06 December 2011

Dear Councillor,
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Environmental Action Group

Two Communities - One Cause


Application 86833/11 Proposal: ERECTION OF TWO TWIN BLADED 30 METRE HIGH WIND TURBINES. (TOTAL HEIGHT INCLUDING ROTORS 45 METRES))

The officer’s report contains a number of statements which give us concern, which we indicate below.
1 Over –development.

The permission for an industrial scale biomass plant, together with the two industrial size turbines, all in the same immediate vicinity degrades the amenity of the area, with its over development.

The officer states “Although this may be true, it is not a sound planning reason to refuse the scheme considering national, regional and local policies are fully supportive of reducing CO2 emissions and our national demand on fossil fuel-based energy in favour of renewable energy generation.”
 This ignores the fact that this is an in appropriate development in the green belt and therefore it must demonstrate very special circumstances, harm which is clearly outweighed by other considerations. The very special circumstance of providing energy to the golf course has already been addreesed by another development – namely the biomass plant, which will supply electrical energy sufficient for 7000 homes.
PPS22 asks for careful consideration of the visual impact of renewable energy developments and also states “Plans may include criteria that set out the minimum separation distances between different types of renewable energy projects”

2 Height 

We believe that the bases of the turbines are at 111m and 106m above sea level (ASL)
The top of the towers will be 141m and 136m and the tip of the rotors will be 156m and 151m

The properties along Nightingale road vary in height from 150m to 143m ASL. The turbines are also overlooked by properties on Coniston Rd that vary in height from 144m to 134m ASL

The officer states “Despite claims the turbines will be of an equal height to properties on Nightingale Road, this is unfounded by OS maps, as in reality they are approximately 35m lower”. – we assume this refers to the bases
3 Visual 

PPG2 The visual amenities of the Green Belt should not be injured by proposals for development within or conspicuous from the Green Belt

The proposed turbines are to be sited adjacent to the town of Blackrod, which is situated on a hill , as a result, there  can be few locations where the presence of two turbines would so effect the visual amenity from both private and public spaces. 

The officer states “Images have been taken from the rear elevations of the properties, to provide an accurate representation of visual appearance”. The accuracy of these representations has been contested but the officer has not yet responded to these issues. 
 The issues include:
      A the height of the turbines a yellow balloon, blowing in the wind,  was used to approximate the 30m hub (trigonometry suggests this to be inaccurate)

      B and the fact that the turbines change colour depending on  the viewpoint / colour of the background.

      C No account is taken that the blades will be  moving at up to  245 mph

4 Noise.

The officer states “ A noise assessment has been undertaken, containing day and evening readings at the nearest residential properties. Figures for these periods indicate background noise exceeds predicted turbine noise, based on the manufacturer's specification (WES30 website calculator). The EHO concurs with this. Further readings are being taken for night time hours (the quietest time of day) to assess noise conditions while residents sleep. The findings will be reported within the Schedule of Supplementary Information. ”
 We have so many concerns regarding the noise assessment it is difficult to know where to start; 
The noise assessment offered by the applicant
a. Is not comprehensive. 

b. Does not comply with ETSU-R-97

c. Only considers the noise impact of 1 turbine.

d. Measured the background noise levels at inappropriate times

e. Measured the background noise levels in a single location that was not representative of any of the affected properties

f. The most recent submissions for the noise generation appears to contradict the original submitted information and indeed the manufacturers own literature and suggest that the turbines will be significantly quieter than usual – with no explanation of how this is arrived at.
The  recent planning application 85408/10,  ERECTION OF DWELLING WITH ASSOCIATED LANDSCAPING, WIND TURBINE AND NEW ACCESS FROM SLACK LANE the initial noise assessment comprised 68 pages this was for 1 WES 30 that had a single property within 400m of the turbine. This application is for 2 turbines that has more than 30 properties within 400 m of the turbines and this assessment comprises 6 pages, with 3 of them containing background information. 

Application 85408/10 included credible noise assessments at the affected properties that resulted in specific noise conditions, this has not been done in this case.

We believe the applicant intends to provide further information that will not be available for consideration by affected residents.

The EHO’s comments have only recently been added to the planning web site. They do not constitute a comprehensive analysis of the likely impacts, and they do not state that the development is acceptable.
5 Footpath

The officer states “ Blades from turbine location 1 will, depending on the wind direction, overhang Blackrod 75 by approximately 9m. Whilst officers consider turbine 1’s impact on safety to be low, the applicant has agreed in principle, should Members be minded to approve the application, to re-position the right of way from underneath the blades. Saved UDP policy O7 is complied with”.
Planning guidance will not normally permit a footpath to be within the blade diameter.. 
The proposal to move the foot path so that it runs along a fairway and closer to the proposed biomass plant is unlikely to keep the foot path open, as the danger presented by the close proximity of a footpath to a fairway is another form of deterrent
6 Wildllife

Hedgerows are recognised as wildlife highways. Natural England technical note TIN051 interim guidance requires a 50m separation of hedgerows from turbine tips, following detailed impact assessment of UK bat species. These turbines are significantly closer.
7 Proposed conditions
i) The conditions proposed are not sufficient to control the impacts of the development.

ii) The conditions do not comply with the Onshore Wind Energy Planning Conditions Guidance Note (2007).

Either during the consultation it was indicated that several concerns would be dealt with by condition
1 Colour of the turbines

2 Controlling the effects of flicker
3 Ice throw

These are absent.

In addition we also believe that conditions should 

1 require the future decommissioning of turbines, once their useful life is over.

2 Control potential noise impact (similar to condition 17  in 85408/10)
8 EIA Screening

The officer states ” Wind turbines fall within Schedule 2, paragraph 3 (i) (energy projects) of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011. The height of turbine proposed exceeds the threshold in Column 2 of this Schedule. Officers have completed a Schedule 3 assessment and have concluded the development is not in an environmentally sensitive location or of such scale or complexity to warrant an EIA. No EIA was therefore required.” 
 The screening opinion has not been displayed on the planning web site and it has therefore not been possible to make any comments relating to the screening decision or ascertain what, if any, assessment was made in relation to “cumulative impact with other developments”.
Summary

We believe that the data supplied is not in accordance with guidelines, and some information is deficient or totally  omitted.
We would therefore ask that you either defer this application for further information or reject it. 
Regards

BHEAG
