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North Yorkshire County Council  

Selby District Council 

 

Drax Re-Power 

 Examining Authority’s Further Written Questions  

LV2.2 

 

 

 

At the ISH on Environmental Matters held on Wednesday 5 December 2018 [EV-010 – EV-
013], NYCC and SDC referred to a document prepared by its appointed consultant, 
submitted at D4 [REP4-016], in which a scheme of mitigation and its costings were 
advanced. NYCC stated orally at the ISH that it considered the document [REP4-016] was a 
starting point on which to base negotiations with the Applicant.  
 

i.            Set out the position in respect to offsite landscape mitigation including the 
Outline LBS [REP2-026] and the wording of Requirement 8 of the dDCO [REP5-
011]. Update any documents accordingly.  

 
 
The Need for offsite mitigation 
 
The Authorities’ view on the Outline Landscape and Biodiversity Strategy (OLBS) and the 
necessity to provide mitigation is put forward in the letters dated 23rd July 2018 and 15th 
October 2018 submitted to the Examining Authority at Deadline 4 as well as in the Local 
Impact Report and Statement of Common Ground. The significant adverse landscape and 
visual effects identified in the Environmental Statement 10 – Landscape and Visual Amenity 
(LVIA) are substantial and where reasonable and practical the Authorities would expect 
mitigation to reduce and offset adverse effects. 
 
In summary the Authorities believe the position in respect of the off-site mitigation is that: 
 

a. The principle of an outline landscape and biodiversity strategy is welcome 
b. In its current form the OLBS would not reduce the significant adverse effects 

identified in the Applicant’s LVIA and off-site mitigation is therefore required. 
c. In the OLBS (para. 2.2.15) the Applicant has stated that “Extensive off-site mitigation 

was deemed unfeasible since it would result in the loss of Best and Most Versatile 
(BMV) agricultural land (Grade 1 and 2)”. The Authorities disagree with this 
statement. 

d. The Applicant has put forward the position that there is no off-site mitigation that 
could make a difference to the effects identified in the LVIA.  
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e. The Authorities agreed with the Applicant that possibilities for off-site mitigation 
should be explored with a range of local partnerships such as the Trans Pennine Trail 
and the Yorkshire Wildlife Trust.  

f. Due to capacity, Selby District Council officers were not able to follow through that 
work with partners to its conclusion.  

g. The Authorities therefore commissioned Martin Woolley Landscape Architects to 
carry on the off-site mitigation work to produce the Off Site Mitigation Strategy (MW 
OSMS).  

h. The Authorities believe that the MW OSMS put forward by Martin Woolley 
represents the outcome if those conversations had continued.  

i. The Authorities have not asked for £10m. The Strategy is a suite of options that show 
examples of realistic and deliverable landscape mitigation options.  

j. The Applicant has put forward a further proposal to the Authorities, elements of 
which come from the MW OSMS. The Applicant has concluded that those elements 
would not reduce the significant adverse effects.  

k. The Authorities consider it reasonable that further work could be done using the 
MW OSMS to put forward proposals that do make a difference to the significant and 
adverse landscape impacts identified in the Applicant’s LVIA assessment 

 
Appendix 1 sets out in more detail what the Authorities consider to be the need for 
mitigation, the policy position, a response to the OLBS V002 and the purpose of the MW 
OSMS.    
 
The Applicant states that ‘Whilst the Applicant is prepared to consider wider opportunities 

for “offsetting” and compensation through partnership working, the Applicant does not 

consider that the Outline Landscape and Biodiversity Strategy is the appropriate document 

to record such measures.’(Document Ref 8.4.7 [EN010091], para. 4.18). The Authorities 

believe that off-site mitigation should be part of the OLBS, secured through the dDCO. 

The wording of requirement 8 of the dDCO would be acceptable if the OLBS were 
acceptable. However, in its current form the OLBS is not considered acceptable and 
therefore the requirement ties the Authorities to a position they are not agreeable to.  
  
ii. Justify the mitigation as set out in the D4 submission [REP4-016], specifically that the 
financial contributions sought meet the tests of Paragraph 56 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework in that they are:  

a)   Necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;  
 
The Authorities are aware and accept that the need for the power station is established in 
National Policy and that the weight attached to that need is substantial. However, the 
adverse impacts on landscape arising from the development are severe therefore the 
development would not be acceptable without the necessary mitigation to make the 
development acceptable in planning terms.  
 
The Applicant’s assessment of impacts of the proposed development is not disputed. A 
substantial quantity of likely adverse landscape and visual effects have been identified 
(moderate to major, negative, direct, permanent, long term) with almost no effective 
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mitigation proposed (ES 18 – Summary of Significant Effects Table 18.6 and Table 18.6). 
Above and in Appendix 1 we have set out how the OLBS does not address these impacts. 
 
To consider the landscape element of the application acceptable would be to ignore the 
Landscape and Visual Effects chapter of the Environmental Statement and ignore the 
contents and outcome of the OLBS. To ignore these would be to fail the residents the 
Authorities both serve.  
 
The Authorities consider it straightforward that in this aspect of the development it cannot 
be considered acceptable in planning terms when discussion with local partnerships and an 
independent review demonstrates that reasonable opportunities and options do exist to 
mitigate and offset adverse landscape effects. The Applicant’s proposed strategy does not 
address this and a form of mitigation is required to make this element of the application 
acceptable. The strategy put forward by the Authorities contains a range of opportunities 
and options that could offer this mitigation.  
 
Planning obligations assist in mitigating the impact of unacceptable development to make it 
acceptable in planning terms. The need for mitigation is established through national and 
local policy and is identified in the Applicant’s LVIA.  A substantial quantity of likely adverse 
landscape and visual effects have been identified (moderate to major, negative, direct, 
permanent, long term) with almost no effective mitigation proposed (ES 18 – Summary of 
Significant Effects Table 18.6 and Table 18.6).  

- EN-1 provides that regard must be had to siting, operational and other relevant 

constraints and the aim should be to minimise harm to the landscape, providing 

reasonable mitigation where possible and appropriate (Paragraph 5.9.8).  

- EN-1 states that depending on the topography of the surrounding terrain and areas 

of population it may be appropriate to undertake landscaping off site (Paragraph 

5.9.23).  

- EN-1 states that Government’s policy is to ensure adequate provision of high quality 

open space including green infrastructure to meet the needs of local communities, 

and that green infrastructure in particular will also play an increasingly important 

role in mitigating or adapting to the impacts of climate change (Paragraph 5.10.2). 

- Green infrastructure enhancement is a key part of Selby DC’s Policies SP12, SP 18 (4) 

and SP 19 (f). 

- SP 12 states “In all circumstances opportunities to protect, enhance and better join 

up existing Green Infrastructure, as well as creating new Green Infrastructure will be 

strongly encouraged, in addition to the incorporation of other measures to mitigate 

or minimise the consequences of development”. 

- Selby District Council’s green infrastructure policies aim to contribute to the 

development of the Leeds City Region Green Infrastructure Strategy, and to take 

account of its emerging priorities (SP18 guidance notes 7.71) 

b)   Directly related to the development; and  
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The Authorities agree that it is not possible to completely screen the power station and that 
it is not possible to directly mitigate the visual impact of the development itself. The only 
way to prevent the visual impact of the development would be to not build it. However if 
the development is built, then this results in adverse impacts on the landscape which must 
be mitigated. 
 
The Martin Woolley Off-site Mitigation Strategy (MW OSMS) put forward is positive in its 
approach, as we believe the OLBS should be. The MW OSMS focuses on the significant 
adverse landscape effects of the proposed development including landscape character and 
setting, and the options available to compensate and offset those effects within the 
assessment’s study area (10km radius).  
 
The ES sets out the impact of the new development (not the whole power station) upon the 
local Landscape Character Areas and local landscape designations. The Applicant has 
identified there will be significant adverse impacts on the landscape which directly arise 
from this development. This is not disputed by the Authorities. The MW OSMS put forward 
includes options to improve those Landscape Character Areas and related green 
infrastructure within the area directly affected.  
 
The Landscape Character Areas are already assessed and weaknesses in those areas are 
identified. Those weaknesses are identified for the purpose of informing land use planning 
and landscape management decision making and as guidance for managing landscape 
change. This provides a framework for developers and environmental partnerships to 
effectively mitigate and compensate for development, to manage and maintain the 
landscape and its character. The MW OSMS has logically used these identified weaknesses 
as the framework for this strategy. This should be considered and accepted as good 
practice.  
 
The approach of the MW OSMS has been to improve local landscape character and green 
infrastructure within the area directly affected by the proposed development and to provide 
meaningful landscape offsetting and compensation.  
 
In accordance with GLVIA3 the assessment of landscape and visual effects are separate but 
linked procedures; the landscape is assessed as an environmental resource in its own right, 
whereas visual effects are assessed on views and visual amenity experienced by people. 
 
Green infrastructure refers to the network of green spaces and watercourses that connect 
rural areas, villages, towns and cities. Such networks are increasingly being planned, 
designed and managed to achieve multiple social, environmental and economic benefits. 
Green infrastructure is not separate from landscape but part of it and operates at what is 
sometimes referred to as the ‘landscape scale’. It is generally concerned with sites and 
linking networks that are set within a wider context. 

Compensation or offsetting is an established principle within the mitigation hierarchy. The 

Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA3) suggests that ‘where 

landscape effects are significant and adverse, proposals for preventing/avoiding, reducing, 

or offsetting or compensating for them should be described’ (GLVIA3 para. 5.56). This 
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hierarchy of measures is reiterated within the Town and Country Planning Regulations 

(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 (Part 5, para. 18 – (3) (c)). 

The significant adverse effects described are in the Applicant’s assessment of the project 
and are already well established. The assessment of these effects already takes account of 
the position of the proposed development within the current landscape and being on the 
site of an existing power station. 
 
The underlying premise of the MW OSMS is to comply with national and local planning 
policy and mitigate against the LVIA predicted significant adverse effects on published and 
acknowledged Landscape Character Areas within the LVIA study area of up to 10Km. This 
study area was agreed with the Local Authorities at the scoping stage. 
 
The published and acknowledged Landscape Character Areas are described in North 
Yorkshire and York Landscape Characterisation Project and East Riding of Yorkshire 
Landscape Character Assessment. The Character Assessments identify existing weaknesses 
in landscape character and prescribe management objectives for improvement. It is these 
acknowledged ‘weaknesses’ and management objectives that the MW OSMS uses as a basis 
for developing a range of options to mitigate, offset and compensate the adverse effects of 
the development. 
 
c) Fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.  
 
The Authorities have not asked the Applicant for a set sum of money or a particular scheme 
with Partnerships to be brought forward. The Applicant has put forward the position that 
there were no reasonable mitigation opportunities beyond that identified in the OLBS. The 
MW OSMS put forward by the Authorities includes a suite of possible partnership 
opportunities that we believe demonstrate that there are other reasonable mitigation 
opportunities in the area. 
 
The Authorities believe that it is for the Applicant to put forward mitigation proportionate 
reasonable in scale and kind to the development. We expect that the Applicant would be 
able to do so through some of the options outlined in the proposed MW OSMS.  
 
The Authorities and the Applicant have worked together on this issue, as they have 
throughout the pre application process and the examination. We have continued to discuss 
possible options and the Applicant has put forward two further mitigation options. One 
element of which is taken from the MW OSMS and the proposed amount to spend on 
mitigation was £50,000. The Applicant has assessed the proposal put forward and it has 
been shown not to make a difference to the effects identified in the LVIA.  
 
The Authorities believe that the mitigation must compensate for the damage to landscape 
arising out of the development, and therefore an offer that does not address the significant 
adverse effects and is unacceptable in planning terms.  
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The MW OSMS is based solely on how significant adverse effects identified in the LVIA could 
be mitigated and offset. The MW OSMS does not start with a fixed sum of money and work 
towards that point. The Authorities do not believe that this would be a positive approach to 
mitigating a scheme. 
 
Martin Woolley has put together a suite of options through the Off-Site Mitigation Strategy 
which he believes could make a notable difference and has stopped at a point when this is 
achieved. As stated above, the strategy focuses solely on landscape character and green 
infrastructure, and not visual effects. 
 
Further to this point, it would not seem reasonable that before options of mitigation are 
measured against the impacts of a potential development, that a financial cap would be 
placed on those options based on a perceived norm or what may have been spent on other 
developments of its type. To do so would be to ignore or at the very least, undermine the 
LVIA that has assessed the impacts of the development.  
 
The Authorities re-iterate that they have not asked for £10m but rather presented a suite of 
partnership options in response to the position that there are no reasonable possibilities for 
mitigation.  
 
The scale of the development is extremely large with a total published project cost of £600 

million. It is reasonable to expect that measures to mitigate the significant and adverse 

landscape effects on should be proportional to the scale of the proposed development and 

its impact. Any landscape delivery fund could be linked to a % of the total project cost to 

demonstrate reasonableness and proportionality. The Authorities consider that the focus of 

any landscape measures or fund should be on delivering projects which reduce the effects 

of the proposed development on the landscape character.  

There is no previous project which is exactly the same as this one. The strategy points to 
three local and recent examples of landscape mitigation. We accept that the siting of some 
of these projects is different as is the scale.  
 
What these developments do commonly show, is that it is possible to develop a landscape 
and biodiversity strategy that addresses the impacts of the development.  
 
iii. Confirm to what extent the land required for the mitigation as set out in the D4 
submission [REP4-016] is within their control.  
 
 
The land required for mitigation as set out in the MW OSMS is not within the Applicant’s 
control. In many cases the options put forward in the MW OSMS are pre-existing schemes 
with the local Partnerships.  
 
In the OLBS (para. 2.2.15) the Applicant has stated that “Extensive off-site mitigation was 
deemed unfeasible since it would result in the loss of Best and Most Versatile (BMV) 
agricultural land (Grade 1 and 2)”. The Authorities disagree with this statement.  
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In the ‘Landscape and Visual Amenity Effects – Appropriateness of Mitigation’ (Document 
ref. 8.4.7, submitted for Deadline 2), the Applicant states that ‘The extent of potential 
mitigation required to redress the level and quantity of significant effects would be at a 
strategic “landscape” scale similar to that proposed through Weddle’s original design and 
require more land to be compulsorily acquired’(para. 6.2.3), and that ‘Such measures would 
also result in the loss of agricultural land and generate a negative effect on farmers’ 
livelihoods (para. 6 6.2.4). 
 
The Authorities believe that there are off-site opportunities to work with existing strategies 
and Partnerships to mitigate and offset adverse effects within the local community areas 
directly affected by the proposed development, which would make a difference and not 
impact on BMV agricultural land. 
 
In response to the Applicant’s policy not to use higher grades of agricultural land for this 
purpose, Option 4 of the MW OSMS (page 13-15) looks at the potential to purchase Grade 
3b agricultural land and convert it to native woodland, floodplain meadow or wetland. This 
also achieves the aims and objectives of key cross-boundary organisations such as 
Environment Agency, Natural England, North Yorkshire and York Local Nature Partnership, 
Yorkshire Wildlife Trust, Yorkshire Dales and Rivers Trust, and the Trans Pennine Trail. 
 
Option 4 of the MW OSMS does not require compulsory purchase of land but is used to 
demonstrate that the opportunities are realistic, deliverable, and within the Applicant’s 
control with the MW OSMS referring to purchase at market value. If a land agent identifies 
that this is not possible, then there are other options put forward in the strategy. It may also 
be possible to deliver this option through a grant funding arrangement with the landowner 
without the need for outright purchase.  
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Appendix 1 

 

The need for mitigation and the policy position 

The Authorities’ view on the necessity to provide mitigation is put forward in the letters 
dated 23rd July 2018 and 15th October 2018 submitted to the Examining Authority at 
Deadline 4 as well as in the Local Impact Report and Statement of Common Ground. The 
significant adverse landscape and visual effects identified in the Environmental Statement 
10 – Landscape and Visual Amenity (LVIA) are substantial and where reasonable and 
practical the Authorities would expect mitigation to reduce and offset significant adverse 
effects. 
 
The need for mitigation is established through national and local policy (EN-1, Selby DC 
Policy SP12, SP18 and SP19) and the Applicant’s LVIA.  A substantial quantity of likely 
adverse landscape and visual effects have been identified (moderate to major, negative, 
direct, permanent, long term) with almost no effective mitigation proposed (ES 18 – 
Summary of Significant Effects Table 18.6 and Table 18.6).  
 

National Policy 

- EN-1 provides that regard must be had to siting, operational and other relevant 

constraints and the aim should be to minimise harm to the landscape, providing 

reasonable mitigation where possible and appropriate (Paragraph 5.9.8).  

- EN-1 states that depending on the topography of the surrounding terrain and areas 

of population it may be appropriate to undertake landscaping off site (Paragraph 

5.9.23).  

- EN-1 states that Governments policy is to ensure adequate provision of high quality 

open space including green infrastructure to meet the needs of local communities, 

and that green infrastructure in particular will also play an increasingly important 

role in mitigating or adapting to the impacts of climate change (Paragraph 5.10.2). 

 

National Guidance 

Guidance for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessments – Third Edition, Landscape Institute 

and Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment, 2013 (GLVIA3) 

Local Policy 

- Green infrastructure enhancement is a key part of Selby DC’s Policies SP12, SP 18 (4) 

and SP 19 (f). 

- SP 12 states “In all circumstances opportunities to protect, enhance and better join 

up existing Green Infrastructure, as well as creating new Green Infrastructure will be 

strongly encouraged, in addition to the incorporation of other measures to mitigate 

or minimise the consequences of development”. 
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- Selby District Council’s green infrastructure policies aim to contribute to the 

development of the Leeds City Region Green Infrastructure Strategy, and to take 

account of its emerging priorities (SP18 guidance notes 7.71) 

The approach of the Off-Site Mitigation Strategy has been to improve local landscape 
character and green infrastructure within the area directly affected by the proposed 
development and to provide meaningful landscape offsetting and compensation.  
 
Green infrastructure refers to the network of green spaces and watercourses that connect 
rural areas, villages, towns and cities. Such networks are increasingly being planned, 
designed and managed to achieve multiple social, environmental and economic benefits. 
Green infrastructure is not separate from landscape but part of it and operates at what is 
sometimes referred to as the ‘landscape scale’. It is generally concerned with sites and 
linking networks that are set within a wider context. 

Compensation or offsetting is an established principle within the mitigation hierarchy. The 

Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA3) suggests that ‘where 

landscape effects are significant and adverse, proposals for preventing/avoiding, reducing, 

or offsetting or compensating for them should be described’ (GLVIA3 para. 5.56). This 

hierarchy of measures is reiterated within the Town and Country Planning Regulations 

(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 (Part 5, para. 18 – (3) (c)). 

Response to the Outline Landscape and Biodiversity Strategy V002 [REP2-026]. 
The principle of a joint landscape and biodiversity strategy is welcome and discussion on the 
first draft has led to a revised document being provided as the Outline Landscape and 
Biodiversity Strategy V002 [REP2-026]. 
 
The Outline Landscape and Biodiversity Strategy (OLBS) lacks clarity and would provide only 

limited landscape and visual benefit. The significant adverse landscape and visual effects 

identified by the Applicant would not be reduced by the OLBS in its current form. 

The Authorities’ view is that the Outline LBS is too heavily focussed on ‘optioneering’ a 

select number of sites, rather than on need and how it can be achieved, or a review of the 

wider offsite options to compensate by improving  landscape and green infrastructure. The 

optioneering table is overly negative and justifying what cannot be achieved, when it should 

be about investigating positive opportunities for landscape and biodiversity mitigation, 

compensation and enhancement.  

The OLBS should follow a logical progression referring back to key impacts in the ES and 

then identifying the ‘need’ for mitigation, compensation and enhancement requirements. 

Once need has been identified then the options for delivery can be assessed (landscape and 

biodiversity grounds). The mitigation options should consider which areas of land offer the 

best opportunities to deliver the needs taking into account current land use, links to other 

habitat, wider green infrastructure and connectivity. 

The OLBS provides a set of ‘Internal Design Objectives’ for those areas where detailed 

design is still to be determined (within Development Parcels C, E, F and I). The internal 



10 

 

design objectives are not satisfactory in their current form because there is no review of 

potential mitigation opportunities or quantity of works needed to provide any certainty of 

delivery. The objectives are also qualified against a statement that ‘The internal design 

objectives should be considered against the operational requirements of the Power Station. 

Where an objective cannot be met for whatever reason, then the detailed Strategy(ies) 

should explain why.’ (para. 3.1.30). This provides no commitment or certainty that 

mitigation can be achieved. 

EN-1 provides that regard must be had to siting, operational and other relevant constraints 

and the aim should be to minimise harm to the landscape, providing reasonable mitigation 

where possible and appropriate (Paragraph 5.9.8).  

On a project of this scale, the Authorities would also expect the OLBS to consider the Leeds 

City Region Green Blue Infrastructure Strategy which sets out broader landscape objectives 

for woodland, water management, multi-functional corridors and networks. A Green 

Infrastructure approach is also supported by Selby DC policy SP12, SP18 and SP19. 

The Strategy does not sufficiently demonstrated that the spirit of these policies has been 

taken into account, by enhancing existing green infrastructure or providing new green 

infrastructure in order to mitigate, offset or minimise significant adverse landscape and 

visual effects. 

The Purpose of the Off-Site Mitigation Strategy 
The Applicant’s submission at Deadline 2 (8th November 2018) of ‘Landscape and Visual 

Amenity Effects - Appropriateness of Proposed Mitigation’ (Document ref: 8.4.7) suggested 

that there were no reasonable mitigation opportunities beyond that identified in the 

Outline Landscape and Biodiversity Strategy also submitted at Deadline 2 (OLBS).  

In response to this, the Authorities identified the need to continue with the mitigation 

options work commenced by Selby District Council and the Applicant’s previous local 

partnership engagement. A landscape consultancy (Martin Woolley Landscape Architects) 

was retained to assess the mitigation options already discussed with the Applicant and local 

partners, research any other options and put forward reasonable and practical suggestions 

in the form of the Off-Site Mitigation Strategy (MW OSMS) report for consideration. 

In accordance with GLVIA3 identifying significant effects stresses the need for an approach 

that is in proportion to the scale of the project that is being assessed and the nature of its 

likely effects (GLVIA3 para. 1.17). 

 

As stated in the Authorities’ letter dated 23rd July 2018, the Authorities expect the 

Applicant to provide mitigation as far as it is reasonably practicable to do so; in line with 

national policy, but which is also reasonable and proportional to the scale of the impacts. It 

is for the Applicant to provide a strategy that adequately does so.  

 

The MW OSMS has been produced to provide the Applicant with a suite of options to do 

that and a first draft was submitted at D4 [REP4-016]. The MW OSMS identifies 
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opportunities with numerous projects and options for mitigation that have the potential to 

make the development proposal acceptable from a landscape perspective. The Authorities 

recommend that the Applicant should review and assess the options put forward in the MW 

OSMS. 

 

The Off-Site Mitigation Strategy (MW OSMS) 

The MW OSMS has been developed to demonstrate that opportunities exist to provide off-

site mitigation proposals to compensate for the significant adverse landscape effects 

predicted by Drax Power’s Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment. It should be noted that 

‘landscape effects’ are different from ‘visual effects’ as described in the methodology of 

Drax Power’s LVIA: (Document ref: 6.2.10.3 para. 1.41).  

 

In accordance with GLVIA3 the assessment of landscape and visual effects are separate but 

linked procedures; the landscape is assessed as an environmental resource in its own right, 

whereas visual effects are assessed on views and visual amenity experienced by people. 

 

In accordance with GLVIA3 Identifying significant effects stresses the need for an approach 

that is in proportion to the scale of the project that is being assessed and the nature of its 

likely effects. Judgement needs to be exercised at all stages in terms of the scale of 

investigation that is appropriate and proportional. 

 

The European Landscape Convention adopts a definition of landscape that is now being 

widely used and adopted in GLVIA3: ‘Landscape is an area, as perceived by people, whose 

character is the result of the action and interaction of nature and/or human factors’ (Council 

of Europe, 2000). 

 

In accordance with GLVIA3 the Authorities believe that landscape is about the relationship 

between people and place. It provides the setting for our day to day lives. The term does 

not mean just special or designated landscapes and it does not only apply to the 

countryside. It results from the way that different components of our environment interact 

together and are perceived by us. Different combinations of these elements and their 

spatial distribution create the distinctive character of landscapes in different places, 

allowing different landscapes to be mapped, analysed and described. Character also 

embraces the aesthetic, perceptual and experiential aspects of landscape that make 

different places distinctive. 

 

In addition landscape provides economic benefits, both directly by providing an essential 

resource to support livelihoods, especially in agriculture, forestry and other land 

management activities, and in recreation and tourism, as well as indirectly through its 

benefits for health and wellbeing. 



12 

 

 

The scope and significance of landscape effects is agreed in the Statement of Common 

Ground.  

 

The MW OSMS does not seek to re-assess the effects of the ‘Drax Re-Power’ proposal. The 

significant adverse effects described are in the Applicant’s assessment of the project and are 

already established. The assessment of these effects already takes account of the position of 

the proposed development within the current landscape and being on the site of an existing 

power station. The Applicant’s LVIA assessment, the methodology for which was agreed by 

the Authorities, is focussed on the impact of the new development proposals not the 

existing power station. It is not necessary for the MW OSMS to take account of such factors 

a second time. The MW OSMS accepts the LVIA at face value and has identified projects 

suitable for mitigating and compensating significant adverse effects.  

 

The underlying premise of the MW OSMS is to comply with national and local planning 

policy and mitigate against the LVIA predicted significant adverse effects on published and 

acknowledged Landscape Character Areas within the LVIA study area of up to 10Km. This 

study area was agreed with the Local Authorities at the scoping stage. The published and 

acknowledged Landscape Character Areas are described in North Yorkshire and York 

Landscape Characterisation Project and East Riding of Yorkshire Landscape Character 

Assessment. The Character Assessments identify existing weaknesses in landscape character 

and prescribe management objectives for improvement. It is these acknowledged 

‘weaknesses’ and management objectives that the MW OSMS uses as a basis for developing 

a range of options to mitigate, offset and compensate the adverse effects of the 

development. 

 

The flow chart on page 1 of the MW OSMS summarises the approach adopted in developing 

the proposed mitigation strategy options. The key stages are: 

a) Focusses solely on significant adverse landscape effects from LVIA. 

b) Review of existing environmental initiatives within a 10Km radius that could enhance 

landscape character, including consultation with cross-boundary organisations. 

c) Identify a range of landscape works that could potentially improve landscape 

character based on published existing weaknesses and management objectives. 

d) Consider local recent examples for off-site mitigation for major projects with 

significant adverse effects on landscape character. 

e) Consider opportunities and propose a range of potential options to deliver off-site 

mitigation. 

 

As stated, the weaknesses described in the Landscape Character Areas pre-exist the 

proposed development. It is not the intention of the Authorities to suggest that these 

weaknesses are a direct result of the development and that mitigation should be sought on 
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that basis. However, significant adverse effects have been identified by the Applicant as a 

direct result of this development, therefore mitigate and compensation is required as a 

result of the damage that will be caused by the proposed development. 

 

The effects of the proposal are now well established and the Authorities agree that it is not 

possible to completely screen a power station. The approach of the MW OSMS has been to 

improve local landscape character and green infrastructure within the area directly affected 

by the proposed development and to provide meaningful landscape offsetting and 

compensation.  

 

Compensation or offsetting is an established principle within the mitigation hierarchy. The 

Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA3) suggests that where 

landscape effects are significant and adverse, proposals for preventing/avoiding, reducing, 

or offsetting or compensating for them should be described. 

 

Option 1 (MW OSMS page 8-9) describes a costed range of theoretical, but typical, 

landscape enhancement works that have the potential to restore acknowledged weakness 

in landscape character and to provide a benchmark rationale for an Off-Site Mitigation 

Fund.  

 

Option 2 (MW OSMS page 10-11) identifies a programme of current and planned 

environmental works by the Trans Pennine Trail and Yorkshire Wildlife Trust that all have 

the potential to contribute to existing regional and local Green Infrastructure projects and 

improve landscape character.  

 

Option 3 (MW OSMS page 12) describes a woodland based project, including land purchase, 

which could contribute to improving landscape character and achieve objectives in key 

Green Infrastructure projects such as the Leeds City Region Blue Green Strategy that 

complies with National Planning Policy.  

 

Option 4 (MW OSMS page 13-15) looks at the potential to purchase Grade 3b agricultural 

land and convert to native woodland, floodplain meadow or wetland, which achieves the 

aims and objectives of key cross-boundary organisations such as Environment Agency, 

Natural England, North Yorkshire and York Local Nature Partnership, Yorkshire Wildlife 

Trust, Yorkshire Dales and Rivers Trust, and the Trans Pennine Trail. 

 

The MW OSMS concludes with observations and conclusions showing how off-site 

mitigation is pertinent to current national and local planning policy by compensating for the 

significant adverse effects arising from the proposed development, with a recommendation 

how this could be delivered through the planning process. 


