DRAUGHTON  PARISH  COUNCIL

The Pines
Draughton

Skipton 

BD23 6DU

18 November 2011
Mr R France
Development and Control Manager

Planning and Building Control Services

Craven District Council

Dear Mr France
We write to give our comments on Application 24/2011/12076, the revised plans submitted by Kelda Water Services to erect two 75m-high wind turbines at Chelker Reservoir.

As you know, we objected to the applicant’s preceding proposals for the site, and we now object to this application, which is the same, except that it proposes two instead of three turbines, reduces them in height by a mere 5m, and adjusts the siting of one of them by 65m.  
In revising their plans to take one of the turbines out, the applicant appears to have responded to objections made relating to the detrimental effects of their proposed industrial development on the landscape and particularly on the heritage site at Bolton Abbey.  However, Kelda Water have barely responded at all to the objections made by ourselves and by the local communities and local residents concerning the severe adverse impact on the residential amenity of the nearest households.  The two turbines remaining in the current revised plans are, in fact, the ones closest to the residential properties. Changing the position of one of them does little to mitigate their impact on these residents.  We find it staggeringly cynical that the applicant is prepared to adjust their plans in an effort to answer landscape concerns, but will clearly do so little to respond to the very real safety and welfare concerns raised by the people who would be forced to live within 500m of these machines.  
There would be a significant loss of residential amenity for these families; at Brightenber (Appeal Decision APP/C2708/A/09/2107843 - Brightenber Hill, near Gargrave, 8 March 2010), the planning inspector, when turning down the appeal for turbines there, said that the adverse effect of wind turbines on the residential amenity of just one property, Ash Tree Farm, outweighed the  environmental benefits of the proposed wind farm there which would have blighted the lives of the family for two generations.  

In this case, Ash Tree Farm was 650m away from the nearest proposed turbine and all five turbines were within 1.2km of the house.  At Chelker, the machines would be even closer, within 450m of the nearest homes, and would affect not just one farm, but six houses within 600m of the closest turbine.  There is one property which is a mere 350m away from the nearest proposed turbine and four others which are less than 450m away.  A further three properties are within 650m of the nearest turbine, and another 5 properties are sited within a range of 650m-1000m of the site.  Draughton village, which includes a further 80 households, families with children, as well as the nursing home housing the vulnerable residents at the Dales Care Centre, is 1.4–2 km away.   

Please see the attached Appendix for a full list of affected nearby properties.  
It has seemed to have been the strategy of first Yorkshire Water and now Kelda Water, throughout this whole process of applying to replace their defunct turbines at Chelker, to ignore the inconvenient truth that there is a settlement of houses adjoining their small development site.  At different stages in the process, their tactics have included omitting reference to the nearby houses altogether, drawing up their plans so as to crop them off, and dismissing, without proper assessment or evidence, the impact of their industrial machinery on these peoples’ lives as minimal.

However, we congratulate Kelda that, this time, they have at least managed to include most of the local residents in their pre-application consultation.  They have written to Draughton residents and held “exhibitions” in both the affected local communities, Draughton and Addingham.  We congratulate them also on achieving such a clear and unambiguous outcome from their consultation.  Unsurprisingly, given that local people have already expressed their opinion on the applicant’s previous two submissions, in 2008 and in 2010/11 respectively, the results of this consultation show an overwhelming majority of local people opposed to the plans (90% in Draughton, and 89% in Addingham).  These results are clearly consistent with those of the two opinion surveys carried out by ourselves in 2008 and in 2010, and with the result of our most recent poll carried out at a public meeting in Draughton on 3 November.  At this meeting, residents voted unanimously to oppose the plans.  
These results show that local public opinion is clearly and, at this stage in the proceedings, unanimously against any proposed further development of this site as a wind farm.  People attending our public meeting, visiting Kelda’s exhibitions and commenting in writing both to us and to Kelda do not comment on whether the turbines should be 80m or 75m in height, on whether they should be sited 60m or so one way or the other – the comments are simply that large-scale turbines are not appropriate here.
It is unacceptable that Kelda should now simply ignore the results from their own consultation and press on regardless with their proposals in the face of such a clear statement of local opinion.  As the Parish Council in which the proposed development site is located, and also in our role as community leaders, we are representing the majority view of local people living within the communities in this area in opposing Kelda’s plans, and we will again set out our reasons for doing so.  

This letter will of necessity repeat comments made to you in our submissions in connection with Application 24/2008/8665, even though the turbines proposed now are somewhat smaller than those proposed in the first application, and in connection with Application 24/2011/11383, the one which has now been withdrawn in favour of the current revised plans.  

We oppose this development, and would make it clear at the outset that it is the development of this specific site we object to most strongly.   We are not opposed to wind energy development as such, or even insofar as it has already been implemented within Draughton.  In recent months, there have been three planning proposals for smaller domestic turbines in the parish, and we have objected to none of these.  
We believe, however, that Kelda’s application should be refused because of the close proximity of residential properties to the two proposed new industrial-sized turbines.  The applicant has never adequately addressed this proximity issue, has never provided a realistic impact assessment for any of the nearby dwellings, and has never displayed visually on its plans the very close relationship between the nearest properties and the turbines.  
We would remind you that Ove Arup, consultants to Kelda, are on the record advising Carmathenshire County Council that “absolute constraints” should apply to larger-scale wind energy developments and the “best practice” for onshore wind should be to site developments “a minimum (their emphasis) of 500m away from residential properties for noise/amenity and safety reasons”.  When acting as an adviser to a planning authority, as opposed to acting for a developer, Arup thus clearly recognises that settlements like East and West Berwick are “sensitive” in respect of the noise and safety aspects of onshore wind development sites, and that visual amenity is a legitimate issue in itself.  It is quite clear to us that Kelda’s proposals do not accord with the best practice approach advocated by their own advisers, Arup.
The proposed turbines would have a severe adverse impact upon the residential amenity of the nearest households.  The lives of these families would be affected in these ways:
1. Large wind turbines generate noise.  Craven’s Local Plan states that it is inappropriate to site developments generating high levels of noise close to existing “noise sensitive” developments, such as dwellings and nursing homes.  These homes would be subject to the regular and persistent noise of the blades turning and also to the penetrating low frequency noise which is dangerous to the health of susceptible individuals, particularly children and the elderly.  The residents living close to the site have commissioned independent expert advice to check Kelda’s noise readings, but have been told that it is not possible to make an accurate assessment at this stage.  This is because Kelda have not specified in the Environmental Statement which machinery they would propose to use at the site, and thus the true picture might only be judged if the scheme were to go ahead, and the actual noise levels of the installed machines could be assessed.  In this respect, the presentation of noise data in the applicant’s submission is opaque and misleading, and does not enable them to assert with any credibility that public health would not be at risk as a result of their development.     
2. Large wind turbines also produce shadow flicker.  One property in particular, West Berwick Farm, would be adversely and significantly affected by this.  The property would be 495m away from the nearest turbine and, because of its position slightly below the development site and unshielded by any of the natural landscape features, it is exposed to flicker effects, well in excess of accepted standards, from all its aspects.  In the light of the Brightenber decision, we find it extraordinary that the applicant dismisses the impact on the family living at this property as minor.   
3. The proximity of the site to dwellings gives rise to significant safety concerns in the event of any structural problem with the turbines, such as when rotor blades become detached (as has already happened at the site with the existing turbines).  In winter, ice can be thrown from the blades and hurled significant distances.  The access road to the Chelker houses, up which the school bus passes five times a day, would be a mere 87m from the nearest turbine blade tip.  We understand that manufacturers of this machinery advise their own employees not to go within 400m of a working turbine.   The Highways Agency guidance on wind turbines near roads indicates that they would require a fallover distance of 125m for turbines of this height.
4. The visual impact would severely harm the residential amenity of the area for those living in it.  At present, the tower of the westernmost of the existing turbines, which is at the closest point to the Chelker houses, stands at 25m high (the blades from it have long been removed).  This tower as it stands dominates the view from East and West Berwick, and is particularly intrusive for the visual amenity of the people living at East Berwick Barn, a mere 318m away from it.  If approved, the new turbine in its place would be 3 times its size.  The applicant’s Environmental Statement provides no visual impact assessment at all to indicate that they have even considered the prominence of this machinery in these families’ lives.

5. The visual impact of the turbines would also harm the quality of the experience of visitors coming to the area.  For visitors approaching the Yorkshire Dales from Leeds and Ilkley, their first impression of the area would be significantly and adversely marred by the development of a larger industrial site at this point.  There may be two rather than three machines under consideration now, but they will still be readily visible from Bolton Abbey and from the Yorkshire Dales National Park, even though the wide-angle photography of the applicant’s photomontages seeks to disguise this.
6. We would also ask the planning authority to consider further the visual impact on the landscape of the current proliferation of wind turbines around Draughton.  The recent planning approvals given for smaller domestic turbines in the area, while being economically justifiable and no doubt beneficial on an individual basis, will result in a cumulative effect on the landscape as a whole.  We feel that the development of the Chelker site with larger turbines would take a crucial step too far towards the destruction of our local rural landscape.
For public protection, the Parish Council believes that this planning authority should consider setting a safe exclusion zone around any proposed onshore turbines in the Craven area of at least 1.5km, in line with guidelines in force in other European countries and in line with policies already beginning to be adopted in some UK planning authority areas.  
It is our view that, pending the formal adoption of such guidelines into planning policies by Government, the Planning Committee should refuse this application. 
Yours sincerely

[Signed]

E Meriel Curtis

Chairman
 Appendix  – List of households nearest to turbines
Houses to West of site:

	Property
	Distance from Turbine 1 (m)
	Distance from Turbine 2 (m)

	*East Berwick Barn

	356
	721.7

	*East Berwick Farm

	442.7
	788

	*East Berwick House
	419.6
	730

	West Berwick


	495
	950

	Haynholme


	965
	1450

	Berwick Intake


	950
	1580

	Lane End Farm


	1300
	1790

	Haw Pike Farm


	1070
	1100


Houses to East of site:

	Property
	Distance from Turbine 2 (m)
	Distance from Turbine 1 (m)

	Highfield Farm


	370
	835

	Low Sanfitt


	630
	935

	Chelker House Farm
	450
	635

	Highfield House


	700
	1185


*For these houses, methodology is as follows:

1. Take latitude/longitude for proposed turbines from the Application (Aviation Appendix);
2. Take a GPS reading at the point in the garden of each property nearest to the turbines;
3. Use internet tool to calculate the difference between the two points (which includes mapping, so these can be verified); and
4. Deduct 30m to allow for length of blade extending beyond tower/hub.

Clerk to the Parish Council:  Mrs Jane Markham

                                               The Pines, Draughton, Skipton, BD23 6DU

                                                Tel:  01756 711305

                                                Email: jane.markham@lineone.net


