Wildlife and Countryside Link response to the Department of Culture, Media and
Sport consultation on proposed changes to siting requirements for broadband
cabinets and overhead lines to facilitate the deployment of superfast broadband
networks
Introduction
Wildlife and Countryside Link (Link) brings together 40 voluntary organisations concerned with the
conservation and protection of wildlife, countryside and the marine environment. Our members
practise and advocate environmentally sensitive land management, and encourage respect for and
enjoyment of natural landscapes and features, the historic and marine environment and biodiversity.
Taken together our members have the support of over eight million people in the UK and manage
over 750,000 hectares of land.1
This response is supported by the following seven organisations:
• British Mountaineering Council
• Campaign for National Parks
• Campaign to Protect Rural England
• Open Spaces Society
• Ramblers
• Royal Society for the Protection of Birds
• The Wildlife Trusts
National Parks and Areas of Outstanding National Beauty (AONBs) comprise our finest landscapes
and are rightly afforded the highest level of protection. Their statutory purposes are to conserve and
enhance wildlife, cultural heritage and natural beauty, and to promote opportunities for public
enjoyment and understanding of their special qualities. National Parks and AONBs contribute
significantly to the wellbeing of the nation, by providing safe, attractive, healthy places for
recreation. They also play a vital role in sustainable development through protection of the
landscape, wildlife and key environmental resources and services, like water provision and carbon
storage in peat soils and forests, which can mitigate the effects of climate change.
As well as being inspiring places for people to enjoy and improve their health and wellbeing,
National Parks and AONBs make a significant contribution to the economy through tourism,
farming, and other related businesses. We recognise the important economic contribution of our
National Parks and AONBs, and have grave concerns that, rather than delivering a welcomed boost
to the UK economy, these proposals will undermine the important economic contribution they make
to local economies and communities.
Response to consultation questions
1. Do respondents agree with the proposal to extend the relaxation of the restriction on
the deployment of overhead infrastructure to protected areas, and to remove the prior
approval requirement for protected areas?
No, we do not agree with the proposal to extend the relaxation of the restriction on the deployment
of overhead infrastructure to protected areas, and to remove the prior approval requirement for
protected areas. Link fully supports the provision of faster broadband in rural areas but we do not
believe that the changes proposed in this question are needed. National Park Authorities (NPAs)
and Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) in AONBs are already taking a proactive approach to
ensuring that broadband infrastructure can be installed in a way which minimises the visual impacts
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and there is no evidence that the additional protection afforded to designated landscapes has acted
as a barrier to rural growth or delayed the roll-out of broadband.
Paragraph 2.30 of the consultation document states that ‘Communications providers have reported
that current arrangements have led in some cases to delays in deployment of up to two years’.
However, we have obtained information from the Department of Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS)
which makes it clear that communications providers have not been able to provide any examples of
delays in National Parks or AONBs.2 All the examples they have provided to Government are from
local planning authorities outside National Parks and AONBs, so there appears to be no justification
for the proposed changes.
There are good examples of NPAs working with telecommunications providers and other
stakeholders to ensure that broadband and mobile phone coverage is improved with as little visual
impact as possible. We would be happy to provide further information about these examples if
required. In the past five years, 97% of prior notifications for poles and overhead lines in National
Parks in England have been approved and in the small minority of cases which could not be
supported, the prior notification process allows modifications to be agreed.3
We are also concerned that this proposal could have a negative impact on economic growth if it
leads to a proliferation of overhead infrastructure. The local economy in many National Parks and
AONBs relies heavily on tourism and many visitors are specifically attracted by the wildness and
beauty of these areas. A 2011 Defra study found that National Parks have in excess of 75 million
visitors every year, and that those visitors spend almost £2.5 billion to the local economies of the
Parks.4
2. Approximately how much new network will be built using the overhead line change, in
terms of new poles and kilometres of lines? Do you agree with the assumptions and
cost savings set out in the consultation stage impact assessment (annex A)? Are
there any other costs or benefits that you think should be included in this
assessment?
We do not have any information on the amount of new network that will be built using these
proposed changes, however we have a number of concerns with the assumptions and cost savings
set out in the Impact Assessment (IA). We are particularly concerned that by DCMS’s own
admission the data used in the IA is of ‘inferior quality’ and it has not been possible to obtain reliable
estimates of the environmental costs. In addition, the IA contains a number of inaccuracies and
inconsistencies. For example, two different figures are quoted on the same page for the expected
increase in the number of overhead lines. At the end of the second paragraph on p.12 it states: ‘For
the purposes of this IA we assume that over 5 years there will be a 10% increase in overhead lines;
an increase of 325 km p.a.’ but further down the same page a figure of 200 km p.a. of overhead
lines (together with 50 extra poles p.a. and 1,500 cabinets over 5 years) is quoted with no
explanation given as to why a different figure is now being used.
The higher figure has been used in the summary of costs and benefits in Table 4 suggesting that
this measure could lead to a total of over 1600 km of new overhead lines over the five year period.
However, to further confuse things, note 3 for Table 4 quotes figures of 300 cabinets and 65,000
poles each year. The 300 cabinets p.a. tallies with 1,500 cabinets over 5 years quoted on p.12, but
it is not clear why a significantly higher number of poles is quoted.
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Furthermore, no accurate information is provided on how much of the additional infrastructure would
be in National Parks or AONBs, although note 3 for Table 4 says that 10% of applications are
assumed to be in protected areas. It is not clear where this assumption has come from, but this
would mean 150 cabinets and 32,500 poles in National Parks and AONBs over the five year period,
which is likely to have extremely harmful impacts on the economy in areas that rely heavily on their
natural beauty to attract tourists.
We are also concerned that the IA fails to take account of the full range of costs and benefits
associated with this measure. There is a reference under the ‘Do Nothing’ option on p.11 to the
‘substantial benefits’ resulting from the current level of visual amenity and environmental protection.
Yet, no attempt is made to monetise these benefits in the summary in Table 4 where the
assessment of visual amenity lost is based solely on the number of households affected and no
consideration is given to the visual amenity lost for visitors or the economic costs of reduced
tourism.
We would also like to challenge the statement under environmental costs on p.16 ‘that the largest
element of environmental damage that may otherwise result from this measure will be avoided’ by
exempting Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) from the proposed changes. Under the
Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006, Government has a duty to conserve
biodiversity. This duty does not just apply to nationally designated sites - regard should be given to
priority habitats beyond SSSI designations and filtering against such habitats is potentially
incompatible with the duty. Furthermore, National Parks and AONBs were created under the same
legislation as SSSIs – all three designations were introduced through the National Parks and
Access to the Countryside Act 1949 (1949 Act). Whilst the reasons for designating SSSIs are
different from those for designating National Parks and AONBs, creation of all three stemmed from
the recognition that the special qualities of some areas of land are so important that they need to be
preserved and enhanced for future generations. This remains as true today as it was in the 1940s
and National Parks and AONBs should continue to be treated in the same way as SSSIs.
The risks and assumptions section at the end of the IA contains some worrying statements about
the accuracy and completeness of the data used and suggests that, on the whole, the assumptions
made are overly optimistic and that in practice the implications for protected landscapes could be far
more negative than specified. For example, the IA states that ‘it is also possible that if very
significant use is made of overhead deployment the loss of visual amenity will become much larger
than suggested above’ and ‘No estimates of willingness to pay for superfast broadband among UK
customers have yet been published. As a consequence, the assumptions underlying the calculation
of consumer benefit may ultimately prove to be of limited value’.
A final inaccuracy is that the IA is dated 01/01/2011 when in fact it should be dated 2013.5 The
Government has been promising that this consultation would be published shortly since early
November so it is particularly disappointing that there are so many errors and omissions in a
consultation document whose publication was so long delayed.6
In short, given the confusion over the different figures quoted, it is impossible to gain an accurate
understanding of the impact that the proposed changes are likely to have. We are concerned that
the proposed changes are based on evidence that is, at best, incomplete and inaccurate.
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3. Do respondents agree with the proposed consultation arrangements for the
deployment of apparatus in protected areas?
As set out in response to question 1 above, we do not support the proposal to remove the
requirement for prior approval in protected areas. We do not, therefore, believe there should be any
changes to existing consultation and approval arrangements. If Government decides to press ahead
with removing the prior approval requirement, then guarantees must be given that there will be
opportunities for the public to consider the landscape implications of rollout programmes before
plans are finalised and programme contracts are signed. Whilst it is welcome that LPAs will
continue to be consulted about the siting of apparatus and that operators will be required to take
notice of their objections if reasonable and proportionate, this will not provide NPAs with the same
level of influence that they are currently able to exert in the small minority of cases where
inappropriate plans are proposed. The IA states that, ‘Although CPs [communications providers] will
be subject to an industry code of practice it is likely that it will be possible for CPs to optimise their
installations of equipment to ensure they are operated at minimum cost’ (p.15). This suggests that
providers will be unlikely to accommodate any objections from consultees which could result in
increased costs.
4. Do you agree that the duration of the proposed changes being limited to 5 years?
As set out above, we do not support the proposed changes and we do not believe that limiting their
duration to five years makes them any more acceptable. The fact that the exemption would be
granted for a limited period could result in developers rushing to deliver the cheapest, fastest
solutions rather than working with planning authorities in protected areas and others to deliver well
designed solutions which are appropriate to designated landscapes.
5. We would welcome feedback on how any aspect of the proposals outlined in this
consultation should be achieved.
It is essential that a planned and coordinated approach can be used to deliver future broadband
infrastructure in National Parks and AONBs. This will ensure that the amount of infrastructure
required can be minimised (for example, by considering whether there are opportunities to share
poles and masts) and is placed in the most appropriate location. The best guarantee of this
happening is retaining the prior approval requirement.
NPAs and LPAs in AONBs are already taking a proactive approach to the rollout of broadband so
the changes outlined in this consultation document are not required to achieve the Government’s
ambitions for superfast broadband. Given that there is absolutely no evidence that the requirement
for prior approval is delaying the rollout, then the current arrangements should remain in place to
allow the local planning authorities responsible for protected landscapes to continue working with
providers to ensure that National Park and AONB purposes are taken into account in the provision
of broadband infrastructure.
If it would be helpful, we would be happy to meet to discuss our concerns about the changes
proposed in this consultation and to demonstrate why these changes are not needed.
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