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Our Reference: DD/2009/01
Your Reference: 09/00070/FL 
Date: 6th April 2009
Jon Bradbury 

Development Control Manager 

Planning Services 

Town Hall 

Bank Road

Matlock 

DE4 3NN
Dear Mr Bradbury, 

Proposed development of a wind farm comprising a total of five wind turbines with associated crane hardstandings (3 turbines within North East Derbyshire District Council and 2 turbines within Derbyshire Dales District Council); formation of new vehicular entrance junction off Wirestone Lane, Ashover. 
1. Having looked at the above application and visited the site, the Friends of the Peak District (FPD) would like the following comments taken into consideration. FPD is run by the Peak District and South Yorkshire Branch of the Campaign to Protect Rural England and represents the CPRE in North East Derbyshire and the National Park. 
2. Due to the site’s location within both North East Derbyshire and Derbyshire Dales, this letter of objection has been sent to both local planning authorities. 
3. As a consequence of the site’s close proximity to the Peak District National Park and its significant landscape and visual impacts, FPD’s concerns focus upon the adverse impacts upon the setting of the National Park a nationally designated landscape. 

4. Local planning authorities must have regard to the statutory purposes of the National Park
 when determining this application.  Legislation states that a primary purpose of a National Park is to conserve and enhance its natural beauty
.  Having had regard to national park purposes and the provisions in your local plan, FPD believe that the adverse impacts upon the National Park’s landscape must result in the refusal of planning permission both local planning authorities. 
5. Having reviewed the content of the accompanying Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), FPD believe that there are significant omissions and errors which must be addressed.

6. FPD also believe the applicant’s interpretation of planning policy is incorrect, especially the presumption in favour of renewable energy schemes
.  
Environmental Impact Assessment 
Alternatives 

7. PPS22
 and EIA regulations
 require developers to demonstrate how environmental impacts have been minimised. A key element in achieving this is the assessment of alternatives, including alternative sites.  

8. Although the EIA does include some analysis of alternatives within Chapter 2.2, it appears the assessment focuses on feasibility issues, most notably wind speeds, landowner co-operation and grid connection 
9. Whilst it appears there was some analysis of landscape impacts later in the selection process
, this is not explained. Critically there is also no mention made to the proximity of the National Park and potential impacts upon it. 
10. Reading the EIA, it would appear that the applicant identified a site which could accommodate five 125 metre turbines less than 3km from the National Park, and that this was done without an assessment of the alternatives’ impacts upon the National Park.
11. Leaving aside our concerns regarding the content of the EIA’s landscape assessment (these are addressed below), we believe the EIA does not adequately explain how the landscape and visual impacts upon the neighbouring National Park were mitigated through site selection. It does not therefore comply with EIA regulations or PPS22.   

Landscape Assessment 
12. The extent of the wind farm’s visibility is revealed in the Zone of Visual Influence
. It indicates that the hubs could, in theory, be seen from deep within the National Park: 

· Around Fridon and Pikehall to the west (13km away). 

· Extensive areas of Burton Moor and Haddon Fields, above Bakewell to the north east (11km away). 

· High ground at Flagg and Taddington Moor to the east north east (17km away).

· Eyam Moor and Longstone Edge to the north north east (16km and 15km away respectively)  

13. Considering the extent of visibility, it is likely these wind turbines will have a significant effect on the National Park.   

14. FPD consider the content of independent EIAs critical when analysing the impacts of a development. However, they do not determine the application as this is based on a professional judgement of the environmental impacts. Regarding the consideration made of an EIA, it is worth noting a recent appeal dismissal by the Planning Inspectorate
 for a wind turbine proposal in the North Wessex Downs AONB. They stated that whilst the use of objective descriptive material and analysis is extremely useful in assessing visual impact, it is widely recognised and indeed reflected in PPS22 that the final decision will, to some extent, be made using professional judgement
.    
15. FPD believe that the weight attributed to the assessment in an EIA must be balanced against more subjective views, backed up by professional experience. This is especially true when considering the landscape impact of a development as the evidence may appear definitive but is still based on subjective opinions of what is or isn’t valued or visually harmful.

16. As the national park society for the PDNP, we have extensive knowledge of the area and professional experience in assessing the likely visual intrusion of any development upon it. We believe, given the high landscape value, its sensitivity to change, the extent of the National Park affected
 and the wind farm’s proximity to the PDNP, that this development will have a significant adverse effect on a large area of the National Park.         

17. This view is not reflected in the EIA, which repeatedly refers to the landscape impacts upon those landscape character areas in the Park as minor, minor to moderate or moderate, and that consequently none are significant in EIA terms. 

18. This error has occurred as a result of consistent undervaluing of the National Park’s landscapes, their sensitivity to change and the magnitude of change. 
19. The undervaluing of landscape values does not comply with the EIA’s own methodology
 which states protective designations which are highly valued (i.e. National Parks) have a high landscape value. Yet the Landscape Character Types (LCTs) in the National Park
 are given a moderate value apart from the Estatelands, Open Moors and Moorland Slopes and Cloughs which are deemed high value. It appears therefore that the EIA only considers the historical estates and moorlands as having a high landscape value. This is clearly incorrect, given the quality and statutory value attached to the landscape of remaining areas of Peak District National Park.    
20. Regarding sensitivity to change the EIA states that well used recreational areas with extensive views, in or outside nationally designated landscapes, have a high sensitivity to change
. As with landscape value, the judgments within the EIA do not comply with this methodology as only the Estatelands LCT is deemed of being high sensitivity within the National Park. On further examination it is even more alarming as the EIA regards the Open Moors LCT (i.e. Beeley Moor and Stanton Moor) as having a low to moderate sensitivity to change. Given the wildness, tranquillity and isolation of these areas and their attendant recreational value this is a serious error.  

21. The final element used to assess significance of effect is magnitude of change. As the wind turbines are not within the National Park the magnitude of change is not as great as within areas adjacent to the site. Nevertheless there are areas within the National Park where FPD believe the magnitude of change should be considered large, i.e. the proposal would be a prominent feature within the landscape
. However, the EIA continues to down play the impacts upon the National Park as it regards the magnitude of change to Open Moorland (Beeley Moor approximately 3 km north) as medium. Given the intrusion exemplified in the photomontage taken from Beeley Lane
 and our knowledge of the area this cannot be accepted as they will be clearly prominent when viewed from Beeley Moor.        

22. Considering the significance of the landscape impacts within EIA and our own assessment (see Appendix) it is clear that the applicants have made significant errors in their assessment. These must be rectified. FPD believe that on doing so it will no doubt support our view that this application will have a significant landscape impacts upon an extensive area of the National Park. 
Planning Policy

23. Reflecting requirements to take account of the statutory purposes of National Parks, PPS22 states that the potential impact on designated areas of renewable energy projects close to boundaries will be a material consideration to be taken into account in determining planning applications
. 

24. Whilst this application is not in the National Park, PPS22 does set out the issues which should be addressed when determining schemes which impact upon them
. Due to the close proximity to the National Park FPD believe it is pertinent. It indicates that applicants must demonstrate that the objectives of the designation of the area (i.e. landscape beauty in National Parks) will not be compromised by the development, and any significant adverse affects on the qualities for which the area has been designated are clearly outweighed by the environmental, social  and economic benefits. 
25. Given the significant adverse landscape impacts, we have identified (see above and Appendix),  the benefits of this scheme will have to be equally significant. CPRE South Yorkshire (FPD’s sister organisation in South Yorkshire) has supported large scale wind turbines in the area, most notably in Doncaster and Barnsley. This support has been given where the benefits of producing significant quantities of energy has outweighed the environmental impacts.

26. This development will have the capacity to produce 12.5 MW of renewable energy and reduce the energy generation industry’s reliance on fossil fuels. In doing so it contributes to the Government’s objective of reducing CO2 emissions by 80% from1990 levels by 2050. 

27. Within the recently adopted East Midland Regional Plan, Policy 8 re-affirms the requirement to conserve and enhance the Peak District National Park, by respecting the statutory purposes of its designation. Regarding renewable energy, the Regional Plan states that, as a result of the close proximity to the National Park, in the Peak sub-area large scale renewable generation will always be difficult to accommodate. This supports FPD’s view that the EIA has not sufficiently addressed this issue and that, where it is addressed in the landscape impact assessment, there are serious errors. 

28. In accordance with PPS1 and PPS22, the Regional Plan is supportive of renewable energy schemes, setting out a criteria of considerations for onshore wind
. It identifies the use of Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) to determine landscape and visual impact and the effects on the natural and cultural environment as important factors. FPD have shown how the application will have a significant impact on seven of the twelve LCTs identified in the Peak District National Park’s LCA (see Appendix). It will also adversely impact upon Stanton Moor, much of which is designated as a Scheduled Ancient Monument (SAM) 
29. At a local level, both North East Derbyshire
 and Derbyshire Dales District Councils
 have policies within their adopted Local Plans which prevent development which would have an adverse impact upon the statutory purposes and valued characteristics of the National Park. Considering the extent of landscape impacts, this application does not comply with these policies.
Conclusions               
30. The application’s assessment of the landscape impacts has significant omissions and inaccuracies. Given the close proximity of the National Park, the site selection process must explain how landscape impacts upon it were taken into account. The EIA must also give proper regard to the landscape quality and value of all the LCTs within the National Park. This must be reflected in the significance of effects. 
31. If the applicant does not revise the landscape analysis within the EIA, the extent of the errors must discount it as a reliable source of evidence. The decision makers must therefore rely purely on professional judgements regarding landscape impacts. 
32. Considering the extent of the National Park from which the turbines will be seen and the subsequent adverse impacts (see our Appendix), only one conclusion can be drawn: that this wind farm proposal will have a significant adverse impact across a wide area of the National Park.  
33. In accordance with PPS22 this must be weighed against the environmental benefits of producing 12.5MW of renewable energy. Whilst this is significant FPD do not consider it sufficient to outweigh the impact upon extensive areas of the valued landscape of the National Park. 

34. In summary it does not comply with national guidance in PPS22, regional policies 8 and 40, and policies SF3 and GS4 in both Derbyshire Dales’ and North East Derbyshire’s  Local Plans.   
35. We trust our comments will be taken into consideration and request notification of the decision in due course.

Yours sincerely,

John King

Planning Officer 

Cc: 
Bob Bryan, PDNPA


Cathy Luffman, CPRE Derbyshire 

Appendix – Assessment of Landscape Impacts on Peak District National Park Landscape Character Types
	LCA
	
	Landscape Value
	Sensitivity to Change
	Magnitude of Change
	Significance*
	Comment

	Enclosed Gritstone Upland
	EIA 
	Moderate 
	Moderate 
	Very Small
	Minor 
	

	
	FPD
	High
	High
	Very Small 
	Moderate 
	

	Estatelands
	EIA
	High
	High
	No change 
	No Material effect
	

	
	FPD
	High
	High
	No Change 
	No Material effect 
	

	Gritstone Village Farmlands 
	EIA
	Moderate 
	Moderate to High 
	Small
	Moderate 
	

	
	FPD
	High 
	High
	Small
	Moderate to Major

(EIA Significant)
	ZVI indicates views across Derwent Valley within NP  (high landscape value and sensitivity)

	Limestone Hills and Slopes 
	EIA 
	Moderate 
	Moderate to High 
	Small  
	Moderate 
	

	
	FPD
	High
	High 
	Medium 
	Major

(EIA Significant)
	Views from slopes opposite Darley Dale within NP (high landscape value and sensitivity) . 

	Limestone Dales 
	EIA
	High 
	Moderate 
	No material effect 
	No material effect
	

	
	EIA
	High
	High 
	No material effect
	No material effect 
	

	Limestone Plateau Pastures
	EIA 
	Moderate 
	Moderate 
	Small 
	Minor to Moderate 
	

	
	FPD 
	High
	High
	Medium 
	Major 

(EIA Significant)
	Extensive views of NP  (high landscape value and sensitivity) within this LCT including Bonsall Moor (see photomontage 18 and 15, and ZVI). 

	Limestone Village Farmlands 
	EIA
	Moderate 
	Moderate
	Small
	Minor to Major 
	

	
	FPD
	High
	High
	Medium 
	Major

(EIA Significant) 
	Medium distance views from Winster and above Bonsall within NP (high landscape value and sensitivity)

	Moorland Slopes and Cloughs 
	EIA
	High 
	Moderate
	Small
	Minor to Moderate 
	

	
	FPD
	High 
	High
	Small
	Moderate to Major 

(EIA Significant)
	Limited views although within NP ( high landscape value and sensitivity)

	Open Moors 
	EIA
	High 
	Low to moderate 
	Medium 
	Minor to Moderate 
	

	
	FPD
	High 
	High 
	Large 
	Major to Substantial 

(EIA Significant)
	NP high landscape value and sensitivity. Prominent feature when viewed from Beeley Moor and further expanses of Eastern Moors to the North .Visible from Stanton Moor.  

	Riverside Meadows
	EIA
	High 
	Moderate to High 
	No change 
	No Material Effect 
	

	
	FPD
	High 
	High
	No change 
	No Material Effect 
	

	Valley Farmlands with Villages 
	EIA
	Moderate 
	Moderate to High 
	Negligible 
	Negligible 
	

	
	FPD
	High 
	High 
	Negligible 
	Negligible 
	

	Wooded Slopes and Valleys 
	EIA
	Moderate 
	Moderate 
	Medium 
	Moderate 
	

	
	FPD
	High
	High 
	Medium 
	Major 

(EIA Significant)
	Turbines will be visible from slopes within LCT (ZVI). NP high landscape value and sensitivity. 


FPD Assessment in bold 
*Significance is determined using the applications EIA methodology as set out in Appendix 6.1
� Section 11A of the 1949 National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act, as amended by Section 62(2) of the 1995 Environment Act


�  Section 5 of the 1949 National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act, as amended by Section 61 of the 1995 Environment Act  


� Policy Appraisal paragraph 4.1.1 and 4.6.4


� Planning Policy Statement 22: Renewable Energy 


� Town and County Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 1999


� EIA paragraph 2.2.11


� EIA Figure 12.1 and 12.3


� Appeal Decision APP/W0340/A/08/2077166


� Appeal Decision APP/W0340/A/08/2077166, paragraph 25


� EIA ZVI Figures 12.1, 12.3, 13.1, 13.3


� EIA Appendix 6.1 Paragraph 6.2.15


� Peak District Landscape Character Assessment 


� EIA Appendix 6.1 paragraph 6.2.14


� EIA Appendix 6.1 paragraph 6.2.18


� EIA Figure 20.23 – Sheet 2 of 2


� PPS22 Paragraph 14


� PPS22 Paragraph 11


� East Midlands Regional Plan Policy 40


� NEDDC Local Plan policy GS4 


� DDDC Local Plan policy SF3
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