link to this page on does not make the
"consultation document” link very clear. I scrolled to
the bottom as | add docs to webpages at work, and
know they are usually at the bottom. Anyway, |
haven't read it, as it's 65 pages (so about 62 to read |
guess). | just wanted to say that | think it's a good
idea and that I'm a bit scared (as others will be) that it
will cost a lot and still involve lots of long-winded
processes before decisions are made and effective
action taken. Anyway, | expect you are aware of the
pressure to make this really work, so Wales's
resources are conserved and used to best effect for all
of nature. | really hope that the new body is run by
those who care the most, and are most able to do
what is urgently needed. Thank you for the work you
are doing, Ruth (near Montgomery).



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?:

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:



From: cathy obrien [cathy@obrien6236.freeserve.co.uk]

Sent: 29 April 2012 15:05

To: SEB mailbox

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

Attachments: Natural Resource Wales.doc
Dear Sir or Madam

As a member of staff from within Environment Agency Wales we have been
encouraged to make individual responses to this consultation paper and as | was
unable to input to our organisational response due to pressure of work related to the
introduction of Statutory Recycling Targets for local authorities in Wales | have made
a personal response which is attached here. | personally support the proposals but
have some significant concerns which | outline in the attached response.

Cathy O'Brien.



Natural Resource Wales — proposed arrangements for establishing and
directing a new body for the management of Wales’ Natural Resources.
Consultation document.

Comments by Dr Cathy O’'Brien, Chartered Waste Manager and
Chartered Environmentalist.

Historically throughout the eighteenth, nineteenth and twentieth centuries
Wales’ environment has suffered directly as a result of the extraction and use
of natural resources from Wales, leaving a legacy of land and water
contamination. This, of course, had an impact on the local ecosystems in the
places where these activities were carried out. In the latter part of the
twentieth century, and still continuing today, much of the localised past
environmental damage has been remediated.

However, we face different types of environmental problems today which have
causes on a global scale. Climate change is probably one of the biggest
problems we face and need to adapt to and the ecosystems of Wales will also
need to adapt to changing world and local weather patterns as a result of the
changing climate. We also have a situation where we, in Wales, use more
than our fair share of the earths resources as demonstrated by the ecological
footprint studies of Wales. The Welsh Government has indicated that it will
seek to reduce our national use of resources to a more sustainable level
within one generation in the one Wales one Planet document and as a result
of the Government of Wales Acts the government has a need to place
sustainable development at the heart of what it does as its central organising
principle.

The consultation document refers to the ecosystem approach as being the
means the new body will use to inform its work on sustainable development.
This has shortcomings in respect of the fact that the green paper makes little
reference to the cross cutting environmental problems such as resource
management and climate change but places considerable emphasis on the
ecosystem approach to local environmental management. There is the danger
that significant opportunities will be lost by this approach, which may not
address the more wider scale problems that will impact on Wales’ ability to
tackle some of these problems.

This document says a lot about the management of natural resources in
Wales, particularly water and sustainable management of Welsh natural
resources and ecosystems. However it does not say much about
management of resources in Wales that do not originate from the Wales
natural environment. The resources that society uses in Wales originate from
the earths resources on a global scale and have a significant impact on the
ecological footprint of Wales. Wastage of these resources within Wales might
not have a direct effect on Welsh ecosystems through pollution etc but have a
significant impact on the wider impacts such as climate change which do have
local impacts on ecosystems. These wider issues should not be ignored by
this new body as a result of too great an emphasis on local environmental
impacts.

The absence of any reference to waste and resources more generally as an
issue in Table 1 “The main areas of work” is a concern. This is particularly
noticeable in the section relating to climate change mitigation and adaptation.



This is of concern considering the major impacts that changes in the way we
manage wastes in Wales can have in relation to greenhouse gas emissions.
This is important both in terms of reducing the emissions of methane from
landfill sites where progress has been made by Environment Agency Wales’
regulatory activity, but this initiative needs to continue, to maintain and add to
the improvements achieved. But, also in relation to the need to increase
recycling of materials by all sectors of welsh society, recycling as opposed to
disposal of waste has significant associated savings in greenhouse gas
emissions and needs to be promoted and outcomes measured in a systematic
fashion. Also the section on reducing the effects of pollution on the
environment in Wales makes no reference to reducing resource use and
better management of resources within Wales which can be achieved through
advice to regulated industries in Wales, this section seems to relate solely to
pollution in the more narrow sense and therefore to local environmental issues
relating to water and air pollution, rather than the bigger issues associated
with global issues such as climate change.

Whilst the delivery framework contains some references to waste in the
context of minimising of waste in Wales, through regulation and other
programmes and manage its impact on ecosystems in Wales and
internationally, there is a low level of representation of this issue relative to
water and managing local ecosystems. This is a matter of concern in relation
to the perception of the relative level of importance of waste in relation to
management of local ecosystems, this will have a negative influence on this
issue within the management of the new body in Wales.

The new body must take up the challenges posed by the EC’s Resource
Efficiency Roadmap within the way in which this new body addresses the
issues which will affect Wales in the future to the detriment of our local
environmental quality. This roadmap focuses on resource efficiency
encompassing the need for sustainable consumption and production which
requires the equal emphasis on the ecosystem, the natural capital, but also
takes in the economy, the manufactured and financial capital and human well
being, the social and human capital. A pivotal part of this is the need to turn
waste into a resource and the need to establish a circular economy in respect
of the management of materials within our economic system.

Finally, as a member of staff of Environment Agency Wales, | maintain a
watching brief on the development of the new body, | have concerns over the
different approaches of the different bodies being drawn together in this
proposal to staff being members of professional bodies, where only the
Environment Agency supports membership through the payment of staff
subscriptions to a recognised Environmental professional body. Membership
of professional bodies provides the opportunity for a two way flow of
information and is particularly important where trade bodies do not represent
the majority of the Welsh regulated community, this is the case for waste, as
the trade body (Environmental Services Association) only represents a small
proportion of the waste management companies that operate facilities that
manage waste in Wales. Both we and the Welsh Government have utilised
this route for disseminating information in the recent years.

Dr Cathy O’Brien, FCIWM.



From: Blaise Bullimore [e-mail address removed]

Sent: 29 April 2012 15:46

To: SEB mailbox

Subject: Natural Resources Wales consultation response

Attachments. Natural Resources Wales consultation response BULLIMORE.pdf
Dear Ms Moss,

Please find attached my response to the Natural Resources Wales consultation.
Please acknowledge receipt. Thank you.

Regards,

Blaise Bullimore

[personal contact details removed]



[personal contact details removed]

Carrie Moss

Living Wales Programme Team

Department for Environment and Sustainable Development
Welsh Government

Cathays Park

CF10 3NQ

By e-mail: SEB@wales.gsi.gov.uk

29 April 2012

Dear Ms Moss,
Response to consultation on Natural Resources Wales

I acknowledge the opportunity to comment on the Welsh Government’s proposed arrangements for
establishing and directing a new body for the management of Wales’ natural environment.

In terms of my credentials for making comment, | am a professional marine scientist and
conservationist with over 25 years experience attempting to implement UK marine nature
conservation legislation. Since taking early retirement from the Countryside Council for Wales in
2006 | have continued to work in both the development of European Marine Sites and as an
independent consultant specialising in marine environmental monitoring. Despite currently
working to multiple statutory authorities as an EMS officer, | make it explicitly clear that this
consultation response is undertaken in my private capacity.

Please note that whilst I am content for my name to be made public as a respondent, | expressly
request that my address, telphone number and e-mail is not to be released or in any way made
public in conjunction with this consultation.

Summary
The case for creation of a new single environmental body is flawed; | object to its creation.

If created, the central organising principle of the proposed new body should be environmental
safeguard and the promotion of sustainability, not to support development, whether or not labelled
as “sustainable development”, nor management of “natural resources”.

General comments on the consultation document
The document is inconsistent, contradictory and therefore misleading.

The answer to question 1 is prejudged by all the subsequent questions taking as read the creation of
the new body.

The questions are leading and clearly directed to specific, preferred outcomes.

Many important questions are simply not asked; for example, no question is asked about the
proposals described in section 3.2.



The document is fragmented, and thus again misleading, making clear response difficult; for
example, the purpose of the new body is not confined to section 4 but it is also described at length
and, importantly, differently in section 2.

The overall tenor of the consultation demonstrates that the Welsh Government has an unacceptably
utilitarian view of the environment and natural resources.

The document is clearly and unacceptably biased toward the interests of the Forestry Commission
and forestry issues.

Section 1 Background

The same misguided description and understanding of the environment that runs through the
Sustaining a Living Wales consultation is repeated herein. Biodiversity is not, and should not be
described as a natural resource nor as an ecological service. On the contrary, biodiversity, together
with geodiversity, forms the fundamental and indispensable fabric of the natural environment - the
planet’s life support infrastructure. Apart from anything else, protecting this fabric is critical to the
survival of future generations of humanity, not simply for the short term “benefit” of present
communities.

Question 1: the need for a new single environmental body

“If it ain't broke, don't fix it” is an adage popularised in the USA during the 1970s, as advice to
government obsessed with “Fixing things that aren't broken and not fixing things that are broken."
Whilst some improvements to the governance and operation of the Countryside Council for Wales,
Environment Agency and Forestry Commission are undoubtedly necessary and would be welcome,
these agencies are well established, their roles are distinct and they perform those roles in a
generally appropriate manner; they are not broken. There is, therefore, no pressing or convincing
need for them to be dissolved and for a new body with their combined functions to be created.

In an ideal world, starting with a clean sheet, a single environmental protection body might well be
a good option. However, given the differences in the current agencies’ roles and, in particular, the
differences in culture and philosophies between them, there will be extreme difficulty in
successfully melding them together resulting in huge risk that the best outcomes for environmental
protection will be compromised.

The business case for change is wholly unconvincing. It demonstrates every indication of being
contrived to deliver a politically motivated, pre-judged outcome. The purported savings over ten
years are a small percentage of operating costs and are predicated on problem-free transition of both
IT systems and pension provisions; given the history of spectacular failures and massive cost over-
runs in government IT and pension arrangements the predicted savings are impossible to accept at
face value.

The criteria and relative weightings of the business case demonstrate a fundamental failure to
understand the relationship between the fabric of the environment, human society and the business
economy. The economy is a subsidiary of society and society is absolutely dependent on a healthy
and robust natural environment, not the other way around as the business case criteria imply.

| object to the proposal to create a new single environmental body.

Regardless of question one being asked, it is clear that the decision to create a new body has already
been made. My response to the remainder of this consultation document is therefore made on this
premise and should not be interpreted as agreement with that decision.



Question 2: measures that could be taken to address concerns

Shelve this process and start again after the Sustaining a Living Wales consultation has been
completed and it is clear what changes to delivery mechanisms, if any, are required to best meet the
solutions objectively identified by that process.

It is noteworthy that the National Assembly’s Environment and Sustainability Committee report on
the business case for a single environment body comments that determining the mechanism by
which it wishes to see a policy delivered (the SEB) before the policy it is meant to deliver has been
finalised (the Green Paper) is putting the ‘cart before the horse’.

Question 3: views on approach and how it could be improved

The process is rushed, unclear, likely to confuse and risks delivering an inappropriate solution to
problems that essentially do not exist. There is a need to stop, review the proposals objectively and
start again if it is deemed necesssary, or develop an alternative and genuinely appropriate, evidence-
based way forward.

In spite of the assurances that section 16 of the Public Bodies Act would preclude the removal of
environmental protection, there remains significant risk that combining the functions of the three
existing agencies into a new single body with an inappropriate central organising principle and
purposes will indeed degrade the current barely adequate standards of environmental safeguard.

Question 4: whether the proposals provide a good basis for ther aims and outcome for a new
single environmental body

Question 4 is leading and presupposes agreement with the aims and strategic outcomes. The
concise answer is no.

The purposes of the proposed new body described in the document are inconsistent, contradictory
and presented in a fragmented manner which obscures these contradictions. Additional to the
purposes described in section 4, purposes are also implied in section 1.2 and assigned in section 2.2.

Reference to the new body’s purposes being the management of “Wales natural resources”, to
“enable economic development and growth”, under the central organising principle of “sustainable
development” demonstrate a clear misunderstanding of the role and importance of the natural
environment and the imperative need for one or more agencies whose central purposes is its
protection. It is misguided to consider and describe the natural environment in a prodominantly
utilitarian manner and it is wholly unacceptable that any environmental protection agency’s core
purpose should be supporting economic development; ensuring that development is sustainable,
most certainly; but supporting development per se, no. Such purposes would compromise the new
body’s ability to undertake an effective environmental protection role from the outset (as they
would also do if imposed on the existing agencies); for example, tensions between the protection of
forestry business interests (the focus of forestry references in the consultation document) and
environmental protection roles are already obvious in the document.

Paragraph 4 of section 4.1 is particularly confused and suggests poor environmental understanding
and thinking. It erroneously conflates the fundamental importance of the long-term protection of
the planetary life support infrastructure and system with short term economic decisions and needs.

Paragraphs 5 and 6 are also badly flawed. There is no mention of exploiting “natural assets” in a
sustainable manner, but only to perpetuate economic growth despite the flaws in this objective:

“The rapidly deteriorating biophysical situation ... is barely recognized by a global society
infected by the irrational belief that physical economies can grow forever and disregarding the
facts that the rich in developed and developing countries get richer and the poor are left behind.
.... the perpetual growth myth is enthusiastically embraced by politicians and economists as an




excuse to avoid tough decisions facing humanity. This myth promotes the impossible idea that
indiscriminate economic growth is the cure for all the world's problems, while it is actually (as
currently practiced) the disease that is at the root cause of our unsustainable global practices.”
Rio + 20 Blue Planet Synthesis Paper, Environment and Development Challenges February
2012.

The emboldened statement of the proposed new body’s aim in section 4.4 is:

* inconsistent with the aim for public bodies stated in the Sustaining a Living Wales Green Paper:
“to manage the environment as a whole in order: To ensure that Wales has increasingly
resilient and diverse ecosystems that deliver environmental, economic and social benefits now
and in the future (which, although a more environmentally acceptable aim, is still imperfect);

* unacceptably utilitarian and anthropocentric;

whereas it should be clearly and explicitly focused on protecting the environment - including,
specifically, its biodiversity, geodiversity and ecosystem functioning.

The subsequent strategic outcomes reflect the wrong priorities and are in the wrong order: the
correct order is and should be shown as environment - society - economy.

"The economy is a wholly owned subsidiary of the environment, not the reverse .... The
economy is a subsystem of the finite biosphere that supports it (Ecological economics and
sustainable development). Herman E Daly, emeritus World Bank Senior Economist.

The aim in the Green Paper better reflects this understanding, as does some of the wording in
Annex 1: eg “aremit to ... help join up environmental decision making, .... enable us to better live
within environmental limits and help reverse trends in declining biodiversity, unsustainable
resource consumption and associated greenhouse gas emissions.” Public health and recreation are a
subset of societal goals, along with economic goals, and should not be abstracted and implicitly
prioritised ahead of environmental health. It should go without saying that a healthy environment is
an absolute pre-requisite to public health.

Strategic outcome 4 needs to be revised to focus on delivery of sustainability, rather than
encouragement of exploitation. It should read something like: “Ensure the use, management and
consumption of natural resources and ecosystem services are sustainable.”

I object to the central organising principle of the proposed new body being sustainable
development and to the proposed aim of the body defined in section 4.4.

If a new body is to be created, government needs to turn its misguided view of the proposed body’s
purpose to enable development and support economic growth on its head and to unambiguously
assign it the duties of protecting the natural environment from the impacts of human activity and to
deliver sustainability.

If created, the name of the proposed new body must both reflect its environmental safeguard
purpose and be easily understood by the whole of the population of Wales and Wales’ neighbours.
The discarding of the word “‘environmental’ from earlier references to a ‘single environmental
body’ in the Natural Environment Frawework documents that preceded the Green Paper sends a
loud and wholly unacceptably negative message about the importance of the environment in the
mind of government; this must be redressed. There would be much merit in such a clear title as
Welsh Environment Protection Agency. Not only would it be clearly understandable to the public,
it would clearly demonstrate government’s commitment to protecting the environment and be a
constant reminder to the new body of its raison d’etre.

The document makes repeated reference, in various forms of words, to managing the environment;
for the most part this is naive, arrogant and misleading. Whilst humanity certainly impacts upon
and shapes the natural environment, very little of what positive action society takes to protect the



environment is managing the environment itself; in reality most is actually management of how
society — ie people - behaves. Implying that humanity can do a better job than the natural
environment is the epitome of hubris.

There is vanishingly little mention of the marine environment in the consultation document. On the
few occasions it is mentioned, it is generally to except marine functions from the new body. A new
environment body should have the same duties and responsibilities to marine as to terrestrial nature
conservation, eg the management of marine protected areas and marine fisheries.

Question 5: approach to the delivery of framework

Notwithstanding the content of Annex 5, whose status as a model of what a framework “might look
like”, section 4.5 clearly states “we would develop a delivery framework for the body”. On this
basis it is impossible to answer this question since there is no framework in place at present.

Question 6: whether the functions described those required

There is no reference in Tables 1 — 3 to any functions in respect of the marine environment. This is
unacceptable and is inconsistent with the selective references to marine issues in section 5.3.
Functions should at least include marine protected area management and management of marine
fisheries (see below).

The strong focus on anthropocentric functions at the expense of environmental protection functions
needs to be redressed.

The bias toward forestry functions needs to be addressed to give at least comparable attention and
greater weight to environmental protection functions.

Question 7: views on other functions including marine

Encompassing marine licensing within the new body is welcomed, subject to reservations about
self-regulation below.

Marine fisheries are aknowledged as having been degraded (Annex 2) and the model delivery
framework (Annex 5) identifies functions to “secure better management of terrestrial & marine
ecosystems ...” and to “influence marine fisheries”. Despite this implicit recognition of the need
for improved fisheries management, the document unaccountably proposes to retain fisheries
management within government rather than assign it to the new body. This decision is inconsistent
with the approach for almost all other functions (except agri-environmental management) and is
unacceptable. Personal experience with attempting to influence management of marine fisheries in
European Marine Sites (designated under the EC Habitats Directive) clearly demonstrates the near
impossibility of influencing marine fisheries management undetaken by the Welsh Government.

Marine fisheries mangement and marine protected area management functions should be assigned
to the new body.

Question 8: environmental research

Any new environmental body would need to retain a strong science base to provide the evidence
based approach to management that the Welsh Government espouses. Critical to this would be the
retention of scientific staff specialisms within the body.



Question 9: governance

The proposals for governance have already been undermined by the lack of transparency to date.
The opaque and rushed recruitment to the shadow body in particular has compromised the integrity
of the new body.

The status of the proposed body described in the document is inconsistent and contradictory. Itis
impossible to see how it might have the degree of “significant discretion” across many functions
described in section 4.1, and the independence identified in sections 4.3 and 6.6.3, whilst
government reserves the apparent degree of direction and control implied elsewhere in section 6.

Question 10: views on stakeholder arrangements

Stakeholder engagment has already been fatally compromised by inviting comment on proposals
that are clearly a fait accompli.

Question 11: regulatory arrangements

Self permitting, self regulation and the internal provision of conservation advice where the new
body regulates others are significantly greater potential problem areas than acknowledged in the
document which almost dismisses them as a concern out of hand despite the evidence to the
contrary.

As an example, the recent dispute between the Environment Agency and Countryside Council for
Wales concerning advice on the likely adverse impacts of Pembroke Power Station and the ultimate
decision to allow the EA to disregard CCW’s advice and to proceed with permitting the power
station was in the public domain, subject to public scrutiny and has resulted in a complaint to the
European Commission alleging a failure to correctly implement the EC Habitats Directive. The
capability to deal with such issues behind closed doors would be wholly unacceptable and prevent
the new body being scrunitised and held to account by society.

It is misleading at best, disingenuous at worst to attempt to conceal the risks inherent in these issues
by simple reference to the number of incidents or problems. Whilst they might be few (although no
evidence is presented to support this assertion), the scale of the risks they may impose could be
considerable.

Solutions to prevent this issue occuring within the proposed new body are not obvious; it is a
further case for maintaining a healthy separation of functions.

The assertion that decisions which “balance all relevant interests” will protect the environment is
naive and misleading. There will inevitably be times when win-win-win solutions will not be
attainable. When such occasions arise it is imperative that the new body has the clear mandate to
disregard unsustainable social or economic arguments in favour of environmental protection.

Whilst there would undoubtedly be benefits from colocation of staff, this should not be interpreted

as meaning that regulation should be centralised. In my experience, centralised regulation is often

poorly informed and lacks necessary familiarity and understanding of specifc local cirumstances; it
is also more subject to political influence.

Yours sincerely,

()T G

Blaise Bullimore



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

Sent: 29 April 2012 17:40
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?:

/consultations/forms/sebresponse/

(Unchecked)

Mr M Hamilton Sherry
Individual (supporter/volunteer NGO Sector)
07766983351

It seems to an unnecessary process which will do
little, if anything, to improve the services of any of
the three organisations. With the Sustaining Living
Wales process underway and the green paper out to
consultation it will not be possible to make an
informed judgement on whether a single body is
appropriate until this has been completed. The form
of any organisation cannot be decided before its
function has been fully established. Additionally,
the business case does not seem to add up and it
seems very unlikely to save any money in the long
term. IT costs are notoriously difficult to quantify,
government IT costs are well known for going way
over budget and the full version of the business case
does not seem to be easily available on the website
as the consultation document suggests.

As above | feel that the Single Body process should
not go any further until the Sustaining Living Wales
process and the Environment Bill (2015 in
Sustaining Living Wales document) are
implemented. There seems to be an overemphasis
on commercial forestry in this document and the
statement that "The forestry staff group would also
be the single largest function in the new body" is of
great concern when the Forestry Commission Wales
Is the smallest of the three organisation. The issues
of transparency and conflict of interest do not seem
to have been fully addressed in Section 6 and the
strong emphasis on forestry may well lead to a
number of conflicts of interest within the body (with



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?:

aspects of nature conservation and recreation for
example). The suggestion that a self permitting
system can easily solve all these potential issues
seems to be extremely naive and previously public
discussions between the three agencies will now be
conducted behind closed doors.

The phasing is incorrect as detailed above.

No. | totally disagree with the principal aim. It
seems to be closer to the aim of a Welsh economic
development agency rather than what is supposed to
be the only government environmental body. The
aim of the Sustaining Living Wales document is far
more appropriate and the two should really be the
same. The strategic outcomes are very odd. To see
protecting public health and safety as the first aim
of an environmental organisation with far more
pertinent aims such as conservation, sustainability
and climate change relegated to the bottom of the
list suggests that Welsh Government are losing sight
of the real reasons for these organisations existence.

This needs detailed reconsideration. Again there
seems to be an overfocus on forestry and
woodlands, and very little about other habitats and
species, with biodiversity getting only the briefest
mention. Many indicators are not truly measurable
or comparable with any previous data and so of
little use as success criteria. There seems to be some
odd statements 'shoehorned in' such as "The body is
viewed as a champion of sustainable renewable
energy" when this is a private sector activity of
which a government organisation must have an
independent and unbiased view otherwise their
advice will not be credible.



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?:

Yet again woodlands and forestry seem to be
overemphasised, for example the section on climate
change mitigation does not even mention the need
to restore blanket bogs or improve the resilience and
diversity of ALL wildlife habitats (not just
woodlands). There is no mention at all of the need
to work with NGOs such as the National Trust in
delivering an improved environment. There is little
mention of wider biodiversity or ecological
networks and yet these are regularly mentioned and
promoted by wildlife organisations.

These need to be adequately staffed.

There seems to be a real lack of detail in this
extremely brief section but clearly there will be a
need to have staff with specialist scientific
knowledge to commission, interpret and apply
scientific research.

No. As detailed above | am concerned about
transparency of discussion and decision making.
Additionally, I am worried about the lack of
emphasis on international legislation and
governance, such how will contribute to the
Habitats Directive and the Convention on
Biodiversity.

This contains little mention of the NGO sector, with
existing successful partnerships such as Wales
Environment Link and the Wales Biodiversity
Partnership not even considered. This sector is
extremely important in Wales in undertaking
practical conservation work. The very brief mention
of Wildlife Trusts is confusing and really says
almost nothing.



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:

I have already mentioned my concerns in this area
and feel this issue of self permitting is likely to
cause conflict within the Single Body with the
differing interests of the three current organisations
not always being in agreement and the loudest
(perhaps involving economic factors) taking
precedence at the expense of conservation.



From: Roscoe Howells [roscoe2@tiscali.co.uk]

Sent: 29 April 2012 19:41

To: SEB mailbox

Subject: Natural Resources Wales Consultation Document. Response by W. Roscoe Howells

Attachments: natural resources wales.doc
| am attaching my comments in relation to the above Consultation Document.

| would be most grateful if you would be kind enough to acknowledge its receipt.
Thank you,

W.Roscoe Howells
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Response by W. Roscoe Howells, BSc, PhD

Chartered Biologist, Fellow of the Society of Biology

Member of the Chartered Institution of Water and Environmental Management
Fellow of the Institute of Fisheries Management

Former Director of Scientific Services Welsh Water Authority
Section 2
Question 1

I very much welcome the proposal to deliver more integrated management by creating a
single environmental body for Wales.

Section 2
Question 2

I am concerned about the present arrangement for the Drainage Boards, wholly or mainly in
Wales, and also the enviromental management of the Welsh sea fisheries and consider that
they should be incorporated into the new single body.

| refer to this matter further in my response.

Section 3
Question 3

A phased approach appears reasonable and practicable in the present circumstances.

Section 5
Question 6

Tables 1 to 3 appear generally comprehensive. | am, however, concerned about two matters
as follows:-

1. In regard to the managing of water resources in Wales, | see no specific reference to
the monitoring of the effects of river impoundments and abstractions on the water
environment in relation to quality, fisheries and other riparian and estuarial life.

2. As mentioned previously | am also concerned about the absence of any reference to
sea fisheries management and | refer to this further in some detail under Question 7.



Section 5
Question 7

5.3.3. Wildlife Licensing

| accept that badger protection is a “sensitive” issue but the performance of the last Welsh
Government in relation to badger culling was not, in my view, acceptable. Decisions must
be based on science and not “politics”. | am delighted to see that the present Welsh
Government has adopted this approach.

5.3.5. Sea Fisheries

In my view, the integrated environmental management of the marine environment and sea
fisheries is essential.

During my period as Director of Science of Welsh Water Authority, | served as a member of
the South Wales Sea Fisheries Committee and it became clear to me that the lack of
comprehensive management caused serious problems. An example then was a proposal
(not based on science) to cull Oyster Catchers in the Loughor estuary to promote the cockle
population. This cull was started but soon abandoned under public and other pressures.

Another example is much more recent. That is the decline in the cockle population in the
Loughor estuary. This now appears to be mainly due to infestation by a parasitic protozoan
and not to water quality problems.

This and many other aspects of marine and estuarial environments underline the importance
of an integrated approach. | think that further consideration should be given to this.

5.5. Internal Drainage Boards

| agree with this proposal.

Other Matters

1. Possible conflicts of Interest

This matter is referred to in Section 2.4 — Stakeholder Concern and also in Section 6.
Consideration should be given at an early stage to issues or areas where the interests of the
three bodies could be conflicting. One possible example would be where the acidification
of bodies of water by acid rain could be exacerbated by coniferous planting. Another area
of possible conflict could be the environmental damage to rivers and streams caused by

flood protection works and other land drainage schemes. There are many other areas of
work which could fall within this category.



| am particularly interested in these problems, as in 1974, | was involved in the setting up of
the former Welsh Water Authority which brought into one body very many functions
including water supply, water conservation, sewerage and sewage disposal, water pollution
control, fisheries management and many matters relating to environmental protection of the
riparian estuarine and marine environments. Welsh Water, at the outset, recognised this
potentially difficult problem of conflicting interests and took appropriate steps when setting
up the new structure.

2. Laboratory Services

It is obvious that the new organisation will need to have its own efficient and cost effective
laboratory. The setting up of an entirely new laboratory would be very costly and, in fact,
totally unnecessary as the Environment Agency already has its own laboratory in Llanelli.
This laboratory now has a very positive international reputation in the environmental field
and, in future, could, no doubt, deal efficiently with other Welsh problems if taken into the
new body.

I was responsible for setting up this laboratory in 1957 when it served the newly formed
South West Wales River Board. In the following years, it expanded considerable serving the
successors to the River Board.

| worked at the laboratory until 1973 when | was appointed Director of Scientific Services
of the newly set up Welsh Water Authority with responsibility, inter alia, for all the water
labotories in Wales as well as two in England. On the privatisation of the water authorities,
the Llanelli Laboratory was transferred to the National Rivers Authority and subsequently,
the Environment Agency. A few years ago, the functions of the Laboratory were
significantly changed by the EA NLS. This was done in spite of much opposition in Wales.
I know from discussions with former colleagues that the then Environment Minister at WAG
supported them during a difficult period when central management in England wished to
make wholesale changes. | fear that this may happen again if this Laboratory is retained
within the National Laboratory Service of the EA. In fact, | am aware that the General
Manager of the NLS has announced to staff that if the Llanelli Laboratory is retained within
the National Laboratory Service of the EA, it will be closed down.

I, therefore, feel sure that the new integrated body should have its own laboratory service in
Wales and that the Llanelli Laboratory should be transferred from the EA National
Laboratory Service to the new Welsh body.

From my experience of laboratory management, it is essential to engage all key groups
when setting up the laboratory. In this case, it is especially important for Wales and a new
single body that we ensure that the laboratory function is as effective as possible. |1,
therefore, trust that a thorough and balanced input is sought by the Welsh Government
during this process. It would be an enormous mistake for the detailed decisions relating to
the setting up of the Welsh Laboratory Service to be decided by the current National
Laboratory Service of the Environment Agency.  After all, two of the bodies incorporated
into the new body, that is the Countryside Council for Wales and the Forestry Commission



have no statutory involvement with the National Laboratory Service of the Environment
Agency. All decisions with regard to the setting up of the new laboratory should be taken in
Wales.

If any further information or views are required of me, please do not hesitate to contact me
as follows :-

9 Harries Avenue,
Llanelli,

SA15 3LF

Tel. No. 01554 773438

Natural Resources Wales Document May 2012.doc



From: Nic Massey [nic_e_massey@hotmail.com]
Sent: 29 April 2012 20:36

To: SEB mailbox

Subject: Response for unified authority

Attachments. Unified body- FWA Response.pdf
Carrie Moss,

Please find attached the formal response to the proposed unified authority from the Welsh
Federation of Angling.

| would be grateful for an acknowledge confirming receipt of this document.

Nick Massey
Company Secretary

Federation of Welsh Angling (Angling Cymru)



"= Eederation of Welsh Anglers

Company Address:-
17 Gilbert Street
Holyhead
Anglesey
LL65 2NR
Telephone: 01407 761055 Mobile:- 07748701326
Email:- Nic_E_Massey@Hotmail.Com

29™ April 2012

Mr John Griffiths AM
National Assembly for Wales
Cardiff Bay

Cardiff

CF99 1NA

Dear Minister John Griffiths AM

Formal Response to Welsh Government Public Consultation on
Natural Resources Wales

The Federation of Welsh Anglers represents the three Governing Bodies of Angling in
Wales, Welsh Federation of Sea Anglers, Welsh Federation of Coarse Anglers and Welsh
Salmon & Trout Angling Association we became the unified umbrella body controlling
angling in Wales in 2005.

We were sent a copy of the formal response put forward by the FERAC committee and
broadly wish to give it, subject to some reservations, our support.

The consultation document is short on detail about how certain aspects of the proposals
will be translated into practice; we feel that it has highlighted the vital importance of
achieving the correct balance between the potentially conflicting demands for economic
growth and development with the effective management and regulation of our natural
environment. This balance will be critically important if the New Body is to command the
confidence, trust and support of its many stakeholders and the general public. One of our
reservations is the absence of any meaningful direction on the transfer of the Fisheries
Function to the New Body, even though it has also identified several matters of particular
interest and concern to fisheries and angling interests throughout Wales. In this respect, we
strongly support the following key points identified in the FERAC Wales response: -

1. The structure of the Board of the New Body should include a suitable member with a
clear and explicit remit to represent fisheries and angling interests. This is most
important given the amount of money Angling brings into the economy and the
number of jobs it supports. It should also be remembered that anglers are the

1



people most involved in the environment whether it is through their Angling
Associations, Rivers Trusts, or local, National Committees.

. We understand that the proposal is to disband the FERAC committee. This is only
acceptable if there is a similar more effective way put forward to engage with
Fishery and angling interests as well as the wider community at a local and national
level. FERAC has done sterling service in the past and if it is now showing signs of not
functioning then this may be down to the appointment of membership and direction
rather than FERAC itself. It is not clear if it is intended to abolish other committees
such as the National Access forums. There must be built into the new body at a very
early stage a framework for open consultation, this will be essential for the New
Body to have any credibility. We say this as there were many decisions made when
the Environment Agency was formed after the NRA that led to a sever downgrading
of services. We would envisage that a reform of the Local fishery Groups would, if
done correctly, help to achieve this. Members? (Care should be taken to Appoint
people for their knowledge and not politics) of the Local fishery Groups or of a
National group that would meet say twice a year to be appraised on ongoing policy
and other necessary matters. Some may say that committees have not been
effective in the past this can be down to the fact that at times they are not given
sufficient information and time, and items when presented are a fait acompli.

. There will be much expense and work in the next ten years on conforming to the
Water Framework directive. Much of the failures on water bodies from this directive
relate to fish and in particular Salmon. Wales is already a tourist destination for
fishing and we need to keep this momentum going. It is also acknowledged for its
country side, sea coast and marine life. The new Body must from day one protect
this, even if it means bringing in new legislation to protect our fisheries. It must
protect both our Inland and marine fisheries and the best way we see to do this, is to
have a combined force of personnel dedicated to this work. The recent consultation
on the drafting of the Sea Fishing order is a step in the right direction but the New
Body will need to have sufficient resources to monitor and protect our fishing to the
outer limits. In relation to this, there are proposals for new Marine Protection
Zones. There would be no point in proposing these zones if there is neither will or
means to make sure they are fully protected.

Inappropriate land use from urban to rural areas is damaging our water
environments, be it from farm land and diffuse pollution, to the general
mismanagement of building and other sites adjacent to water courses. We hope that
the new body will be proactive in advising the Welsh Government on these matters
and in turn that the Government then make the necessary resources available to
tackle the problem. Failure to do so will make complying with the Water Framework
Directive difficult to implement.

Many essential functions of Environment Agency have been centralised in England.
Functions such as the Live Fish Movement centre at Brampton, the National Coarse



fish breeding unit at Calverton, the National Rod Licence Centre, and The Scientific
Laboratory are all based in England.

Wales currently benefits from the wealth of expertise and knowledge within these
functions, let us hope that this will remain and continue, at the same time allowing
the New Body to commission its own facilities and centres of excellence to support
Welsh Fishery needs.

6. The Value of our fresh Water Coarse fisheries, excluding the value of the Salmon and

Sea trout fisheries is circa £75m. Due to the way Angling and Fishing is managed in
Wales the custodians are in the main, the Anglers. In some cases they have been
lucky to purchase fishing rights, ensuring the fishing for future generations of Anglers
and visitors in Wales. Other waters are leased at great expense. The previous body,
the Environment Agency Wales had a statutory remit to improve maintain and
promote fisheries. Countryside Council also had similar duties. Let us hope that
these statutory duties are not lost in the formation of the New Body.

7. The earlier name of the Body was the New Environmental Body. We preferred this
as it did enforce the message that the Environment will be central to its work.

8. We are concerned that the inclusion of Forestry Commission in the New Body will
introduce an element to it that would unlike the other two be more prone to causing
pollution. This will need to be managed with protocols at a very early stage if the
New Body is to be a model for protecting the environment.

9. The Welsh Government is making a brave step in forming a New Body it will need to
have all the legislation needed to protect Wales’s natural Assets its Coastline,
Countryside and Water environment. As all these are integral it is imperative that
the new Body is given the function to police and protect them from the tops of the
mountains to the Seaward limit.

[ would be grateful if you would acknowledge the receipt of this document.

Yours faithfully

N ik M assey
Com pany Secretary
Federation of W elsh Anglers



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

Sent: 29 April 2012 21:40
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?:

/consultations/forms/sebresponse/

(Unchecked)

Councillor Sian Nicola Assiratti
RCT
s_assiratti@yahoo.co.uk/07985458054

I am linking both questions 1 and 2 together: More
attention could have been paid to explore similar
practices in other countries.It seems that in the past, the
post of the Secretary of State for Wales and Northern
Ireland were combined, however there has been very
little analysis of the Northern Ireland concept of 2
Executive Agencies--The Forestry Service and the
River Agency--both within the Department of
Agriculture and Rural Development. The Environment
Agency meanwhile has responsibility for functions
such as Environmental Protection,the Built Heritage
and the Natural Heritage. It seems this consultation has
missed an opportunity to consider adding CADW to the
3 bodies, and my suggestion is that a similar exercise to
the one already carried out is undertaken to
amalgamate CADW into the new Single Body with the
consequent additional savings that would follow.

Following on- now that a template has been developed
for the merger of 3 or 4 bodies[ if Cadw is included],
the time is ripe to grasp the nettle of local government
reform rather than tickling with the Simpson Compact.
For a population of around 3 million people and in a
time of recession, it isn't credible for a Welsh
Government that argues in favour of merging bodies to
save money, and to avoid duplication[amongst other
things] to permit the continuation of a system that has
22 Chief Directors;22 Directors of Education;22
Directors of Social Services;22 Directors of
Environment and Planning etc. The First Minister is
fond of quoting Aneurin Bevan:" The language of



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?:

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:

priorities is the religion of socialism". Let's have a spot



From: Ray Lockyer [ray@cwmtawe.co.uk]

Sent: 30 April 2012 07:16

To: SEB mailbox

Subject: Public Consultation on ‘Natural Resources Wales' - F.A.O. Carrie Moss

Attachments; PASAS12-04-45.docx
PONTARDAWE & SWANSEA ANGLING SOCIETY Ltd,

Please find attached response to Welsh Government’s Public Consultation on ‘Natural Resources Wales’
Regards

Ray Lockyer
Director, Life President & Secretary



Dear Ms Moss,

Formal Response to Welsh Government’s Public Consultation on ‘Natural Resources Wales’.

From: R.H.Lockyer, Director & Secretary of Pontardawe & Swansea Angling Society Ltd.

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?

Response:

There is a some cautious support for the proposal to form a single environmental body for Wales and
the success of the New Body will largely depend on the effort and guidance invested in establishing a
healthy working relationship within its three principle stakeholders (CCW, EA, FCW).

From a general public perspective the success of the proposal is something that will be assessed on
delivery against an initial expectation that it will produce long term benefits for the environment as a
whole. Success will not be judged on shorter term political pressures to provide unsustainable
business and economic benefits.

The consultation document contains framework information but is very short on detail regarding how
certain aspects of the proposals will be translated into practice and this lack of detail is giving rise to
many concerns. An example from a fisheries perspective is the document fails to spell out how cross
border specialists services will be addressed and provided, as currently much of the EA Wales
fisheries technical support and expertise is located in England at the EA Brampton Laboratories. Our
conclusion therefore is the proposal hasn’t been adequately thought through before publication.

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?

Response:

We are surprised that the organisational concerns listed here are restricted to the forestry and business
sectors only. There is no direct mention of the concerns known to have been expressed by a wide
range of other interests across the fishery, conservation and recreation sectors. Indeed it is not clear if
all three of these sectors were effectively engaged during the evolution of the proposal and business
case.

In addition to this reading this consultation document, we have also read the National Assembly for
Wales, Environment and Sustainability Committee Report “the business case for a single
environment body” and the consultation document “Sustaining a Living Wales - A Green Paper on a
new approach to natural resource management in Wales”; we now have grave concerns that the
Forestry Commission is having undue influence on the outcome of the proposal to form a New Body
and on the apparent changed emphasis being given to promoting economic growth at the expense of
preservation of our natural landscape.

We take the view that the existing and potential future importance and value of the fishery, recreation
and conservation sectors has been sidelined in both the Sustaining a Living Wales and the Natural
Resources Wales consultation documents. They are rarely mentioned in any of the documents in any
significant context.




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

Response:

We support the adoption of the phased approach as a matter of both importance and pragmatic
commonsense. The risks of undue haste are self evident.

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

Response:

The section contains insufficient detail to allow for meaning full comment; but it is noted that
Annex 1 Strategic Delivery Needs’ omits reference to the Wales Fisheries Strategy.

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

Response:

The section contains insufficient detail to allow for meaning full comment

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

Response:

We see considerable benefit from a much closer working relationship with third parties, such as
Rivers Trusts for the cost-effective delivery and expansion of certain aspects of work now undertaken
by the CCW and EAW (e.g. habitat improvements, River Watch Schemes, biological monitoring,
recreational access and infra-structure improvement (SPLASH) projects, angling participation,
management of local nature reserves).

In addition to forestry aspects, we suggest that the entry on the prevention and spread of diseases
should be expanded to include the growing problem of preventing and containing the spread of fish
diseases and parasites and of non-native plant and animal species likely to affect the general ecology
and wellbeing of aquatic and terrestrial environments in Wales (e.g. Dikerogammarus vilosus: the
‘Killer Shrimp”).

The limited examples shown could be usefully expanded to include the following:
a) regulating artificial stocking (to maintain fish health and genetic stock integrity),
b) monitoring (rod and net fishery) catches of salmon and sea trout

and

c) combating illegal fishing (in inland and coastal waters).

It should be noted that the UK Government also has a commitment to provide information to the
International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES) and the North Atlantic Salmon
Commission (NASCO).




Response:

We are concerned about two significant weaknesses in the proposed remit of the New Body that will
effectively limit its performance, namely:-

1. Land Management.

Many of the major problems affecting the quality of the aquatic environment and its associated fisheries
and wildlife are linked directly or indirectly to past and current land-use practices (e.g. afforestation,
acidification, diffuse pollution, bank erosion, gravel movements, sedimentation and pesticides). These
factors are the cause of extensive habitat degradation and loss throughout Wales and as a consequence,
are the cause of very significant compliance failures in achieving favourable water quality and good
ecological status under the EU Water Framework Directive. If not addressed by the New Body, these
failures could result in infraction proceedings against the Welsh Government.

2. Sea Fisheries.

Similarly, we consider the reasons given against transferring greater responsibility for the operational
management of sea fisheries from Welsh Government to the New Body are unacceptable and require
careful reconsideration.

Both the Environment Agency Wales and Welsh Government undertake fisheries enforcement
activities in the marine environment, albeit for different purposes, under the present dichotomous
legislation. The EAW, which also has sea fisheries powers in several estuaries, is responsible for
diadromous fish species and regulates fishing for salmon, sea trout and eels in inland waters, estuaries
and in the sea out to the 6 nm limit. Following the abolition of the former Sea Fisheries Committees in
England & Wales, the Welsh Government has now assumed responsibility the regulation and
enforcement of fisheries legislation in respect of sea fish and shellfish in inshore and offshore waters
and in some other estuaries. Both Environment Agency Wales and Welsh Government undertake sea-
based and shore-based enforcement and surveillance patrols.

Again, we accept that the Welsh Government must remain responsible for all political and strategic
policy matters relating to reform of the Commaon Fisheries Policy and for cross-border and ‘common
sea’ negotiations with our neighbouring jurisdictions. However, because of the obvious synergies, we
consider that it would be relatively straightforward to combine the routine operational work of these
two separate agencies into a single integrated enforcement unit within the New Body.

This integrated approach would: a) avoid duplication of shore and sea based patrols, b) create a larger
pool of manpower and equipment with greater flexibility to respond to emergencies and seasonal peaks
in workload, ¢) improve training, career prospects, job interest and job satisfaction,

d) provide the current sea fisheries service with improved access to a more extensive and powerful
infrastructure (e.g. procurement, legal services, information technology, human resources,
communications, e) facilitate the development of an expanded database for intelligence-led and risk-
assessed enforcement operations and f) develop better links in support of the growing need for wider
research, monitoring and surveillance within the marine environment.

In view of these apparent synergies and benefits (including cost-benefits) in terms of improved overall
performance in efficiency and effectiveness, we ask that this matter should be fully reviewed over the
next two years. Any change in the current arrangements should not be too difficult to implement by the
New Body.




Q.8: Do you agree with the proposal for co-ordination of Government
Investment in Environment Research? How could we improve them?

Response:

Insufficient information or knowledge to allow comment on this section

Q.9: Do you agree with the proposals about the status, governance and
accountability of the New Body? Is there any way that we could improve the
proposed arrangements?

Response:

We consider it crucial that the New Body should be (and be seen to be) at arm’s-length and clearly
independent of Welsh Government if it is to command trust and respect from stakeholders and the
widest possible confidence of the general public.

The arrangements adopted for the governance of the New Body will largely determine its success or
failure in achieving the essential trust, confidence and support from its stakeholders and the wider
general public in delivering its stated aims and the required outcomes. It will be of paramount
importance to get this right during the intervening transition period before vesting day.

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?

Response:

The benefits derived from effective engagement with a full range of stakeholders through more
flexible arrangements is accepted; however, we believe that the New Body should have a statutory
duty to establish a robust local framework for future consultation and engagement with its fisheries
and angling stakeholders. Without such a statutory requirement there will, almost certainly, follow
a lack of robustness for any intended arrangements; care in the drafting of such a duty can ensure
appropriate flexibility is incorporated into the statute.

This local arrangement can be based on Local Fishery Groups (LFG’s) that currently exist within
the Environment Agency (Wales) consultation procedures.

Each local group could then provide a contribution into a smaller, more focused and effective
stakeholder group at a National level.




From: Tom Gravett [Tom.Gravett@conwy.gov.uk]

Sent: 30 April 2012 09:06

To: SEB mailbox

Subject: Natural Resources Wales - proposed arrangements for establishing and directing a new body
for Wales' natural resources

Dear Sir / Madam,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this consultation document, which outlines the proposed arrangements for a new
body for the management of Wales’ natural resources. The response of Conwy County Borough Council is as follows:

In general terms we are supportive of the proposals as they should ensure appropriate rationalisation and streamlining of the
functions of the three existing bodies, and should also ensure greater consistency and a unified focus in terms of delivering
strategic objectives for Wales.

At this stage our concerns, or comments, relate purely to stakeholder engagement and delivery mechanisms, especially in respect
of addressing local (as well as strategic) issues and needs. It is currently evident that there are differences in the way that the
three existing bodies relate to, and work with, local authorities and, with the creation of a single strategic body, we see the
potential danger of even less focus on those local issues which fall within the remit of the new body. We wish to raise awareness
of that potential now, in order that mechanisms can be put in place at an early stage to provide for good and effective working
relationships with local partners, including local authorities.

We would like to see the new body build on the best examples of existing relationships with local authorities, such as that with the
Countryside Council for Wales (CCW) in respect of the local delivery of biodiversity, access and environmental awareness-raising
objectives common to both partners. This is currently achieved through a long-standing grant aid programme administered by
CCW, whereby CCW's strategic objectives are delivered at a local level in ways which acknowledge and incorporate local
priorities and opportunities. We would very much hope that similar partnership arrangements with local authorities would continue
as part of the new body’s functions.

It is the case that some local regulatory issues currently receive little priority or attention from the existing bodies, and
communication with the local authority can be poor. In other cases, such as in respect of data sets relating to coastal planning, it
currently appears that there is a reluctance to incorporate a degree of flexibility in order to accommodate local needs and projects.

Section 4.3 of the consultation document (“Our Ambition”) includes the statement: “... we expect the new body to assimilate and
blend the best from the three existing bodies to give us a delivery focused, flexible, informed and innovative organisation that
quickly becomes established and respected by the people of Wales”. We suggest that taking account of, and responding to, local
need is a key aspect of ensuring success in this area. Section 6.5 (Stakeholder engagement proposals”) refers to the provision
for the board of the body to run local committees. As well as the development of good working relationships between staff in the
new body and local authorities, such local committees may be valuable in identification of key local issues and, hence,
prioritisation of resources.

We are grateful for the opportunity to comment, and hope that the above will be considered further in the development of the new
body’s delivery mechanisms and processes.

Yours faithfully,

Tom Gravett
Rheolwr Cefn Gwlad a Hawliau Tramwy /



Countryside and Rights of Way Manager

Gwasanaethau Priffyrdd ac Isadeiledd / Highways and Infrastructure Services
Cyngor Bwrdeistref Sirol CONWY County Borough Council

E-Bost / E-Mail: tom.gravett@conwy.gov.uk

Gwe / Web: www.conwy.gov.uk/countryside

Ffon / Tel: 01492 575205

Mae'r neges e-bost hon ac unrhyw ymgysylltiadau yn gyfrinachol, ac wedi eu bwriadu ar gyfer yr un
sy'n cael ei h/enwi yn unig. Gallent gynnwys gwybodaeth freintiedig. Ar gyfer yr amodau llawn ynglen &
chynnwys a defnyddio’r neges e-bost hon ac unrhyw atodiadau, gweler www.conwy.gov.uk/
ebost_ymwadiad

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended for the named recipient only. The content
may contain privileged information. For full conditions in relation to content and use of this e-mail
message and any attachments, please refer to www.conwy.gov.uk/email_disclaimer



From: Jacqui Malpas [geodiversitywales@gmail.com]

Sent: 30 April 2012 10:04

To: SEB mailbox

Cc: keithandkaren@tiscali.co.uk; Chirs Twigg; Colin Legg; Cynthia Burek; Gary Nancarrow; John
Underwood; Keith Nicholls; Paul Day; Peter Appleton; Phil Thompson; Ray Humphreys, Raymond
Roberts; Sonia Williams; Vicki Artell; Wendy Owens

Subject: NEWRIGS response to SEB consultation

Attachments. NEWRIGS Response to Natural Resources Wal es.pdf
Good morning

| am please to attach NEWRIGS' comments on the Natural Resources Wales
Welsh Government Consultation Document

Regards

Jacqui Malpas

Jacqui Malpas BSc, PhD, FGS
Chair NEWRIGS

Mobile: 07821625777
geodiversitywales@gmail.com
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Natural Resources Wales
Welsh Government Consultation Document

Proposed Arrangements for Establishing and Directing a New Body for the
Management of Wales’ Natural Resources

Comments from North East Wales Regionally Important Geodiversity Sites
Group

NEWRIGS was set up in 1993 as part of the Clwyd RIGS group to address the task
set by the Countryside Council for Wales (CCW) of selecting and conserving Earth
heritage sites outside the existing SSSI and GeoConservation Review (GCR)
framework sites of geological and geomorphological interest. These sites were to
complement the growing number of geological SSSIs and the GCR then being
undertaken by the Nature Conservancy Council of the UK, which included CCW,
English Nature (now Natural England) and Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH).

The aims of the RIGS Groups: to identify, survey, document and conserve RIGS in
Wales; to promote the establishment and protection of RIGS for future generations;
to promote interest and raise awareness in geological conservation.

Since 1993 geoconservation work continued and since 2003, the appropriate RIGS
groups have undertaken an All-Wales RIGS audit funded by the Welsh Assembly
Government. This was completed in 2012 and there is now an All-Wales database
of RIGS to complement the geological SSSis.

These sites are an unique record of the important geological sites in Wales and are
of inestimable importance to the people of Wales. They contribute to the greater
understanding and enjoyment of the geology, landscape and heritage of Wales and
its underpinning geodiversity. The conservation of these sites and their context
within the wider landscape is of vital importance.

Consultation Response

NEWRIGS welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Natural Resources Wales
Consultation Document and has outlined more specific comments below. However,
we would like to highlight two main concerns:

» The dilution of geodiversity within the document, especially geoconservation
and geomorphology

» The natural resources of Wales cannot be managed without a sound and
extensive understanding of those resources, which fundamentally must
include geology and geomorphology

North East Wales Regionally Important Geodiversity Sites (NEWRIGS) 1
Dr J Malpas, 30 peel Hall Lane, Ashton, Chester CH3 8DE
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Section 1: Background
1.1 Sustaining a Living Wales

The definition of an ecosystem in this consultation appears to have been
considerably narrowed to the biotic environment. The definition of an ecosystem in
the ‘Definitions Paper’ which accompanies the ‘Sustaining a Living Wales’
consultation, refers to a wide-range of abiotic components. This provides a better
overview of an ecosystem where the critical role of geodiversity is accepted.
Without explicit inclusion of the abiotic environment, acting as an integral part of an
ecosystem, the new body risks having a limited view of the natural environment.
The abiotic environment, the geodiversity, underpins the biotic environment. It is
important that the correct definition of an ecosystem is used consistently by the
Welsh Government.

The concept used in this document is different to that used in ‘Sustaining a Living
Wales’ Green Paper definitions: An ecosystem is a dynamic complex of organisms
(plants, animals and micro-organisms) and their physical environment (my italics)
interacting as a functional unit. (adapted from CBD (1992) Article 2 and MA).

The diagram on page 5 of ‘Sustaining a Living Wales’ places geodiversity as an
essential supporting service, which interacts with the regulating, cultural and
provisioning services.

Bringing together a range of measures:

* Simplifying the institutional arrangements to give a more ‘joined up way of
working’

* Modernising and simplifying our regulatory and management framework

* Piloting ecosystem-based local resource management planning and developing
proposals for national spatial planning for the protection, restoration,
conservation, use and management of the environment is welcomed. Piloting
this way of working would be an opportunity to highlight the role of geodiversity
in a truly holistic approach to the Ecosystems Approach. The role of
conservation should also be a key component of this new approach. NEWRIGS
could have role to play in contributing to the development of this approach by
working together with the geologists in the new Single Body and other key
partners in the statutory, voluntary and commercial sectors.

» Developing an integrated system where protection, monitoring & development of
geodiversity sites, whether they be RIGS, SSSI, international or local, would
make sense, harnessing the limited resources of statutory agencies and
voluntary partnerships together.

These are, of course desirable, but this is dependent on a sound, integrated
understanding of both the abiotic and biotic environment and the application of that
knowledge to the management, sustainable development and conservation of that
environment.
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Section 2: What is the case for change

Question 1: Views
» Integrated management of the environment by combining the 3 bodies is
desirable to produce a holistic approach to environmental conservation,
health and sustainable development

Question 2: Concerns

» NEWRIGS has substantial concerns with respect to the place of Earth
Science and geodiversity within the Single Body. Earth Science, geology and
geodiversity are not mentioned within the document, whereas biodiversity
features 18 times.

» Currently there are only 3 Earth scientists compared to 6 Earth scientists 3-4
years ago. CCW has played a critical role in driving forward geoconservation
in Wales and CCW geologists have worked closely with NEWRIGS on a wide-
range of projects in CCW.

o The impacts of climate change can only be evaluated with a scientific
understanding of how the landscape and geodiversity will respond to
warming or cooling, sea-level change, increases in extreme weather
events etc.

o Flood and coastal erosion risk cannot be understood, and thus
managed or mitigated, without a fundamental understanding of the
geology, geomorphology and fluvial, coastal and marine processes.

» The above gives rise to the concerns that the Earth Sciences will be
subsumed beneath an overriding concern with the biotic environment.

» Wales’s resources cannot be sustainably managed or developed without this
fundamental understanding of our whole environment.

» NERIGS has substantial concerns as to the timescale, which is very short to
achieve all the desired outcomes.

Section 3: Legal Powers
Question 3: Views

» A phased approach will ensure inclusion of important aspects of sustainable
and managed development. In terms geoconservation, it will be important to
build on the work of the Geological Conservation Review (GCR) [the
groundbreaking survey that established Britain’s enviable network of
geological & geomorphological SSSIs and the WAG-sponsored RIGS
surveys; also a first in terms of establishing a nationwide site coverage.

Section 4: Purpose
Question 4: Good basis? Improvement?

» The basis is sound, but NEWRIGS has concerns as to the place of
geodiversity and geoconservation within the strategic outcomes. For
example, on page 16 there is a reference to ‘regulatory decisions must
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protect air, water, soil quality and biodiversity’. There is no mention of
geodiversity or landscape. Further to this, the consultation does not appear
to appreciate the importance of geodiversity to the economy. For example,
mineral extraction and geotourism, directly for the geology or indirectly for the
landscape, and the marine sector, contribute tens of millions of pounds to the
Welsh economy.

» The conservation and enhancement of ecosystems must include geosystems
and the new body will need to understand the role of geodiversity otherwise it
will be more difficult to achieve the outcomes listed on page 18. For
example, adapting to climate change will be unsuccessful; it will be more
difficult to control pollution. We may not make the best use of our natural
resources e.g. limestone, coal, shale gas, oil, minerals, water etc.

Question 5: Delivery framework

» There are no objectives, success criteria or Welsh Government indicators that
mention the physical environment, resources, geodiversity or any aspect of
the abiotic environment. Damage to these aspects of the Welsh landscape
would be irreparable.

» The lack of measurable objectives for the physical environment and
resources will impact on the biodiversity. Once the geodiversity, for example
a limestone pavement, has been damaged, it cannot be reinstated, unlike
some biodiversity features and habitats.

Section 5: Functions
Question 6: Changes to WG functions
Table 1:

» Regulation of Industry:
No examples of the extractive industry e.g. quarrying and mining, onshore
and offshore installations including ‘fracking’ and wind farms.

» Reducing effects of pollution:
No examples of extractive industries or the marine environment.

» Climate change and mitigation:

No examples about how the landscape will be affected by climate change;
increased erosion/landslides both fluvial and coastal; vulnerability of the
road & rail networks to landslides, rising sea level with respect to
protected sites and the coast. Geologists will play a key role in helping
the people of Wales adapt to climate change through knowledge and
understanding of the geodiversity and how it will react to changing
circumstances.

» Conservation... geological and physiographic features:
NEWRIGS realises that this is a reference to conservation legislation, but
this term is not in common use in the geological and geomorphological
conservation community. Geodiversity is the preferred term and is
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included in ‘A Living Wales’ and ‘Sustaining a Living Wales’ documents
published by the Welsh Government.

No geodiversity examples e.g. Advice and support to Regionally Important
Geodiversity Sites. These sites are the geological equivalent to Local
Nature Reserves.

Advice and support to the UK Geodiversity Action Plan (UKGAP) and
Local Geodiversity Action Plans (LGAPS).

» Conservation, restoration and enhancement of landscape and seascapes of
Wales:
Geodiversity is an integral part of the landscape of Wales and geologists
have played an important role in providing advice and information to
Landmap, Seascapes, AONB management plans etc. Input from
geologists will continue to be important, and is likely to increase in the
future.

» Improving and increasing access to, and use of, the environment for outdoor
recreation:

RIGS and geological SSSIs play an important role in raising awareness of
geodiversity and are a key element is getting people out into the field to
see the geology first-hand. A by-product of this, is getting people to come
out to the countryside, exercising and enjoying the fresh air, with its
positive effects on health. Both RIGS and geological SSSI have an
underpinning role in the Welsh Geoparks (Fforest Fawr & GeoMon) and
the 4 AONBs in Wales and one (Wye valley that spans the border, which
have a major sustainable geotourism and social well-being ethos.

» Flood and coastal erosion risk management in Wales:
No examples of the need to understand the response/vulnerability of the
valley and coastal geodiversity to erosion/landslides/flooding.

» Working to prevent or remedy the effects of incidents and emergencies on
people:
No examples suggesting a research into understanding of the locations
that are most vulnerable due to the geodiversity especially the
unconsolidated glacial and post-glacial deposits

» Encouraging sustainable use of the environment and natural resources...
No examples of the extractive industries including limestone, coal, shale
gas, slate and minerals e.g. Welsh gold. Understanding the underlying
bedrock will be important in making the best use of our natural resources
for example, minimising waste when quarrying or mining.

» Increasing public understanding of the value of the environment and natural

resources:

No examples of a greater understanding of the geodiversity and its role in
underpinning the landscape; its formation; surface processes; form;
function and aesthetics
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Geodiversity is fundamental to understanding the landscape of Wales and
its sustainable use

Geoparks (Fforest Fawr and GeoM®on), Local Geodiversity Action Plans
(e.g. Clwydian Range & Anglesey), RIGS, geological SSSI and national
and local nature reserves play a critical role increasing public awareness
and providing educational resources (an outdoor laboratory) to satisfy the
national curriculum.

No examples given of how natural resources are used in everyday lives.
It is important for people to realise how material quarried in Wales and
elsewhere is transformed in products we use everyday

» Providing advice to ministers or any public body...
Geological organisations such as British Geological Survey, National
Museum Wales, Geodiversity Wales, Association of Welsh Regionally
Important Geodiversity Sites Group (AWRG) and NEWRIGS are all in a
position to offer advice to ministers or any public body...

Table 3:

» The economic, social and cultural interests...
Geological interest needs to be included as much of the industrial and
cultural heritage of Wales is based on its geology. For example coal
mining, steel and iron making, lead mining, slate, aggregates, building
materials, archaeology e.g. Parys Mountain, Great Orme, oldest copper
mine in Wales and, in the future, the possibility of shale gas and coal
gasification and possibly oil.

Summary

NEWRIGS agrees with the Minster’s Foreword that this is an exciting opportunity to
shape how we manage our natural resources. However, the Association feels that a
greater appreciation of the role of geodiversity is required. NEWRIGS would be
pleased to play its part in developing the Ecosystems Approach in Wales where
geodiversity is a key component. The Welsh Government is already leading the way
in some aspects of this work, with geologists in other parts of the UK envious of the
progress so far. NEWRIGS feels that more progress can be made and that Wales
can lead the way in having a truly holistic approach to managing its natural
resources.

Within Wales there is very limited pool of expertise, personnel, experience and
knowledge in the geoconservation/geodiversity field. It is thus necessary to harness
this small pool to work effectively together i.e. the statutory agencies with the
voluntary and commercial sectors e.g. CCW (and the new Single Body), National
Museum Wales, British Geological Survey, universities and NEWRIGS among
others. We are concerned that geoscientists working in CCW might not find
themselves working in roles currently needed within EAW to the detriment of our
natural heritage?

NEWRIGS believes that management of Welsh natural resources cannot be
achieved without clear knowledge and understanding of them all, including aquifers,
hydrogeology, and groundwater; minerals, aggregates. The exclusion of geology
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and geomorphology is of great concern but this document is very light on key areas
of the natural environment; hydrocarbons, coal, minerals, erosion, flooding and wind
power, are all part of geodiversity. Marine matters are only briefly touched on but we
are pleased that seascape, and its conservation, a<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>