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Planning Applications

Report of the
Head of Development Control

1.1

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

3.1

4.1

4.2

Subject

Town and Country Planning Act 1990 — applications presented for determination.
Purpose of Report

This report presents for the Board decision, a number of planning, listed building,
advertisement, proposals, together with proposals for the works to, or the felling
of trees covered by a Preservation Order and other miscellaneous items.

Minerals and Waste applications are determined by the County Council.
Developments by Government Bodies and Statutory Undertakers are also
determined by others. The recommendations in these cases are consultation
responses to those bodies.

The proposals presented for decision are set out in the index at the front of the
attached report.

Significant Applications are presented first, followed in succession by General
Development Applications; the Council’'s own development proposails; and finally
Minerals and Waste Disposal Applications. .

Implications
Should there be any implications in respect of:

Finance; Crime and Disorder; Sustainability; Human Rights Act; or other relevant
fegislation, associated with a particular application then that issue will be covered
either in the body of the report, or if raised at the meeting, in discussion.

Site Visifs

Members are encouraged to view sites in advance of the Board Meeting. Most
can be seen from public land. They should however not enter private land. If
they would like to see the plans whilst on site, then they should always contact
the Case Officer who will accompany them. Formal site visits can only be agreed
by the Board and reasons for the request for such a visit need to be given.

Members are reminded of the “Planning Protocol for Members and Officers
dealing with Planning Matters”, in respect of Site Visits, whether they see a site
alone, or as part of a Board visit.
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5.1

5.2

6.1

6.2

Availability

The report is made available to press and public at least five working days before
the meeting is held in accordance with statuiory requirements. It is also possible
to view the papers on the Council’'s web site: www.northwarks.gov.uk.

The next meeting at which planning applications will be considered following this
meeting, is due to be held on Monday, 10 February 2014 at 6.30pm.

Public Speaking

Information relating to public speaking at Planning and Development Board
meetings can be found at: www.northwarks.gov.uk/downloads/file/4037/.

If you wish to speak at a meeting of the Planning and Development Board, you
may either:

»  e-mail democraticservices@northwarks.gov.uk;

= telephone (01827) 719222; or

« write to the Democratic Services Section, The Council House, South Street,
Atherstone, Warwickshire, CV9 1DE enclosing a completed form.
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Planning Applications — Index

Item

Application
No

Page
No

Description

General /
Significant

CON/2013/0024

Packington Landfill Site, Packington
Lane, Little Packington, Meriden,
Variation of conditions relating to planning
permission NW6/08CMO035 to aliow
existing green waste composting facility
to remain in operation for a further 10
years and to extend the range of waste's
that can be accepted, processed and
stored on sife

General

PAP/2013/0321

10

Wienerberger Brick Works, Rush Lane,
Dosthill,

Installation and operation of 1no: 130m
high wind turbine and associated
infrastructure (including access frack,
electrical equipment, temporary
construction compound and
hardstanding)

General

PAP/2013/0482

139

11 Knowle Hill, Hurley, Warwickshire,
Erection of bungalow at rear of property

General
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General Development Applications
(1)  Application No: CON/2013/0024
Packington Landfill Site, Packington L.ane, Little Packington, Meriden, CV7 7HN

Variation of conditions relating to planning permission NW6/08CMO035 to allow
existing green waste composting facility to remain in operation for a further 10
years and to extend the range of waste's that can be accepted, processed and
stored on site, for

Sita UK Ltd
Introduction

This application has been submitted to the County Council as the Waste Authority and it
will determine the application. The Borough Council has been invited to make
representations as part of the consultation process.

The Site

The existing Packington landfill site is to the south of the M6 Motorway and to the east
of the A446 in the far southern part of the Borough. The site of this application is close
to the western side of the side where the A 446 slip road bridges that road en-route to
the NEC. There is an existing compound here. Appendix A shows the location and
Appendix B illustrates the compound.

Background

Planning permission was granted by the County Council in 2006 for this green
composting facility. It was the subject of conditions. One limited the life of the
permission to 5 years thus expiring in November 2013. A further condition limited the
waste treated here to only “waste plant matter”.

The Proposals

It is proposed to vary the time condition such that the permission would expire in
November 2023 and that the material deposited here be limited to “organic matter
(including soils and wood waste)”.

The applicant states that the extended time would “provide continued waste treatment
facilities that would assist in the diversion of waste from landfill”. The other proposal is
said to provide a complimentary activity to the existing and the wood recycling facility
located on the other side of the landfill site.

The applicant acknowledges the site is in the Green Belt and states that the very special
circumstances in this case are: co-location with other waste management facilities;
continued use of previously developed land, absence of amenity impacts and proximity
to the urban conurbation.
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Development Plan
The Warwickshire Waste Core Strategy 2013:

o Policy CS2 identifies preference for waste management facilities to be located in
broad locations such as “active mineral sites and landfills” and “previously
developed land”;

¢ Policy DM1 states that new waste facilities should conserve the natural and built
environment where possible by having no unacceptable impacts and the
development satisfies Green Belt policy. In these circumstances the location
needs of certain types of waste facility are material considerations that should be
given significant weight in Green Belt areas,

» Policy DM2 refers to new facilities having no adverse amenity impacts.

Saved Policies of the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006 — ENV2 (Green Belt), ENV6
(Land Resources), ENV8 (Water Resources), ENV9 (Air Quality), ENV11 (Neighbour
Amenities), ENV14 (Access Design).

Other Material Planning Considerations
The National Planning Policy Framework 2012

Planning Policy Statement Number 10: Planning for Sustainable Waste Management
2011.

The Waste Management Plan for England 2013
Observations

The site is in the Green Belt. New development proposals should thus be determined
against the policy set out in the NPPF. Here it says that when considering any
application, substantial weight should be given to any harm to the Green Belt. There is
no direct reference in the NPPF as to how waste facilities are to be treated, but
Members will be aware that new buildings are regarded as inappropriate development
with just limited exceptions and that engineering operations and mineral extraction are
not inappropriate provided they preserve openness and do not conflict with the
purposes of including land within the Green Belt. The applicant is starting from the
position that the proposals are inappropriate but that he puts forward a number of
considerations which in his view would constitute the very special circumstances
necessary to outweigh the presumption of refusal due to that inappropriateness. These
do carry substantial weight because they are supported by the very recently adopted
Waste Core Strategy; current Government Waste policy in PPS10 which has not been
superseded by the NPPF and the Government's more general approach to waste
management. Moreover a planning permission has already been granted here for this
use, as have others which Members will be aware off — wood recycling and the
Anaerobic Digester plant.

It is considered that in these circumstances the proposal to extend the time limit should
be supported. The re-wording of the condition relating to the nature of the waste stream
dealt with at this site aiso is reasonable in these circumstances. However, it is essential
that Member’s earlier concerns are respected, in that the Packington site should be fully
restored and returned back to open land in line with the agreed restoration plan such
that its Green Belt function is fulfilled.
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Recommendation

That the Borough Council has no objection to this application subject to the County
Council being requested to ensure that time periods for such activities should only be
granted if they reflect the time table for the final restoration of the Packington site.
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BACKGROUND PAPERS

l.ocal Government Act 1972 Section 100D, as substituted by the Local Government Act,

2000 Section 97

Planning Application No: CON/2013/0024

Background
Paper No

Author

Nature of Background Paper

Date

1

Warwickshire County
Council

Letter

5/12/13

Note:  This list of background papers excludes published documents which may be referred to in the

report, such as The Development Plan and Planning Policy Guidance Notes.

A background paper will include any item which the Planning Officer has relied upon in preparing the
report and formulating his recommendation. This may include correspondence, reports and documents

such as Environmental Impact Assessments or Traffic Impact Assessments.
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(2) Application No: PAP/2013/0321
Wienerberger Brick Works, Rush Lane, Dosthill, B77 1LT

Installation and operation of 1no: 130m high wind turbine and associated
infrastructure (including access track, electrical equipment, temporary
construction compound and hardstanding), for

Wienberger Ltd - Wienerberger Ltd
Introduction

The receipt of this application was reported to the August Board Meeting. It resolved to
undertake a site visit and to tour around the surrounding area. In addition several
Members visited a nearby wind farm which has 125 metre high turbines in order to
better appreciate the size being proposed at Dosthill. A note of these visits is attached
at Appendix A.

The report prepared for the August meeting is attached at Appendix B and it provides a
description of the site and the proposal together with a summary of the applicant’'s
supporting documents, and an outline of the relevant Development Plan policies. It
should be treated as part of this final report.

Appendix B also contains location plans. So that Members who did not attend the visit
can better appreciate the location, it should be pointed out that the turbine is proposed
to be located in an arable field immediately to the east of the brickworks site. The
turbine would therefore not be within the main manufacturing area or the area where
clay is presently being extracted. This field stands well above the “floor’ of the
brickworks site. The proposed access to the turbine would be via a new road running
around the northern end of the brickworks, following the line of Rush Lane, before
emerging into the field.

Additional Information

Since the receipt of the application, the applicant has provided some additional
background information in respect of the need for the turbine and a review of alternative
options. This is attached at Appendix C. Additionally a letter responding to matters
raised by objectors has also been received from the applicant — Appendix D.

As a consequence of consultation responses from the Environmental Health Officer, the
applicant has submitied a Shadow Flicker Management Plan - see Appendix E.

The Government published revised Planning Guidance for renewable and low carbon
energy on 29 July this year. This is attached in full at Appendix F.

Consultations

HS2Ltd — Given the current stage of design and consultation on the proposed Phase
Two route, HS2 Ltd would not at this stage wish to make any specific comments on the
application. However the proposed route announced by the Secretary of State shows
that HS2 will pass over land that would be the subject to this application. Consequently
the site or parts of it may in the future be required by HS2 Lid to construct/or operate
the railway.
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Warwickshire CC Public Rights of Way - No objection

Environment Agency - No objection subject to a condition relating to any contaminated
ground found during construction.

Warwickshire CC Highways - No objection subject to conditions relating to details of
construction routes being agreed

Highways Agency- No objection subject to a standard condition
Severn Trent Water Ltd — No objection

Network Rail — No objection

Ministry of Defence - No objection

Birmingham Airport — Objection. The proposal would seriously degrade radar
coverage to the north of the airport. There have been subsequent meetings between
representatives of the Airport and the applicant but they have failed to resolve
differences including consideration of the use of conditions or a Unilateral Undertaking

Inland Waterways Association — No objection

Natural England — The proposed development will not damage or destroy the interest
features of the Kingsbury Brickworks Site of Special Scientific Interest. In terms of
protected species then there is no objection subject to mitigation measures, and bio-
diversity and landscaping enhancements need to be included should opportunities
arise.

RSPB - The Society has no objection. Wind farms are essential to help prevent
catastrophic climate change along with other renewable energy developments. As a
matter of principle RSPB supports the development of wind power. The available
scientific evidence shows that wind farms do not cause serious problems for birds and
other wildlife if they are carefully designed, sited and managed. We do not anticipate
that this development will threaten bird populations locally or more widely.

English Heritage — An initial assessment states that the proposal would be located in
an environment already very degraded by quarrying and industrial activity. Whilst there
are a number of heritage sites within a 5km radius of the site, the turbine appears to be
sufficiently remote from these and possibly partially screened by topography so as not
to cause any direct harm to the significance or setting. However individual assessments
should be made. The applicant has done so in the documentation accompanying the
application.

National Grid — No objection

Environmental Health Officer - No objection from a noise perspective but concerns
are raised about shadow flicker

He agrees with the applicant in respect of the predicted noise levels but recommends a
precautionary approach through the use of conditions in the event of an approval. Noise
limits should be set at 35dB or 5dB above background noise during the day time and no
more than 43dB or 5dB at night time hours at the closet residential property.
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In respect of shadow flicker he concludes that the predicted impact will be greater than
recommended limits and thus the turbine would need to be shut down during some
periods. However the triggers for doing so and the procedures to be followed in such
instances were unclear at the time of submission. A Management Plan has since been
submitted which is satisfactory as far as he is concerned. This introduces a monitoring
system with a default mechanism which would shut down the turbine if flicker occurred
above agreed thresholds.

Tamworth Borough Council - The Council objects to the application following a
unanimous vote by its Planning Committee. It refers to the significant detrimental impact
on resident’s visual amenity due the size of the turbine and its proximity to residential
property; the potential impact from noise which could not be mitigated even with the
proposed community fund, and that the proposal fails to accord with Green Belt policy
as there are no very special circumstances in this case.

Representations

Members may be interested to know that 4000 letters of notification were posted to local
residents — half of whom were resident in the Dosthill and Hockley areas of Tamworth.

There have been twelve letters of support for the proposal. These include one from the
Brickworks company itself and this is attached at Appendix G. Also included is one from
West Midlands Friends of the Earth — see Appendix H. Other matters raised in the
letters include:

» overall benefits of low carbon energy sources and renewable energy on climate
change

* energy costs here are substantial for this type of business and thus all
alternatives should be explored

e this type of development is needed and is ideal.

Kingsbury Parish Council — Objection on the following grounds:

Damage to Landscape Character and Visual Amenity

Living Conditions nearby including noise and other pollution

Impact on Nature Conservation

Lack of Pre-Application Consultation

Potential Legislation governing distances between turbines and houses
Turbines are not now efficient

The damage to the community is greater than any benefit to the applicant
Visits should be made to see similar turbines

The CPRE objects referring to the impact on the openness of the Green Belt; on wildlife
in the nearby SSSI and the River Tame, local heritage assets, residential property and
that the countryside here is being eroded with the M42, the HS2 and with the cumulative
impacts from turbines.

Councillor Lewis representing the Hurley/Wood End/Piccadilly part of the Kingsbury
Ward objects to the proposal.
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There have been one hundred and eleven objections. Members should note that around
90% of these are from addresses in Tamworth. A significant number of matters are
raised and these are largely common to all of the objectors. A useful “summary” of
these is represented by the letters attached at Appendix I. The matters raised include;

Degradation of the character of the neighbourhood
The Local Community's voice should be the most important
Minimum distances should be enforced

Highway issues given the character of the A5
Noise levels and overall health impacits.

Accidents

Impact on landscape amenity

Impact on residential amenity

Impact on wildlife

Impact on pets and working animals

Disruption of hydrology

Turbines are not effective

Electromagnetic interference

The only beneficiary is the applicant

tmpact on Property Values

Impact on heritage assets

Observations
a) Green Belt

The application site is in the Green Belt. The Council’'s approach to the control of new
development here is to follow Government guidance. This used fo be through its
Planning Policy Guidance Note Number 2, but that has been superseded by the
National Planning Policy Framework (“NPPF"). This says that inappropriate
development is harmful to the Green Belt by definition and thus there is a presumption
of refusal. In this case the turbine is a “building” under the definitions in the Planning Act
and therefore as new buildings are inappropriate development by definition in the
NPPF, the starting point for determining this application is that there is a presumption of
refusal.

However as Members are aware, there are other matters which need to be considerad
here.

The first is to see whether the proposal falls within one of the exceptions set out in the
NPPF. It is considered that it does not. The site of the turbine is not within a brown-field
site being in an open arable field, and hence the exception dealing with limited infilling
within a brown-field site does not apply here.

The second is that the NPPF makes specific reference to renewable energy projects. It
says that elements of such projects may comprise inappropriate development. In these
cases, the developer will need to demonstrate very special circumstances if projects are
to proceed. Such circumstances the NPPF continues, may include the wider
environmental benefits associated with increased production of energy from renewable
sources. This point is taken up elsewhere in the NPPF where it states that Local
Planning Authorities should not require applicants to demonstrate the overall need for
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renewable energy, and that those Authorities should recognise that even small-scale
projects provide a valuable contribution to cutting green house emissions. As a
consequence therefore, before acting on the presumption of refusal, the Board does
need to understand the applicant's very special circumstances such that they can be
then weighed against the presumption.

In view of these two matters, the Board will first have to establish the level of harm here
to the Green Belt as a consequence of the proposal. Whilst it is “de facto” harmful
because of the NPPF, the actual “real life” harm also needs to be established, because
if that is significant then the weight of the very special circumstances put forward by the
applicant should be equally if not more significant, if they are to overturn the
presumption of refusal. This is therefore the approach now to be taken.

b) Openness

Members should be aware that in looking at the impact of the turbine on the openness
of the Green Belt, they are not making the same judgement as they might do on looking
at the impact on landscape character or on visual impact. These will be looked at
separately below.

There is no definition of “openness” within the NPPF but it is generally taken fo mean
the absence of development. In other words, in planning terms, that one’s perception of
space is not constrained, contained or limited because of new built development. By
fact and by degree it is considered that this proposal will have an impact on the
openness of the Green Belt hereabouts. This is due to its height standing on the highest
fand surrounding it; its design involving moving parts thus drawing attention, its visibility
over some distance in a number of directions because of the nature of the immediate,
medium and more distant topography, its visibility as one passes through the
surrounding area and there being no other similar tall structures or buildings nearby or
further afield. In short, it will have a “presence” which will change the perception of
space in more than its immediate locality. Because of these factors and because this
presence will be felt by both a large resident and transitory population, the impact on
openness here will be substantial.

The other matter in looking at Green Belt issues is to assess if there is any worse
impact on the purposes of including fand within the Green Belt than the existing
situation on site. There are five purposes for including fand within the Green Belt. Four
of these are not applicable here — preventing neighbouring towns from merger;
preserving the setting of historic towns, checking the unrestricted sprawl of large built up
areas, and encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. It is however
considered that the fifth is applicable — assisting in safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment. The encroachment here is due to the fact that the turbine and its
associated structures are within an open field; its size, its substantial impact on
openness and its visibility through large areas of countryside.

As a consequence it is confirmed that this is not appropriate development in the Green
Belt and that the harm done to the Green Belt is substantial.

c¢) Very Special Circumstances
The applicant agrees that the proposal is inappropriate development and therefore that

there have to be material planning considerations of such weight to amount to the “very
special circumstances” necessary to warrant overturning the presumption of refusal.
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The applicant’s case is set out in his Planning Statement — see Appendix J. In section
1.5 the "very special circumstances” are identified. These are the wider benefits of
renewable energy and support for an existing local business. This section also points
out that planning permissions have been granted for wind turbines in the Green Belt,
and that the proposal would not impact on the purposes of including land within the
Green Belt. It is accepted that there is "some impact’ on openness but that this is
‘minimised by its location in close proximity to the existing development and quarry”,
and that the harm is outweighed by the need for renewable energy and the support that
the development would provide to a local business. Moreover he argues that there are
no substantially adverse impacts on other considerations to warrant refusal.

Before bringing matters together in the form of a conclusion which will balance the
inappropriateness against these very special circumstances, it is necessary to consider
each of the potential impacts on all of the other planning considerations. This should
then establish whether there are additional factors that need to be brought into the final
assessment. These other considerations will largely follow the content of the
Government's new National Guidance issued at the end of July and as referred to
above — see Appendix F.

d) Impact on Landscape Character

The essential issue here is to establish what impact this turbine would have on the
character of the surrounding landscape. It is therefore necessary to commence this by
defining what the existing landscape character is. As the turbine here is large and would
be widely visible, it is true to say that the pofential impact on landscape character has to
be looked at over a wide geographic area, and thus there are likely to be different
landscape characteristics within that area. It is acknowledged that the applicant has
accepted this point and the analysis he undertook has covered an extensive area — up
to 20km - and he has referenced different characters within his study area.

It has to be said right from the start that the site is not located within or is any of the
surrounding area within a designated Area of Outstanding Beauty, or other designated
landscape area.

In broad terms the area is generally described as being an “Arden” landscape. The key
characteristics are thus, “well wooded farmiand with a rolling landform; ancient
landscape patterns of small fields, winding lanes and isolated hamlets, narrow
meandering river valleys with long water meadows and industrial development
associated with former mineral extraction and urban edge landscapes”.

At a more detailed level, the Borough Councif's own Landscape Character Assessments
can be used. The site itself is in an area called the Tamworth Fringe Uplands. Here the
key characteristics are, “an indistinct and variable landscape, with relatively flat open
fields, fragmented by restored spoil heaps, large scale industrial buildings and busy
roads and bordered by the settlement edges of Tamworth, Dordon and Kingsbury and
other visual detractors — the M42 and the Oil Depot”.

Immediately to the west is the area known as the Tame Valley Wetlands. This is
characterised by being, “a flat, highly modified river corridor landscape extensively
worked for sand and gravel resulting in a new wetland landscape contrasting with
remaining flood meadows and grass land. Busy roads and rail lines have an urbanising
influence”.
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Beyond this to the west are the Middleton to Curdworth Tame Valley Farmlands and the
Wishaw to Trickley Coppice Wooded Uplands. The former displays, “a predominantly
open arable landscape with large fields, golf courses, a dispersed settlement pattern
with busy roads and with long and panoramic views to the east”.

To the south of the site is the Wood End to Whitacre Upper Tame Valley Farmlands,
described as, " undulating farmland rising dramatically to the east and incised by many
sub-valleys with open arable fields and woodland punctuated by an ancient settlement
pattern and scattered rural properties”.

Any assessment of landscape impact should take account of the ability or capacity of
the landscape to absorb the proposed change. In other words what is the magnitude of
change and does it materially alter the key characteristics as defined above? In order to
asses this impact, the applicant has identified fourteen vantage points and provided a
series of photo-montages overlaying the turbine on an existing landscape background.
Members visited some of these vantage points during their visit.

The previous report outlined the applicant's analysis — see Appendix B. [n respect of the
impact on the Tamworth Fringe Uplands, then the applicant concedes that up to 1.75
kilometres from the site, the turbine would become the key characteristic in the
landscape of substantial magnitude and major impact, altering its key characteristics. In
the Tame Valley Wetlands the applicant concludes that this is already a highly modified
landscape and with the effect of distance, screening, intervening landforms and
settlements, there would be no significant alteration to the key characteristics of the
landscape in this area. The same conclusion is reached in respect of the Wood End to
Whitacre Upper Tame Valley Farmlands area because of the presence of the oil
terminal, associated industrial works and intervening tree cover. Beyond these areas,
the applicant concludes that there would be limited change to the landscape because of
the distance factor and the intervening tree, landform and settlement cover. His overall
conclusion is that the turbine would relate well to the existing landscape character
respeciing its scale and composition. He agrees that inevitable landscape effects will
arise but concludes that these would be localised and thus that the landscape has the
capacity to accommodate the scale of his development.

[t is agreed that the applicant has undertaken a thorough analysis which addresses all
of the matters raised in the Government's new guidance. The Board will thus need to
decide whether it concurs with the overall conclusions reached. In short these are not
agreed. It is agreed with the applicant that the landscape in the area around the site
would be materially changed with the turbine becoming the dominant feature. It could
thus not be absorbed into the existing landscape and this would extend for up to 2
kilometres from the site. Even within an urban fringe landscape as here containing
pylons, a motorway, large industrial buildings and the effects of previous mineral
extraction, the turbine would still dominate the landscape. This is more than just a
“localised impact’. It is agreed that with distance and with intervening natural landscape
features, built form and vegetation, the impact of the turbine will reduce. However in this
case it is considered that because of its height and design, the impact will be greater
than that suggested by the applicant. For instance, in the River Tame valley the
landscape form is of a river corridor. It is agreed that this is much modified by mineral
extraction which is now being restored as nature conservation wetlands, but there is
little built form visible and the turbine would introduce and exert a strong influence. It is
agreed that such an influence would be less further to the south and to the west, but it is
the size of the turbine that exerts that strong influence by introducing noticeable built
form into what are essentially rural and open areas of countryside, with the development
standing well above the horizon in wide pancramic vistas. Even when viewed from the
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Kingsbury, Baddesley and Hurley areas with the Kingsbury oil depot and the Birch
Coppice “sheds” in the foreground, the turbine would be a predominant built feature on
the sky-line.

It is therefore conciuded that the proposal would not accord with Development Plan
policy. Saved Policy ENV1 of the Local Plan says that development which would
“neither protect nor enhance the intrinsic qualities of the existing landscape as defined
by Landscape Character Assessments, will not be permitted”. Even if the more limited
conclusion of the applicant is accepted then the development would still not accord with
this policy. This is because the key fo this policy is that new development should
“protect” or “enhance”. This does neither. The policy is a “saved” policy, but it is
considered that it should carry full weight as it accords with the NPPF. Herein one of the
core planning principles is that planning should “recognise the intrinsic character and
beauty of the countryside” and there is also recognition that planning should “contribute
to and enhance the natural and local environment by protecting and enhancing valued
landscapes”. The proposal therefore does not accord with the NPPF in this respect.

The proposal would neither accord with saved policies ENV12 and ENV13 of the Local
Plan. The former says that development will only be permitted if all the elements of the
proposal harmonise with both the immediate setting and the wider surroundings to
present a visually attractive environment, and the latter says that new buildings will only
be permitted where the scale, massing, height and appearance of the proposal
positively integrates into its surroundings. It is considered that this is not the case here.
Again these saved policies should be given full weight as they are in line with the
approach of the NPPF as set out above. Additionally the NPPF says that planning
decisions should aim to ensure that developments “will add to the overall quality of the
area’”. It is considered that the proposal does not accord with the NPPF in this regard.

e) Impact on Visual Amenity

In respect of the impact on the visual amenity of residents, then the applicant concedes
that views from residents in Dosthill, particularly in its southern half, would result in
substantial change causing major impact on their visual amenity. The same would apply
to residents in Whateley. From Hockley, particularly from the southern edge; from some
areas of Fazeley, from the northern edges of Kingsbury, and from some areas of Hurley
and Drayton Bassett the applicant concludes that the degree of change would be
slightly less and thus the impacts would be less, but nevertheless this would still be of
significant impact for some residents. From settlements further afield, the applicant
concludes that the impact on visual amenity would be limited or insignificant.

In respect of travellers passing through the area by road, the applicant concludes that
there would be significant impacts between 1.6 and 3 kilometres for drivers on the M42
(depending on whether they are south or north bound) and between 2 kilometres and
0.75 kilometres for drivers on the A51. For drivers on the A4091 and other minor roads
close to the site the impacts are said to be moderate, reducing to little impact on the A5
and other more distant routes.

For rail travellers, the impacts are said to be significant within about 350 metres of the
site, but the duration of these impacts would be very limited.

For walkers using the public footpath network, then the applicant concludes that the
turbine would have significant effects within about 4 kilometres of the site particularly
where there are unobstructed views.
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In terms of cumulative impacts, then the applicant considers that there would be limited
impact on visual amenity from a combination of this turbine and the one permitted at the
M42 Services and that this would be limited to small numbers of residents. There would
however be significant impacts on drivers on the M42 and from some public footpaths.

It is noticeable here that the applicant agrees that the turbine will have substantial and
significant impacts on visual amenity over a far wider area than just the local area
around the site. This is agreed and it is this issue which arises in practically all of the
objections received. Saved policy ENV11 of the Local Plan says that development will
not be permitted if the occupancy of nearby properties would suffer significant loss of
amenity. It is considered that this is the case here. The policy again is considered fo
accord with the NPPF and thus carry full weight. The NPPF refers to planning “seeking
a good standard of amenity for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings”.
As such the proposal is not considered to accord with the NPPF in this respect.

e) Noise Impacts

The Environmental Health Officer has responded to the application by agreeing that the
turbine should cause no significant noise impact. However as with other cases dealt
with in the Borough, he considers that a precautionary approach should be taken with
the imposition of noise “thresholds” through the imposition of planning conditions should
a planning permission be granted.

The appropriate Development Plan policy for consideration of noise impacts is saved
policy ENV11 of the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006. This states that where would
be “significant” loss of amenity due to amongst other things noise, then planning
permission should not be granted. It is considered that this policy should carry full
weight as it accords with the NPPF and in particular paragraph 123 where it says that
planning decisions should aim fo reduce noise from giving rise to significant adverse
impacts as a result of new development. The key adjective here is “significant”. In light
of the response from the Environmental Health Officer it is considered that there is not a
reason for refusal here.

f) Wildlife Impacts

A common theme running through many of the objections received is the potential
impact on wildlife and particularly on bats and birds. This is emphasised here because
of the nearby River Tame Valley and is associated wetlands and nature reserves and
their ornithological interest for breeding and migratory birds at a local as well as at a
national level. The site is also close to the Kingsbury Brickworks SSSI — designated for
its geological interest. The closest SSSI in respect of nature conservation interest is the
ancient woodland of Kingsbury Wood (1.5km to the south) and there are others in the
River Tame Valley (3 to 6 km distant). Additionally there are nine non-statutory
designated nature conservation sites of ormithological or bat interest within three
kilometres of the site.

Natural England has been consulted and has no objection to the proposal, satisfied that
the proposal would not damage or destroy the interest features of the Kingsbury
statutory site, and given that the appropriate survey work has been undertaken in
respect of bats concludes that the proposed development would be unlikely to affect
bats. In respect of other domestic species — badgers, water voles etc - then the
appropriate surveys have been undertaken in line with Natural England's Standing
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Advice and the conclusion is that the proposal is unlikely to be detrimental fo the
maintenance of the species concerned at a favourable status in their natural range.

It is noteworthy that the RSPB has not raised an objection, particularly because of the
two SSSI's in the River Tame Valley at Middleton Pool and Whitacre Heath.
Interestingly the Society concludes that climate change itself is having far greater
adverse impacts than turbines on birds and thus sees renewable energy developments
such as turbines as being essential. It concludes by saying that available scientific
evidence shows that wind farms do not cause serious problems for birds. On the
information it has here, it is not anticipated that this proposal would threaten bird
populations locally or more widely. It is accepied however that there would be some
displacement but with the variety of habitats in the surrounding area there would be no
significant impact.

The relevant Development Plan policy here is saved policy ENV3 of the North
Warwickshire Local Plan 2206. This policy is divided into three areas. Given the
response from Natural England in respect of the nearby SSSI, it is considered that the
proposal accords with the approach of ENV3 in respect of national sites. In respect of
regional and/or locally important sites, then the responses from both Natural England
and particularly the RSPB are formative in that the proposals would be unlikely to have
a “*harmful effect” on nature conservation assets. The same conclusion arises in respect
of protected species. This policy is considered to accord with section 11 of the NPPF
and thus carry full weight. There is therefore no reason for refusal based on potential
nature conservation impacts. However in the event that planning permission is granted,
then opportunities for nature conservation and bio-diversity enhancement should be
considered through the use of planning conditions.

g) Highway Impacts

The Highway Authority — Warwickshire County Council — has not objected to the
proposal. It says that vehicle movements associated with every day use would be low
and thus it is considered that if operational, the turbine would not create any material
increase in the number or type of vehicle using the existing access arrangements.
During construction then the issue becomes one of over-sized vehicles visiting the site.
The Highway Authority draws attention to the standard of the Rush Lane junction with
the A51 but notes that there are proposals to address this. Moreover the route
suggested fo the M42 junction 9 at Dunton Island is accepted as being suitable.
However conditions are recommended in order o explore the detail of the operation. As
a consequence it is not considered that there is a reason for refusal here.

The Highways Agency does not object to the proposal.

There are no objections either from the public rights of way team of the Highway
Authority as there are no recorded rights of way crossing or immediately abutting the
application site.

The relevant Development Plan policy here is saved policy ENV14 of the North
Warwickshire Local Plan 2006. Given the responses from both Highways Agency and
the Highway Authority here, it is not considered that there is a reason for refusal here,
but that planning conditions will be required as recommended by those Authorities.
There is nothing in the NPPF which is likely to treat this issue differently.

h) Heritage Impacts
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The initial conclusion from English Heritage as recorded above is agreed. There are five
scheduled ancient monuments within 5km of the site along with six conservation areas,
seven Grade 2 star Listed Buildings and 89 Grade 2 listed buildings. The applicant has
therefore undertaken assessments on the more significant of these features, bearing in
mind English Heritage guidance that “protection of the setting of heritage assets need
not prevent change”, and that most of the assets themselves are surrounded by other
more recent and modern developments.

Tamworth Castle is a Grade 1 Listed Building and potential impacts on its setting have
been assessed, even although it is just outside of the 5km radius studied by the
applicant. The turbine will be seen from the Castle just as other more modern buildings
are now — blocks of flats, the Snow Dome and the Holiday Inn. The turbine would be
another built feature and a further component in very mixed views. It is unlikely to
therefore have a material impact on the Castle’s setfing.

The seven grade 2 star Listed Buildings are the Dosthill Sunday School; Kingsbury Hall,
Kingsbury Church, Middleton Hall and its associated buildings, Drayton Bassett Church
and Middleton Church. The overall assessment of the applicant is agreed that there
would be imperceptible or negligible impacts on these assets as they already stand in
their own grounds and immediate settings. This is not to say that the blades of the
turbine would not be visible from one or other of these assets. The issue is whether that
visibility materially affects the setting of these Listed Buildings. Given the distances
involved and the intervening land forms, buildings and vegetation it is not considered
that is significant impact through discernible change to their settings. The same
conclusion applies to the closest of the grade 2 Listed Buildings — Freasley Hall, Yew
and Sycamore Cottages, Whateley Hall Farmhouse, The Malt House, Hockley Hall and
Holt Hall, although in the case of the latter two buildings, the turbine will be visible in
part due to proximity and thus the impacts would be limited.

In terms of the Conservation Areas, then the closest is Dosthill — just over a kilometre to
the north-west. Views into and out of the Area are restricted due to other development
surrounding the Area. As a result, clear views of the turbine are unlikely, but where they
are, they would be of low impact not materially altering the character and appearance of
the Area, which is essentially that of an urban environment. The same conclusions
apply to the Wilnecote, Kingsbury, Fazeley and Bolehill, Polesworth and Tamworth
Town Centre Areas. However the turbine would just be visible from the south eastern
edge of the Fazeley and Bolehill Area, but not materially affect the character of the Area
as a whole. These Areas are in general terms historic fown centres and not open
spaces or in countryside locations and thus their respective characters and appearance
are unlikely to be materially affected.

It is agreed that there are no significant impacts to the settings of scheduled ancient
monuments in the area.

Consideration of impacts on heritage assets is a statutory duty. Local Planning
Authorities have a duty to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or
enhancing the character and appearance of a Conservation Area. It is considered that
the proposal is sufficiently distant from the Areas around it and that there are
intervening landforms and buildings to be sufficient to preserve their characters and
appearance. Similarly with Listed Buildings, the duty is to ensure that there are no
material impacts on the special architectural or historic atiributes of these buildings. In
this case the proposal is not within the curtilage of, or close to a Listed Building.
However the setting of a Listed Building is a material consideration too. It is not
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considered that the setting of these buildings is materially affected. English Heritage has
not raised objection.
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The relevant Development Plan policies here are saved ENV15 and ENV16 from the
North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006. It is considered that these fully align with section
12 of the NPPF and thus carry full weight. However given the conclusions above it is not
considered that there are sufficient grounds here for a refusal.

i) Shadow Flicker

The Environmental Health Officer draws atiention to the applicant's supporting
documentation which describes a worst case scenario here as there being shadow
flicker for 400 hours a year. He understands that this is not a “predicted” or even an
“expected” level, but points out that it is excess of the generally recommended level of
30 hours a year. This is understood to be a consequence of the size of the turbine.
Whilst the applicant had included a complaint investigation procedure and a proposed
mitigation strategy, this is said to be heavily reliant upon an investigation undertaken by
the applicant within some ten days. He does not consider this to be robust or responsive
both in terms of looking at mitigation measures for affected properties and the inclusion
of “shut down" periods. These concerns have been put to the applicant as left
unattended they were likely to be the subject of a refusal reason. The applicant has
submitted a shadow flicker management plan in response.

This is attached in full at Appendix E. In short it includes the installation of a mechanism
within the turbine which would shut it down if agreed levels of shadow flicker are
exceeded - in this, the recommended level would be 30 minutes per day or 30 hours
per year. The applicant proposes to survey all receptors (dwellings and offices) prior to
commissioning the turbine and the findings would be modelled into a device to be
installed into the turbine which would shut it down should the level above be exceeded.
The survey work would be undertaken with the Council's officers present. Mitigation
measures for individual addresses could also be agreed.

The Environmental Health Officer is satisfied that this Plan would provide safeguards
and thus allay a potential refusal reason, but he recommends that it is conditioned
should planning permission be granted.

The relevant Development Plan policy here is saved policy ENV11. As indicated above
in section (e), it is considered that this policy accords with the NPPF and thus should be
given full weight. The policy says that where there is “significant” loss of amenity then a
planning permission should not be granted. The submission of the Management Plan
with its sanction of shutting the turbine down is a significant mitigating circumstance
here and it is considered that in these circumstances the imposition of a condition is the
proportionate way forward.

j) Operational Impacts

Some representations received include issues which generally relate to safety matters.
The Government's new guidance stays that “fall over distance” plus 10% is often used
as a safe separation distance. Members will have seen from their visit, that this “guide”
is fully satisfied. Moreover it is material that the Highways Agency, Network Rail and the
National Grid have not raised objections due the proximity of the turbine close to their
respective infrastructures. Members too will have seen large turbines immediately
adjacent to the M1 Motorway and of course there is a planning permission for one in the
HGV lorry park at the M42 Dordon Service Area.
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k) Air Traffic and Safety

The Government's recent guidance points out that wind turbines can have an adverse
impact on air traffic movement and safety. Whilst they represent a risk of collision they
may more commonly interfere with the proper operation of radar by limiting the capacity
to handle air traffic and aircraft instrument landing systems. In this case the Birmingham
Airport has objected to the proposal. The reasoning behind that objection has been
relayed to the applicant and he disputes the conclusion reached by the Airport.
Notwithstanding on-going discussion between the parties, no agreement could be
reached including the use of planning conditions or through the use of a legal
agreement. As such the Airport maintains its objection.

I} Other Impacts

The Environment Agency has raised no objection subject to a condition in respect of
any contaminated land which might be found, and the Severn Trent Water Ltd has not
lodged an objection.

The proposed line of the next phase of HS2 runs to the south of the site but HS2 Ltd
has not raised an objection to the proposal.

The Ministry of Defence has not raised an objection.
m) Representations Received

The representations received very largely include all of the matters raised above. There
is however a number of other separate issues which are mentioned and should be
addressed.

One key one that is referred to is the view that there is insufficient distance between the
turbine and residential property. A response to this was outlined above. However to
make it clear, the Government's own recent guidance explicitly states that, “Other than
when dealing with set back distances for safety, distance itself does not necessarily
determine whether the impact of a proposal in unacceptable. Distance plays a part, but
so does the local context including factors such as topography, the local environment
and near-by land uses”. In other words a refusal based on a view that the turbine is
within a certain distance of a residential property would carry very little weight. As the
guidance says, it is the context that is important. The conclusions above in respect of
the impact on openness, and the visual and landscape impacts are thus of far more
weight here.

Another representation widely referred to in the objections is the potential impact on
house and property values. Members will know that this is not a material planning
consideration and no weight should be attached to this concern. Similarly there was
reference in some of the representations received to the potential impact on domestic
animals, but again it is not considered that this should be a material planning
consideration here.

An objection based on the potential that a planning permission here would act as a
precedent for other turbines in the locality should be given little weight. Members will be
aware that it is a clear tenet of planning law that each proposal should be considered on
its own individual merits. In this case the turbine is "bespoke” to the brickwork's energy
requirements and as discussed above it would have its own unique impact on the
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openness of the Green Beit and on the landscape character hereabouts. It can thus be
assessed on its own merits as a site specific proposal. Other proposals would have their
own impacts and it is agreed that that might need to include cumulative impacts, just as
here. The potential combined cumulative impact of this current proposal and the
approved turbine at the M42 Services is referred to above and this carries some weight
in the overall assessment of the impacts on openness and landscape character. Any
future proposals will also need to assess cumulative impacts too. A straight forward
expectation that a refusal should follow because of likely precedent is not considered to
be a consideration of weight in determining this application.

Several representations refer to the applicant not considering alternative forms of
renewable energy or that the technology proposed is inefficient. This is addressed by
the applicant at Appendix C. However, Member’s attention is particularly drawn to the
advice in the NPPF where one of the core planning principles outlined in paragraph 17
is that the planning system should, “support the transition to a low carbon future and
encourage the use of renewable resources, for example by the development of
renewable energy®. Paragraph 97 states that in order to help increase the supply of
renewable energy, local planning authorities should “recognise the responsibility on all
communities to contribute to energy generation from renewable sources”. In paragraph
98, when determining applications, local planning authorities should not “require
applicants to demonstrate the overall need for renewable energy and recognise that
even small scale projects provide a valuable contribution to cufting green house
gasses”. The brickworks business clearly wishes to use renewable energy in its
business enterprise here. In light of the NPPF's guidance, it is not considered to be
reasonable for the Council to consider a refusal on the grounds that the Company
should first consider alternative technologies; that the technology may be inefficient or
that it should look at a wider variety of alternative sites for locating its renewable energy
source. Members are therefore advised to give little weight to these matters.

n) Initial Conclusion

All of the above issues now need to be brought fogether into a short conclusion such
that it can then be weighed against the applicant’s case in the final assessment.

It is concluded that the development is inappropriate development in the Green Belt.
Not only is it that harmful by definition, it is also harmful in that it would have a
substantial “real-life” adverse impact on the openness of the Green Belt particularly in
proximity to the turbine but also over a wider geographic area. To this are added the
substantial adverse impacts on the landscape character in the immediate vicinity but
also on many other landscape characteristics further afield, and the adverse impacts on
visual amenity, significantly for those resident in the nearby residential areas but also on
those passing through. Cumulatively these impacts are considered to be substantial.

o) Final Assessment

The application site is in the Green Belt. The proposal is for inappropriate development
here and thus the presumption is that planning permission should be refused. This is
the starting point for this final assessment. The applicant agrees and considers that the
“very special circumstances” outlined in the application are of sufficient weight to
override this presumption. It was indicated in section (a) that the greater the cumulative
impact of this inappropriate development, then the greater the case needed to be from
the applicant in order to overcome the presumption. It is considered that the cumulative
adverse impacts here are substantial and thus the applicant’s case has therefore to be
equally substantial. That case does carry significant weight. The NPPF makes it explicit
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that one of the Government’s core planning principles is to “support the transition to a
low carbon future” and thus planning decisions will play a key role “in securing radical
reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, minimising vuinerability and providing
resilience to the impacts of climate change, and in supporting the delivery of renewable
and low carbon energy.” Hence this principle itself becomes a very special circumstance
in its own right which has to be considered when assessing applications in Green Belt
locations. The applicant quite rightly therefore treats this as central to his case.

There is certainly merit here in how that principle is then translated into this
development proposal. There are two matters here of weight. Firstly, the beneficiary of
the renewable energy here is an industry heavily reliant on high energy consumption.
The evidence fo support this and its benefit to this industry is outlined in the various
appendices to this report. It is thus exactly the kind of renewable energy project that
could be supported. Moreover there would be some public benefit too with electricity for
up to 1400 dwellings being exported into the National Grid. The NPPF makes it very
explicit that there is a responsibility on “all communities to contribute to energy
generation from renewable or low carbon sources” and this is repeated in the latest
Government guidance. Secondly, this project relates to an industry central to the
Government’s planning policies — the need to build more houses. Whilst the applicant
argues that support for the proposal will ensure the future of this factory here at Dosthill
with the retention of local employment opportunities, the argument does need to be
widened in that this industry is working in the national interest. Members will have seen
the scale and extent of the manufacturing process whilst on site and the very real
sustainable advantage of having the raw material sourced on-site. Renewable energy
provision would thus enhance these sustainability benefits.

For these two reasons it is considered that the applicant’s case does carry significant
weight. The assessment to be made is whether it is sufficient to override the
presumption of refusal.

It is considered not. There are several reasons for this. Firstly, the essential
characteristics of the Green Belt are its openness and its permanence. Each of these
defining characteristics would be substantially compromised here and it is not easy to
find any means of mitigation. The NPPF continues by saying that very special
circumstances “will not exist” unless the potential harm to the Green Belt, and any other
harm, is “clearly” outweighed by other considerations. In this case it is considered that
the harm done to the Green Belt goes to the very essence of the Green Belt and thus
those considerations can not clearly outweigh that harm. Secondly, harm will be caused
here other than to the Green Belt — the material change to landscape character and
visual amenity. These impacts themselves are sufficient to warrant a refusal because of
the degree of that harm. Again it is difficult to establish whether there can be any form
of mitigation here to limit these impacts. As a consequence and thirdly, the most recent
Government guidance is that the need for renewable energy does not automatically
override environmental protections and that protecting local amenity is an important
consideration which should be given proper weight in planning decisions. It is
considered that in this case, those environmental protections should be retained
because of the degree of the harm caused by the proposed development. Fourthly, that
same recent advice says that it is important that the planning concemns of local
communities are properly heard. Here there is significant objection from those most
directly affected.

p) The Proposed Community Fund
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Members wili be aware from the August report — Appendix B — that the applicant is
offering a Community Trust Fund amounting to £125k to be expended on
“environmental and sustainability related projects within the local area” in the event of
an approval for the turbine.

Local financial considerations relevant to a planning application are matters which can
quite properly be taken into account in the grant of planning permission by virtue of
Section 143 of Localism Act 2011. The offer of the Fund is thus a matter which needs to
be addressed openly. It is considered that the planning merits of the case should be
fully dealt with prior to looking at this matter and this is why it is left until this point in the
report. In short the issue is whether the offer of the Fund is sufficient to add that
additional weight to the applicant's case so as to overcome the planning conclusion
reached above. It is considered not because of the significant objection to the
development from the local community which is generally based on sound planning
reasons. Additionally as concluded above, those planning reasons go to the very heart
of Green Belt policy and thus the offer of the Fund is not something which would lead to
a re-consideration of this matter of principle.

Recommendation
That planning permission is REFUSED for the following reasons:

1) This proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt. It is thus harmful to
the Green Belt by definition. It is considered that the material considerations
advanced by the applicant are not of a weight to amount to the very special
circumstances sufficient to overcome the presumption of refusal as a
consequence of that harm. This is because of the substantial impact that the
proposal would have on the openness of the Green Belt by virtue of its height; its
location on high ground and its visibility over an extensive area. The proposal
does not accord with saved policy ENV2 of the North Warwickshire Local Plan
2006 and the National Planning Policy Framework 2012.

2) The proposal is considered to have a substantial adverse impact on the
character of the landscape to the extent that it would not protect or enhance the
intrinsic quality of its characteristics in the vicinity of the proposal or over a wider
surrounding area. It does not harmonise with its surroundings or add to the
overall character of the area. This is by virtue of its size and its location and the
characteristics of the surrounding landscape. The proposal does not accord with
saved policies ENV1, ENV12 and ENV13 of the North Warwickshire Local Plan
2006 and the National Planning Policy Framework 2012.

3) The proposal is considered to have a substantial adverse impact on the visual
amenity of surrounding and more distant occupiers by virtue of the size, the
location of the proposal and the extent of the area affected. It does not accord
with saved policy ENV11 of the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006 or the
National Planning Policy Framework 2012.

4) Birmingham Airport, a safeguarded civil aerodrome, advise that the proposal
would lead to an unacceptable degradation of radar coverage in an operationally
significant area to the north of the Airport, to the extent that it would direct the
Local Planning Authority to refuse planning permission under Section 77 of the
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as set out in the Town and Country
Planning (Safeguarded Aerodromes, Technical Sites and Military Explosives
Storage Areas) Direction 2002,
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152 Applicant E-mail 30/9/13
153 Birmingham Airport E-mail 21/10/13
154 Applicant E-mail 25/10/13
155 Applicant E-mail 1/11/13
156 Birmingham Airport E-mail 211113
157 Head of Development E-mail 22111113
Control
158 Applicant E-mail 25/11/13
169 Birmingham Airport E-mail 17/12/13
170 Head of Development E-mail 17112113
Control
171 Birmingham Airport E-mail 17/12/13

Note: This list of background papers excludes published documents which may be referred to in the
report, such as The Development Plan and Planning Policy Guidance Notes.

A background paper will include any item which the Planning Officer has relied upon in preparing the

report and formulating his recommendation. This may include correspondence, reports and documents
such as Environmental Impact Assessments or Traffic Impact Assessments.
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PAP/2013/0321
Proposed Wind Turbine - Weinerberger Works, Dosthill

Site Visit: Thursday 29 August 2Zpm

Present: Councillors Buicher, Humpliries, Moss B, Phillips, Sweet and Wykes with J
Brown

1. Members wavelled along the M1 Motorway berween Junctions 19 and 18 in order
10 view the eight wind turbines grouped 10 the immediate east of this streich of the
Motorway. These tubines are each 123 metres tall. From the Motorway the
turbines were practically at ground level meaning that their fuil height could be
seen.

From Junction 18, the group wavelled through Crick and omto Yelvertoft. The
land here is higher than the Motorway and the blades of the wrbines were seen
from the road between these two viliages. .
From Yelvertoft. the group wravelled to Lilboume. The full height of the wrbines
was again visible ffom here and Members were able to sce the turbines in relation
to houses that fronted the road.

From Lilbourne the group returned to the A5,

Whilst travelling t0 and from the M1, Members were ahle to see a number of
other turbines arcund the Lutterworth area and at the DIRFT terminal.
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PAP2013/0321
Proposed Wind Turbine, Dosthiil

Site Visit

We 4 September 2013: 6pm

Present:  Councillors Buicher, L and N Dirveiks, Humphries, Lewis, May, Phillips,
Sharratt, Sweet, Winter and J Brown

1.

b

Members visited a number of vantage points en-route to the site. These were
identified in the supporting documentation, The ones visited were Heanley Lane,
Hurley; Whateley, Hedging Lane, Hockley and Kempton Drive, Dosthill.
Memibers also overlooked the brickworks site at the point where safeguarded
Dosthill By-pass joins the A51.

At each of the vamage points, the position of the turhine was located and the
predicted views from the photo-montages supplied in the applicant®s supporting
documentation were viewed.

Members arrived on site shortly after 7pm.

There was a short question and answer session during which Members viewed the
submitted plans and the photo-montages from the vantage points not visited.
Members then divided into two groups and were taken by the Wienerberger's
personnel to the aciual site of the proposed turbine. Here they could view the
general Jocation as well as noting the ground level of the base of the turbine
relating that to the surrounding countryside, and the adjoining brickworks site and
its associated guarry.

Members left the site just around 7.45pm.
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PAP/2013/0321
Wienerherger Brick Works, Rush Lane, Dosthill

Installation and Operation of a single 130 metre high wind turbine and associated
infrastructure (including access track, electrical equipment, temporary construction
compound and hard standing) for

Wienerberger Ltd
Introduction

The receipt of this application is reported to the Board through this report in order 1o
acquaint Members with the site and the proposal prior to determination. The opporunity
is also taken to outline the Development Plan backeround os well as other material
planning considerations which will need to be assessed.

As with other wind turbine applications, Members are recommended to undertake a site
visit and also to tour around the sumounding area in order to better understand the
landscape’s character and appearance.

The applicaton site falls inside North Warwickshire but it will have an impact on
residents living in Temworth. As a consequence residents in Desthill and Hockley have
been notified as well the Tamworth Borough Council. Members may wish to kaow that
4000 residents have been notified of the application wgether with a number of Parish and
Town Councils as well as other surrounding Local Planning Authorities.

Prior to the submission of the application, the applicant presented the proposals to
Members and officers of both this and the Tamworth Borough Council. The submission
does not differ from the outline of the proposals given at that time.

The Site

The Wicnerberger Brickworks are probably better known locally as the former
Baggeridge brick works site. This is a substantial industrial concern just to the south of
Dosthill and to the east of the AS1. Access is from Rush Lane which has a junction with
that road arcund 900 metres to the west of the site.

The general location is shown in Appendix A, ané Appendix B illustrates the site in a
little more detail.

To the north of the brick works site is the Biffa landfill site beyond which are residential
areas in Tamworth and to the west is reclaimed land which benefits from pianning
permission t¢ erect industrial buildings. There is existing residential development to the
nosth-west comprising the southern extent of Dosthill — 625 metres 1o the nearest house.
Further to the west on the A3 are eswablished industrial premises. To the south there is
open land being curnrent clay workings as well as further clay reserves. There is open land
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to the south west, heing former mineral workings, and to the east is open agricultural land
beyond which is the hamlet of Whateley — 660 metres distant. A National Grid electricity
Hne with its pylons crosses this land wo.

The Birmingham to Derby railway line is in cutting along the western boundary of the
brickworks site and the M42 motorway s just over a kilometre to the south. There are
overhead lines to the east. The land rises noticeably to the south and east.

The actaal site of the proposed turbine is 1o the south east of the main building complex
at the premises and is at the same ground level as those buildings.

The Proposals

The proposal is for a single wind turbine, 130 metres tall from ground to the tip of the
blede. The hub would be 80 metres off the ground and the blades would cover a 100
metre swept area. Associated ground level buildings would be single storey — no more
than 3 metres 1all and have a maximum floor area of 60 square metres. These would be
located arcund the foot of the turbine. A temporary construction compound is reguired
together with a erane hard standing. Construetion taffic and subseguent service vehicles
would use the existing southem access from the brickworks onfo Rush Lape and thence
to the A51. Construction traffic would amive from the south and also leave to the south —
from and o Junction 9 {Dunton Istand) of the M42 Motorway. Minor road improvements
would be required particularly at the junction of Rush Lane with the A51. Thers would be
some “over-sailing” too of adjoining land. Construction is likely to take nine months and
involve a new internal access track within the industrial premises 1o access the actual site.

THustrations of the turbine are at Appendix C md the associated buildings are shown at
Appendix D with a layour at Appendix E,

The turbine is designed to generate 2.3MW of electricity over a 25 year period after
which it would be de-commissioned. It is anticipated that 70% of the electricity senerated
would be provided for the brick works with the surplus exported to the Nationel Grid —
equivalent to meet the annual needs of 1360 houses.

For the applicant it is said that the proposal, as a green initiative, would benefit the
environment generally by providing a renewable source of energy, delivering a supply of
electricity which would be secure and have a prediciable cost thus protecting it from
volatility in future electricity pricing. The long term future of the business is thus seen as
sustained with 850 jobs protected — 65 at this site.

A Community Trust Fund is proposed proportionate to the amoumt of electricity
generated and this would amount of £125k for the local conununity to expend on
environmenial and sustainability refated projecis in the local area.
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Supporting Documentation

A number of documents have been submitied with the application 1o provide the evidence
base to assess potential impacts arising from the proposal. A non-technical summary has
been produced by the applicant and this overview is attached at Appendix F.

In terms of Site Selection and Design the applicant has stressed that the proposal has
been arrived at as a consequence of a balance between several factors — making use of the
location with the best wind speeds: not prejudicing the manufacturing operations on site,
ensuring that safeguarded distances between the pylons to the east and the railway line to
the west are retained and that sufficient distznce is maintained from existing residential
property, particalarly in respect of possible noise emissions.

The documents inciude information about Pre-Application Consultation referring to a
bespoke web site and to a public exhibition held prior to submission, This was artended
by 50 people and three main issues are said to Lhave been highlighted: noise emissions
particularly at night, the appearance and size of the turbine and concerns that the two
Authorities would not work closely together.

There is a substantial document dealing with the potential Landscape and Visual
Assessment, The methodology used in this work follows best practice guidance set out
by the Landscape Instiute and the Instimie of Environmental Management and
Assessment. A range of other guidance is called on, including the Natural England’s
Countryside Character for the West Midlands, and this Council’s own Landscape
Character Assessments. The former describes the area in general terms as having, “well-
wooded farmland with a rolling landform with sncient landscape patterns of small felds,
winding lanes and isolated hamlets, narrow meandering river valleys with long water
meadows and industrial development associated with former mineral extraction and
urban edge landscapes,” The Council’s document describes she area surrounding the site
itself as being, “generally run down and indistinctive; an open arable landscape marred
by former coal workings, spoil heaps, busy roads and large scale industrial areas, along
with other prominent visnal detractors ~eg. the M42 Motorway, Kingsbury Link, the oil
termiinal and the brickworks site itself’. The landscape character beyond this more local
area surrounding the site, fakes on much more of the character and form as described in
the more regional description set out carlier. A full description of landscape
characteristics is provided in the document.

In order to assess the extent of likely landscape and visual effects, the documentation
suggests that visibility of the turbine would be extensive within a five kilometre radius of
the site, but less so to the north east. At 10 kilometres visibility becames “patchy” to the
north—west and south-gast and that there is very limited visibility towards 20 kilometres,
more $o 1o the west, south-east and north-east.

A total of 14 vantage points have been selected in order to asses the likely magninde of
landscape and visual effects. Photo-montages for each, showing existing and proposed
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views are included in the documentation. The conclusions from the documentation in
respect of the direct effects on landscape character snggest that in the area up to around 2
kilometres from the site there would be a significant change with the mrbine becoming
the dominant feature. In the Wood End to Whitacre area it is suggested that the furbine
would be seen with other “urban” features such as the oil terminal, existing setilements
and intervening trees such that there would be no significant landscape change. In the
Tame Valley, the conclusion is that this is a “highly modified man-made landscape”
which lacks any swucwre and thus the overall effect of the trbine would not be
significant, In respect of looking at the effects from residential areas, then at Dosthill, it is
concluded that there would be substantial change experienced for those residents closest
to the tarbine extending to around a kilomeire away fiom the site. Further north there is
greater likelihood of existing structures and building inserrupting views. At Whateley and
in Hockley the conclusion is that there would be substantial change. Kingsbury it is said
would experience significant change particularly in its northem area. At Wood End there
is not considered to be significant effects. At Hurley there would be significant effects
from the more elevated locations in the south west of the settfement. Middleton it is said
would experience moderate effects due to intervening woodland. In Drayton Bassett it is
concluded that there would be moderate effects at its south eastern end. Dordon would
experience slight change it is said particularly from residents on its westem fringe, and at
Baddesley there would slight change at the far western end on the higher ground
overlooking Birch Coppice.

The documen: also assesses the landscape effects from road and il vsers. It concludes
that there would be significant effects from the M42 particularly travelling north. There
would be substantial change for wavellers going north on the A51 out of Kingsbury and
significant change for those travelling south. Travellers on the A4091 would experience
moderate change but change 10 users on the AS would be limited. For roil travellers the
effects would be limited because of the cutting and intervening landforms and vegetation.
For footpath users the document concludes that there would be significant changs for up
to 4 kilometres distance.

The report then concludes by taking a view on the cumulative visual impacts, given that
there is an approval for 2 67 metre tail turbine at the Dordon Services. Jt says that there
would be significant sequential effects for travellers on the M42 Motorway; from public
footpath users in locations where visibility allows views of both turbines and from a
limited number of dwellings in Whateley.

A selection of photo montages provided by the applicant is at Appendix G.

Heritage Impacts are assessed in terms of petential impacts on the seftings of Listed
Buildings, there being 7 grade two star buildings within a 5 km radius and 89 grade 2
Histed buildings; the character and appearance of Conservation Areas, there being six
conservation areas within & 5 km radius, and potential infiuence on scheduled ancient
monuments, there being five such sites within a 5 km radius. The impact statement then
deals with the individual sites and settings. The overall conclusion is that there would be

no direst adverse impact and ne wider impacts on the setting of these assets.
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A Natural Heritage Assessment has also been prepared. This identifies eight stamtory
sites within a 20km radius of the site and foorteen non-statutory sites within a 3l
radius. Contact was made with Nateral England, the RSPB and the West Midiands Bird
Club and particular attention was paid to omithological interests because of the lakes and
water bodies in the River Tame valley, The conclusion was that there are no significant
ecolegical impacts.

A Noise Assessment has been undertaken within parameters agreed by Environmental
Health Officers with the advice of the most up to date relevant best practice guidance
not¢ from the Institute of Aceustics. Those parameters include measures of background
noise levels as well as selecting the locations for noise surveys and assessments. The
conclusion from the assessment is that the day and night time limits can be met and thus
the turbine would not be detrimentat to residential amenirty.

An assessment has also been undertaken of existing Infrastructure within the site and
surrounding area, including utilities, aviation. rail facilities and services. This includes
reference o the proposed HS2 lne. No adverse impacts are anticipated. Geological and
Hydrolegical assessments have also been undertaken which indicate that there are likely
to be no sigmficant effects. A similar conclusion was drawn from an assessment of the
likely impacts from Shadow Flclker.

A Planning Statement has been submitted too. This refers to a nomber of planning
policies as set out in the National Planning Policy Framework 2012; the National Policy
Statement for Energy and for Renewable Enersy Infrastncrure, the North Warwickshire
Local Plan 2006 and the Council’s submitted Core Strategy of February 2013. Because
the site is in the Green Belt, the applicant has set out the planning considerations which
he considers amount to the “very special circumstances” required to override the
presumpiion against the grant of planning permission for this inappropriate development,
These are identified as the wider benefits of renewable energy; supporting an existing
iocal business. The statement suggests that there would be some impact on the openness
of the Greer Belt and that it would not prejudice the purposes for retaining land within
the Green Belt In respect of other Development Plan policies the statement concludes
that the supporting documentation indicales that there would be no adverse impacits to
wamrant refusal. The overriding conclusion is that this is sustainzble development and
should be supported as it complies with the NPPF,

Development Plan

Saved policies of the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006 — Core Policy 3 (Natural and
Historic Environment); Core Policy 1! (Quality of Development) and policies ENV1
{Protection and Enhancement of Natural Landscape), ENV2 (Green Beld), ENV3 (Nature
Conservation), ENV4 (Trees and Hedgerows), ENV6 (Land Resources), ENV19 (Energy
Generation and Energy Conservation), ENV11 (Neighbour Amenities), ENV12 (Urban
Design), ENVI13 (Building Design), ENVi4 (Access Design), ENV13 (Conservation),
ENVI16 (Listed Buildings) and TPT1 (Transport Considerations).
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OCther Material Planning Considerations

The National Planning Policy Framework 2012 — Sustainable Development; Building a
Swong Competitive Economy, Reguiring Good Design. Protecting the Green Beit,
Meeting the Challenge of Climate Change, Conserving and Enhancing the Natural and
Historic Environments,

National Policy Statement for Energy — 2011

National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastmuciure — 2011
The Council™s submitied Core Strategy — February 2013
Observations

This proposed single wind tarbine is for one the largest turbines in the counwry and is
larger than any proposal that the Council has bad to consider te date. As with other cases,
the starting point will be to assess the proposel against the Development Plan, In this case
the site is in the Green Belt and thus the NPPF policy towards new development in such
areas will need to be considered. The Board will have to decide whether this is
appropriate or inappropriate development. If the latter, then the main issue will be to
establish whether there are muaterial planning considerations of such weight cither
individually or cumulatively whick would amount to the very special circumstances
necessary to override the presumption of refusal. Those considerations, as indicated
above, will inevitably lead to discussion of the NPPF's approach towards renewable
energy projects and the benefits that they bring. In this case the provision of the
electricity requirements of the brick wosks operations with a sustainable energy source
will be a significant factor,

As in other cases, the Board will have 10 assess the likely impacis of the proposal on a
number of different factors ~ visual, landscape and noise will be the main ones. In
coming to these assessments, the Board will be able to call on the advice and guidance of
the consultation responses with a number of different Agencies; their own officers and
the represeniations received from residents and Parish Councils. Because of the location
of the proposal right on the boundary berween North Warwickshire and Tamworth, the
Board will need to give equat weight to all representations received particularly as many
of the nearest residents 1o the proposal live in Tamworth.

Al this stage the Board should be aware of the scale, scope and nature of the proposal; the
reasons for its submission and ihe relevant planning policy backeround and issues, The
recommendation below is to undertake both a site visit and a tour around the surrounding
area. That tour will need to be wide ranging given the scale of the project,
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Recommendation

At this stage the Board is recomumended to visit the site and to undertake an extensive
tour of the surrounding area.

Background Papers

Application  2/7/13
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Volume 1 - Non-Technical Summary
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§2JUL 2013

Norih Warwicksh%_re
INTRODUCTHBN Borough Council

This Non-Technical Summary (NTS) forms
part of the Support Document (D) that has
been prepared by Wind Direct to
accompany a planning application for the
proposed Kingshbury Wind Energy Scheme.

The Kingsbury Wind Energy Scheme is
situated on land owned by Wienerberger
ltd, the proposed consumer of the wind
generated electricity as part of an on-site
generation project.

Developer and Prolect Team

Wind Direct specialises in Wind Energy
Schemes for direct supply to intensive
energy users, and is founded on the
experiise of pioneering companies who
began working in renewable energy in the
earty 1990s, Wind Direct is a business
stream of the Wind Prospect Group, a
company involved in the developmant of
77" wind energy developments around the
world, totalling 2437MW. Wind Direct is
developing Wind Energy Schemes across
the UK and currently has over 20 industrial
and rural sites in various stages of planning
and development.

This Support Document has been prepared
by Wind Direct with contributions from the
following consultants:

ﬁ

avianscolegy

STEPHENSONHALLIDAY

LHVILONMENTAL FLANMIKG « LANDSGATEL ARGINTIGTUAL

acia

*wind Prospect Group Develepment Track record 2003
htto:ffswe windprospect. cam/docs/document5/43%813420
Developmenti X rark S 2NRzcord il QLR odf

7157

Development Proposal

Wind Direct aims 1o establish the concept
and viahility of a wind energy project at
Kingsbury through the planring application
and supporting documentation. The
praposal is for the erection and operation
of a single wind turbine up to a maximum
of 130m in height and output of up to
2.5MW. The exact mode! of turbine to he
installed at the site would be decided
following a future tendering process.

The development is praposed on & field to
the east of the operational Wienerberger
brick manufacturing facility., A plan of the
proposed turbine layout and associated
infrastructure is provided in Figure 2.1,
Volume 3 of the SD and reproduced in this
NTS.

The construction, aperation and
decommissioning of the proposed wind
turbine is anticipated to be over a pericd of
27 years {25 operational years). It would
contain the following components:

»  One wind turbine

«  Turbine foundation

» Crane hardstanding

¢ Internal access track and site
entrance

» Temmporary canstruction compound

# Underground cable network

» A small transformer kiosk adjacent
to the turbine

» Storage containers

¢ SCADA contro! room and;

» A switchgear building

Kingsbury Wind Energy Scheme would
have an operaticnal life of approximately
25 years. After this time, the develapment
would be decommissioned in order to
return the [and to its former use.




R

THE NEED FOR THE DEVELOPMENT

Economnc Benef‘ts I

.« On average 70%* of the eiectncrty from the wind turbine will be suppi[ed 10
- Wrenerberger’s ngsbury site. Securing a supply of electricity at predictable cost .
..and protectmg the site from the volatility of future electricity pricing will be a ke

: .bene’r"t tawards ensunng the long-term future and sustamabrirty of the K:ngsb ry
srte“ : :

: ,_The benef‘ ts recerved by the brrck works will be felt throughout the [ocal area due -
to economic multrgher effects The introduction of a wind turbine will generate or’ e
protect more &conomic actwrty in the area, which strengthens the tocal econamiy:
A higher Economlc multiplier will iead to” greater econbmic wtahty because
busmess actrwty is encouraged, and jobs are created and susta:ned

o Every. megawutt af wmd energy we install generates £700,000 womh of -
_ ., value for the UK, of which £100,000 stays in the focof afea.”® =

. Accordmg to these Fgures,. the Kingsbury turbing would brmg £1. 75m|l]ron worth
~ ofvalue to the UK and £300K to the local area.

* Wind turbines are reguired to pay business rates which go directly to the toca[ '
councit. The business rates are a function of the vield produc:tmn, therefore 3 srng B
2. SMW turbme rna'yr pmwde annual assumed rates of E?.'/’K '

* Dependant on the turbine model selected, wind rasource and Wienarberger cleclncrt\; demand
¥ Renewabile UX — Renewnbieuk statement on Judicial review of Mitton Keynes council’s salicy an wind farms

I.\ased on DECL, Digest of United Kingdom Energy Statistics (DUKES), 2010

Accordmg to 0F address point data, toal no. of househalds In Kingsbury is 1540, Number of homes powered figure is provided
for comparison purposes anly and is based on 2 tapadity factor of 27.3% which Is average output for UK onshore wind for the fast
frve years according 4 DECC, DUKES Dec 2012,
® Based on Data fram DECC Fuel Mix Disclosure Table, 2012
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CONSULTATION

An important element of any planning
application for a wind turbine s
consultation with statutory and non-
statutory consultees, including public
consultation,

Consultation with statutory consultess was
undertaken throughout the development
phase. Consuitees included Local Councils,
Natural Englend, the RSPB, Local Bird
Clubs, English Heritage,
Telecommunication  operators, utitity
service providers, Birmingham Alrport and
the Ministry of Defence.

A pubiic exhibition was held at Kingsbury
Water Ski Centre on the 18% June 2013 to
introduce the proposal to the local
community, provide answers to guestions
and receive feedback. A community
website has been set up to provide
information and keep the local community
up to date with development of the
proposal.  Further information can be

found at www.kinesburywindeneray.co.uk

ENVIRONMENTAL REPORTS

Following an extensive consultation phase
with a range of statutory consultees, non-
statutory consulteas and the public, a
number of surveys were carried out to
determine the potential impacts of the
development on  the  surrounding
environment.

Naise

Wind turbines emit two types of noise,
aerodynamic noise produced by the
movement of the rotating blades through
the air and mechanical noise, from
gearboxes or generators,

From the first generation of wind turbines
progress has been made in reducing both
aerodynamic and mechanical noise. New
designs are quieter and create significantly

7/59

less noise refative to power output than
older turbine designs,

The UK Government guidance {ESTU-R-97,
The Assessment and Rating of Noise from
Wind Farms) sets out that noise from wind
turbines should be ne more then 5dB
above existing background noise levels
during the day and night.

A noise survey has been carried out based
on relevant government guidance to assess
potential noise impacts on the nearest
residential receptors. The wind-speed-
dependent noise levels predicted at the
properties nearest the proposed wind
turbine are close to or below the current
prevailing background levels during the
daytime. Noise from the turbine will
remain well within a ‘flat’ limit of 35d8, or
5d8 ashove the background levels,
whichever is the greater. A night-time limit
of 43dB, or 5dB above background levels
would also be met under all foreseeable
circumstances. These limit values were
derived by applying the recommendations
of the ETSU-R-97 report, which s regarded
as the best avajlable guidance on good
practice, and presents 2 reasonable
compromise between the interests of the
nation, wind energy developars and wind
turbine neighbours.

Canstruction activities will be short-lived
and noise arising from construction will not
adversely affect local residents, it may
therefore be concluded that provided
construction activity preceeds only during
the nermal working day, no noise nuisance
is expected.

The proposed daytime and night-time
ptanning fimits can be met by the site
design, and the noise from the operational
turbine will not be detrimental to the
amenity of local residents.

Landscape and Visual

Landscape effects are defined by the
landscape Institute as “changes to
landscape elements,  characteristics,




(e

character, and qualities of the landscape as
a result of development”, whereas visual
effects are concerned with the effect of the
proposed development on views from
receptors such as residential dwellings,
infrastructure networks and public amenity
space.

An appraisal of the landscape and visual
effects of the Kingsbury Wind Energy
Scheme has been prepared by Stephenson
Halliday, & firm of independent
Environmental Censultants and landscape
Architects.

North Warwickshire Borough Council was
consulted on the scope of the LVIA study
area, the location of viewpoints and
cumulative schemes within the Study Area,

The assessment has been based on the
best  practice guidance  document
Guidelines for Landscape and Visual
Assessment 3rd Edition

The assessment has concluded that direct
aeffects on the landscape fabric of the site
during canstruction and operation will be
fimited in extent and fully reversile on
decommissicning of the turbine.

The fandscape sub-type ‘Tamworth Fringe
Farmlands with Wind Turbine’ would be
created at distances up to approximately
1.75km from the proposed turbine where
the turbine would become an additional
characterising element of the landscape,
There would be no significant effects upon
the lsndscape designations within the
Study Area.

There would be some major and
major/moderate effects with respect to the
visual amenity of 2 limited number of
farmsteads and scattered dwellings and on
the periphery of settiements st distances
of up 1o spproximately 4km from the
proposal. The petential for visual effects
on setilements of a major and
major/moderate level would be limited
and subject to a level of screening by
landform and tree cover, but would include

dwellings at the edge of Dosthili, Hocklay,
Whateley, Kingsbury, Hurley, Drayton
Basset and Fazeley.

Significant visua! effects from roads would
be limited to very intermittent glimpses
from the M42, the A51 and the minor
roads within approximately 2.5km of the
proposed turbine.

Significant effects from the Heart of
England Way would be limited to sections
within approximately 4km of the turbine
whera unobstructed visibility is possible.
No significant effects would occur from the
other long distance recreational routes
passing through the Study Area. From the
local public rights of way within
approximately 4km of the turbine, whera
unobstructed visibility is possible, major
and major/moderate effects upon visual
amenity would occur.

It is considered that the potential for
significant cumulative effects arising from
the addition of Kingsbury to the full
baseline and other proposals would he
very fimited.

In conclusion, the proposed Kingsbury
Wind Turbine would relate well to the
existing local landscape  character,
respecting the scale and composition of
the landscape. Inevitable lendscape and
visual effects of & major to
major/moderate  level  would  occur,
however these would be localised in extent
and it is concluded that the landscape in
the vicinity of the site has the capacity
accommodate the scale of development
proposed.

Cultural Heritage

The assessment of cultural heritage has
considered both the potential direct
physical effects of the proposed
development on surviving upstanding or
buried heritage and  archzeological
resources and the indirect effects on the
settings of nearby heritage assets.
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No direct effects are predicted in relation
to any currently known archaeclogical or
built heritage feature. The archaenlogical
potential of the area around the proposed
development is low and the probability of
encountering hitherto undiscovered buried
archagological features is alse judged to be
low.

There are a total of five scheduled
monuments, six conservation areas, saven
Grade ¥ and ninety Grade 1 listed
buildings within 5km of the proposed
turhine location. No significant impacts are
predicted.

Natural Heritage

Wind turbines have the potential ta effect
a vrange of species through the
construction, operation and
decommissioning of a wind turbine.

An appraisal of the natural effects of the
Kingsbury Wind Energy Scheme was
prepared by Avian Ecology, a firm of
independent Environmental Consultants.

No direct impacts on designated sites are
anticipated,. Indirect impacts are
anticipated to be neutral following the
implementation of appropriate pollution
control systems.

Minor negative impacts on habitats are
anticipated on a ‘within site only’ basis as a
result of the small-scale loss of habitst of
low ecological value.

No impacts are anticipated upon the
nesting sites of breeding hirds. The
possibility of occasionat collision or small
scale displacement of widespread and
commoner bird species cannot be
discounted, although these are likely to be
of minor significance at local/parish level
only. Impacts of the development are not
considered to affect the conservation
status of any bird population {including
those that are qualifying features of
statutory designated sitas).
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The possibility of minor adverse impact on
bats at an individual level cannot be
precluded, as is the case with all wind
turbine schemes; however no impacts
upon the conservation status of any bat
species is anticipated as @ result of the
development.

Following the implementation of Great
Crested Newt (GCN) Reasonable Avoidance
Measures and other mitigation works, the
potential for minor adverse impacts on
individual GCN during construction will be
negated. Population level impacts are
anticipated to be neutral and as such, the
favourable conservation status of the
species will not be affected.

Mo other residual impacts are considered
likely to occur and no significant additions
to curnulative impacts in relation to other
schemes in the wider area are anticipated.

A series of simpie habitat enhancement
measures are proposed. These will
enhance the site for wildlife overall and
lead to an overall bicdiversity gain.

Overall, no significant ecological impacts
are considered likely to occur through the
construction, operation or
decommissioning of the proposed wind
turbine and associated development.

Infrastructure and Shadow Flicker

A comprehensive consultation process was
undertaken with infrastructure operators
and organisations for the Kingshury Wind
Turbine planning application.

Careful placement of the turbine outside of
recommended exclusion zones ensuras no
predicted interference to infrastructure,

There is the potential for some limited
interference  to  terrestrial  television
reception. Where a television reception
problem, attributable te the wind turbine,
is established, mitigation measures would
he implemented.
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No impacts to civil aviation or MoD
aperations were identified, which could
nat be controlled by operational
mitigation,

There is potential for some limited shadow
flicker occurrences. The astronomic worst
case shadow flicker hours resulting from
the turbine could theoretically be 402
hours per year. Where shadow flicker s
identified to be a problem, established
ritigation measures will be implemented.

Geology and Hydrology

Wind turbines have the potential to affect
the geology and hydrology through the
construction, and decommissioning phases
of & wind turbine project.

The assessment found that there are no
significant hydrolegical, hydro-geological or
geological issues affecting the site.
Additionally there are no significant
flooding, water quality and abstraction
issues affecting the site.

Mitigation measures following the relevant
Pollution  Prevention Guidelines and
implementing best practice measures,
during the construction phase of the
develapment, will be implemented during
the construction process.

FURTHUR INFORMATION

Free copies of this non-technical summary
tan be downloaded from our website

www kingshurywindenergy.co.uk

Alternately hard copies are available from:

Wind Direct, 4™ Floor Warwick House, 737
Warwick Road, Solihull, BS1 3DG

Printed copies cost £150 + VAT or e DVYD is
available for £5 + VAT.

A full copy of the planning application and
supporting documentation is available for
inspection 2t the Council Offices:

Development Control

North Warwickshire Borough Council
South Street

Atherstone

Warwickshire

Cv9 1DE
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FAO: Jeff Brown

Head of Development Control Services
North Warwickshire Barough Council
The Council House

South Straet

Atherstone

Warwickshire

CvV9 1DE

1 August 2013
Dear Mr Brown:

Planning Apgplication PAP/2013/0321: Proposed installation and operaticn of one wind turbine
up to 130m in height and associated infrastructure,

Thank you for yaur email dated 317 July 2013, Please find below information regarding Wind
Direct’s Consultation process.

Pre-Planning Consultation

There is no statutory requirement to undertake pre planning consultstion on wind turbine
applications which doa not require an Environmental tmpact Assessment. Wind Direct however
recognises that it is good practice to consult with the local community on projects of this nature.

Wind Direct held = public exhibition on the 18% June 2013.

Prior to the public exhibition all residentia! addresses within 1km of the preposed wind turbine
location were sent a newsietter inviting residents to attend the public exhibition. This is the same
distance {1km) 25 the area affected by the flicker map {referenced in Mr Pinchears email). In
addition adverts were placed in the Tamworth Herald,

The exhibition was well attended with approximately 40 attendees. The average exhibition
attendance, based on our experience, is 10% of the number of residential letters meiled out.
Wind Direct sent out 374 newsletters. Unfortunately it appears that Mr Pincher has been misled
regarding the number of exhibition attendees.

The project is calted Kingsbury Wind Energy Scheme as it is located at Kingsbury Brick Works. |
therefore do not agree that the name of this project is misleading.

The location of the exhibition was situated at the water ski centre to give equal oppertunity for
the residents of both Dosthill and Kingsbury. The lecation of the exhibition was agreed by both
North Warwickshire and Tamworth planning authorities.
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Additional Clarifications

The wind turbine is predicted to bring savings of between 11 ~ 14% off their eleciricity bil
depending on the model of turbine instalied. On a £750,000 arnual eleciricity bill a saving of over
£75,000 a year is significant.

The community trust fund is available to provide funding for community projects, not to provide
mitigation. Wind Direct has committed to investigation and mitigetion of any impacts such as TV
reception interference ouiside of the community trust fund.

The timing of a planning application is criticised whatever time of year it is submiited. The

planning process is therefore flexible to be eble to allow people to comment on planning
applications ¥ they are unable to de so within the 3 week consultation timescale.

i you require more infermation please do not hesitate to contact me. -

Yours sincerely,

Nicola Mortimer
Head of Development

Wind Direct

4 Figor Warsick House
737 Warwick Road
Solihull

B91 3DG

Tel: +44 (0)1524 230855
nicola monimer@wint-direct.co.uk
wewwingd-direct co.uk

Regiszered Office: 7 3erkeley Square, Clifton. Brucol B3€ 1HG, Registered England & Walss No: 4934193
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FAQ: teff Brown

Head of Development Contro] Services
North Warwickshire Berough Council
Tha Councll House

South Street

Atherstone

Warwickshire

{va 1DE

31% July 2013
Dear Mr Brown:

Planning Application PAP/2013/0321; Proposed installation and operation of one wind turbine
up to 130m in height and associated infrastructure.

Thank you for your letter dated 22™ July 2013. Please find below information regarding the initial
questions raised In this letter.

The Need for Renewable Energy

The need for renewable energy has been established through the planning system for many
years. Prior to the NPPF the Renewables Statement of Need was refeased on 11% July 2006 25
part of the Government’s report on the Energy Beview. This work aims to put the UK in a position
te meet the two major long-term challenges in UK energy policy; namely to tackle climate change
by reducing carbon dioxide emissions and to deliver secure, clean energy st affordable prices as
the UK moves to reducing dependence on imported energy. The Statement emphasises the need
to maintain 2 rigorous planning system that does not dis-incentivise investment in renewable
generstion and which must enable decisions to be taken in 2 reasonable time, The NPPF takes
this a step further and no Jonger require applicants for energy development to demonstrate the
oversll need for renewalle or low carbon energy and also recognises that even small-scate
projects provide a valuable contribution to cutting greenhouse gas emissions,

Below ! have facused on the nead for renewsble energy in the context of the Wienerberger site. |
have not provided additionat detaif on ¢limate change science, the impact of climate change,
policy eantext {International, European and UK, security of supply or affordability of energy,
however | am more than happy to provide additional infarmation on these topic areas if required.

Wienerberger Electricity Requirements

Wienerberger uses both gas and electricity in its operations. The amaunt of electricity used by
Wienerberger has fluctuated from 5.6 $o 2.1 Gigawatt Hours {GWh) per vear. The projected
energy use of the next 12 months is expected to be around 7.4GWh.

The percentage of electricity supplied and the value this brings to the company will depend on
the model of turbine selected. There are a number of turbines able to be considered in the 1.5-

2.5MW class and up to 130m in height.
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The largest turbine ({the one the application is based upon} is a Nordex N10G, although for
tomparison | have included another candidate model, Accions 82.

Nordex 100 (2.50W generation, 130m in height]

Total Consumption (MWh) 7460
On-site Consumption (MWh) 3748
Total Export {MWhi 3198

% Onsite Consumption 54%
Saving on on-site Consumption £89,811
Seving on offsite Export £12,792
Total Saving to Wienerberger {per year) £1062,703
Acciona 82 {1.SMW generation, 1Z21m in height)

Totai Consumption {MWh} 7480
On-site Consumption (WWh) 3183
Total Export {MWh) 1370

% Onsite Consuraption 73%
Saving on on-site Consumption £76543
Saving on offsite Export £7157
Total Saving to Wienerberger {per year) £83,701

The generation, cansumption and savings are based on a financial mode! which has several
variables, including the turbine model, wind speed and capital cost of the project. These figures
are not guaranteed and should only be used as a guide for decision making.

When the wind turbing is generating and the site o
electricity from the wind turhine. The average on

and shutdowns when Wienerberger is closed.

perating, Wienerberger will take all the
-site consumption tekes into account night time

The turbine proposed does not fulfil 100% of Wienerberger’s electricity needs. For
Wienerbergers electricity to be provided from salely wind energy they would reed two large

scale {2.5MW 130m equivatent} wind turbines,

The size of the turbine has been designed to meet the environmental and technical constraints of
the site. Should a smaler turbine be sited where it could feasibly accommeodate 3 larger turbine
it would be wasting 2 potential environmental resource.

If the turbine was to be located on land owned by a third party, the third party would require &
renfal income. This would reduce the saving to Wienerberger, The turbine is propased on

Wind Direct

4™ Fisor Wanwick Houss
737 Werwick Road
Solinyli

BS1 30G

Te): +44 {0)1524 230855

nir:giamgr:ima,r@w;‘nddirecicg.;gk
yiww wind-direct oo pk

Registered Office: 7 Barkeley Square, Clifton, Bristo! BS8 143, Regatered England & Wiles No: 4934193
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Wienerberger [and and for the electricity to be used by Wienerberger therefore making the most
of ecenomic efficiencies of on-site generation.

Alternative Energy Sources

Soiar Panels on Buildings

Solar has been considered and the following conclusions were reached:

« The site building roofs do not face the south which is desired for maximum energy
recovery;

« Due to the brick manufacturing process and the intense heat involved the roofs are
replaced on an approximate 10 year cycle;

s ‘Wienerberger's studies showed that if they installed 500m® of solar panels they would
generate 40,500 kWh per year; if Wienerbarger used & maximum of 9,000,000 kwh per
year this would give Wienerberger less than half a percent of their total usage as green
ensIgy.

s The site produces dust which would settie on the solar panels reducing their efficiency.

tn conclusion, although they are usefui for household electricity consumption they are not for
high energy using operations such as Wienerberger's.

Solor Farm on Wienerberaer’s Ltand

The area of land that wouid be required for a solar farm to produce the same amount of
electricity as a wind turbine is significant. Batween 2.5 - 2.8 hectares of land per MW is required.

Therefore to generate 2.5MW from solar it would require a land area of between §.25 -7
hectares. This is the equivaient of between 8 ~ § standard size football pitches.

Solar Form or adiacent Lond

In addition to the significant land required for a 2.5MW solar farm, third party landowner
payments would be required, reducing the saving for Wienerberger,

Ground source heat pumps

The Wienerberger facility does not need additional heating. The heat in the kilns is recycled to ba
used in the dryers. This process is hot, resulting in the factory not requiring beating.

Wind Direct

4" Floar Warwick House
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Solihull
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Electricity from londfitf

Due to recycling the amount of gas from fandfills is red ucing significantly, as such it is anticipated
that there will not be enough gas produced to justify the landfil company constructing on onsite
generation plant that Wienerberger could have purchased efectricity from,

If you require more information please da not hesitate to contact me,

Yours sincerely,

Nicela Mortimer
Head of Development

) Wind Direct
4" Figor Warsick House
737 Warwick Roact
Sciihull

B3 3DG

Tel: +44 (0)1524 230855
nimigmorﬁmeﬁ@windﬁireri_m.uk
wvw winddirect.co uk

Registered Office: 7 Berkelay Square, Clifton, Briseol 838 1HG. Registered Sngiand & Walas No; 4934(93
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16% August 2013

Dear Ms Spratley,

Tharnk you for taking the time to write to me expressing your concerns. i

t appreciate that you feel the nropased wind energy project has not heen publicised widely
enough. Prior to the public exhibition took the decision to consult with residents uptoa 1km
radius from the proposed wind turbine as these are the residents likely to be mast eoncerned
about the proposed development.

There is currently no government guidelines an public consultation for wind turbines, indeed
there is no statutory requirement to undertake any pre planning consultation on wind turbine
applications which do not require an Environmental impact Assessment. Wind bBirect however
recognises that it is good practice to consult with the local community on projects of this nature.

Wind Direct held a public exhibition on the 18™ June 2013 and prior to the public exhibition all
residential addresses within 1km of the proposed wind turbine location were sent a newsletter
inviting residents to attend the public exhibition. This is the same distance (ikm} as the area
affected by the flicker map. In addition adverts were placed in the Tamworth Herald, alongside
editorial pieces.

The exhibition was well attended with approximatzly 40 attendees. The average exhibition
attendance, based on our experience, is 10% of the number of residential letters mailed out,
Wind Direct sent out 374 newsletters. Unfortunately it appaars that you have been misled
regarding the number of exhibition attendees. The majority of exhibition attendees were from
the Dosthill area.

The exhibition was held from 3pm to 7pm, although 1 was still at the venue at 8pm, therefore
affording ampie opportunity for people to visit the exhibition after work.

The location of the exhibition was situated at the water ski centre to give equal opporiunity for
the residents of both Dosthilt and Kingsbury. The location of the exhibition was agreed by both
Maorth Warwickshire and Tamwarth planning authorities.
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Noise Survey

1.

Like any large moving structures, wind turbines emit some noise a3 a result of their
operation. Minirising this has been the subject of much research, with mechanical noise
from the gearbox all but eliminated, and improved blade design significantly reducing the
sound of the blades rotating. A modern wind turbine is therefore a very quiet machine, In
addition, detailed noise assessments ensure that turbines are sited in such a wayas to
avoid significant impacts on nearby homes. Noise limits are, rightly, extremely stringent,
and conditions are rigarously enfarced, These fimits are generally set at a maximum of
just 5 decibals above the prevaiting backaround noise.

Potential noise impacts have been assessed and presented in Chapter B, Volume 2 of the
supporting documentation for the planning application. The assessment concludes the
wind-speed-dependent noise levels pradicted at the properties nearest the proposed
wind turbine are close to or belaw the current prevailing background levels during the
daytime. Noise from the turbine will always remain welt within 3 ‘flat’ limit of 35d8B, or
5dB above the daytime background levels, whichever is the greater, and withia a limit of
43dB, or 5d8 above the night-time background lavels, These limit values were derived by
applying the recommendstions of the ETSU-R-97 report and the 2013 10A Guide to its
apphication, which is regarded as the best available guidance on pood practice. The
approach presents a reasonable compromise between the interests of the nation, wind
energy developers and wind turbine neighbours.

The noise assessment takes into account the existing background noise levels. Each
subsequent planning application for 2l types of development [including HS2) will take
into account the current background levels at the time planning is sought.

If the planning application is successful and the wind turbine bacomes operational, noise
complaints will be handled via planming condition. The determining authority is North
Warwickshire Borough Council.

Flicker Map/TV Reception

1.

2,

The flicker map area is 1km from the proposed wind turbine location. All residences
within Lkm were sent a leaffet.

Potential impact on TV reception is covered within the supporting documentation
submitted to the cauncil as part of the planning application. There are sevaral solutions
to TVinterference and a commitment has been made by the project owner to ractify any
TV interference prablems associated with the wind turbine.

Wind Direct

4™ Floor Warwick House
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Solihu#
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Renewable Energy
The folfowing technology has been considered by Wienerberger:

Soiar Panels on Buildings

Solar has been considered and the following conclusions were reached:

= The site building roofs do not face the south which is desired for maximum energy
racovery;

* Due to the brick manufacturing process and the intense heat involved the roofs are
replaced on an approximate 30 year cycle;

»  Wienerberger's studies showed that if they instafled 500m? of sofar panels they would
generate 40,500 kWh per year; if Wienerberger used @ maximum of 9,000,000 kWh per
year this would give Wienerberger fess than half a percent of their total usage as green
energy.

» The site produces dust which would settle on the splar panels reducing their efficiency,

in conclusion, although they are useful for househoid electricity consumption they are not for
high energy using operations such as Wienerberger's.

Selar Form on Wienerberger’s Land

The area of land that would be requirad for a solar farm to produce the same amount of
electricity as & wind turbine is significant. Between 2.5 - 2.8 hectares of land per MW is required,

Therefore to generate 2.5MW from solar it would require z land area of between 6.25 -7
hectares. This is the equivalent of between 8 — 8 standard size football pitches.

Solar Farm on adiacent tand

In addition to the significant land required for a 2.5MW solar farm, third party landowner
payrments would be reguired, reducing the saving for Wienerberger.

Ground source hect pumps

The Wienerberger facility does not need additionzl beating. The heat in the kilns is recycled to be
used in the dryers. This process is hot, resulting in the factory not reguiring heating.

Electricity fram landfilf

Due to recycling the amount of gas from landfills is reducing significantly, as such it is anticipated
that there will not be enough gas produced to justify the landfill company constructing an onsite
generation plant from which Wienerberger could have purchased electricity.

Wind Direct

4™ Floor Warwick House
737 Warwick Road
Solihuil

B91 3DG
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130m turhine height

L

The appropriate height for wind turbines varies depending on the location and the
specific constraints {i.e, distance to housing/infrastructure) at that location. kis for this
reason that each project is considered on its individual merits by the planning system. A
recent publication by the Department for Communities and Local Government {Planning
practice guidance for renewable energy and low carbon energy}, July 2013 identified that
“Local planning authorities should not ruie out otherwise acceptable renewable energy
developments through inflexible rules on buffer zones or separation distances.”

When the wind turbine is generating and the site operating, Wienerberger will take all
the electricity from the wind turbine. The average on-site consumption takes into
account night time and shutdowns when Wienerberger is closed. The turbine proposed
does not fulfil 100% of Wienerberger's electricity needs. For Wienerbergers efectricity to
bg provided from solely wind energy they would need two farge scale {2.5MW 230m
equivalent} wind turbines. The size of the turbine has been designed to meet the
environmental and technical constraints of the site. Should a smallar turbine be sited
whaere it could feasibly accommodate a larger turbine it would be wasting a potential
environmental resource.

Landscape and visual impact of the proposed development has been covered in detait in
Chaprer 5, Volume 2 of the supporting documentation which accompanied the planning
application. The study concluded that the proposed wind turbine would relate well to the
axisting local landscape character, raspecting the scale and compuosition of the landscape.
Inavitable landscape and visual effects of 2 major to major/moderate level would ocour,
however these would be localised in extent and it is concluded that the landscape in the
vicinity of the site has the capacity to accommodate the scale of development proposed.,
I am unable to categorically state what the closest distance 3 wind turhine is located to a
residentiat property in the UK, however | am able to provide 2 list of the Wind Direct
projects which are operational or have planping consent and the distanice from these
development to residentiat property. Please see the following table:

Project Status tand Category Eurbine Height| Nearest

nd Number | House

Longhill Rozd Operatianal Greenfield Ity 107m 190m

adjacent to
commercial site

Ezstman QOperational industrial Site [2 x 108m 585m
Chemicals

Solutia

Operational Industrial Site Px1Z20m& 5i0m
[130m

Dewlay Cheese Operational Greenfield [ % 126m 400m

adjzcent to
commercial site

Wind Direct

4™ Sloor Warwick House
737 Warwick Road
Sotihull
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East Midland Operationat Comrmercial Site 2 x45m 768m
Airport
FMC Technoiogies | Operational Comrnercial Site [1 x 100m 283m
Eye Airfield Operational Commercial Site {2 x130m §76m
Border Precision Planning Greenfield 1% 70m 335m
Consented adjacent to
commarcial site
Causeway 8ridges | Planning Greenfield and 1x77m 634m
Consented Greenbelt
Collier Quarry Planning Greenfield 1 x 100m 757m
Consented adjacent to
industrial site
Greenvale Planaing Greenfield 1% 110m 374m
Consented adjacent to
commercial site
Kinegar Quarry Planning Greenfield 2 % 110m 563m
Consented
wlars Pet Care Flanning Commercial site  |Ex126m 430m
Consented
Noble Foods Planning Commercial site 1 x 110m 328m
Consented
South Planning Greenfield and R x126m 440m
Staffordshire Consented Graenbelt
College

It's gifficult to guantify how many people have been affected by a development and
whether this affect is positive or negative. Our expetience of operational projects is that
we have had very littie contact from neighbouring restdents onca the turbine is turning.

5. If local residents have cancerns regarding the visual and noise aspects of wind turbines |
would recommend they visit an operational site. Low Spinney Wind Farm is located
approximately 35km east of the proposed Wienerberger turbine and consists of 4 x 125m
high wind turbines.

6. If the planning application is successful and the wind turbine becomes operational, noise
complaints will be handled via planning condition.

7. Confusion regarding separation distancas is understandable and reflects the different
guitdance relating to wind farms and single or clustered turbine developments. Internal
policy from developers and differing views from each local planning authority are also a
consideration, The key fact is that no statutory separation distances have ever been
issued between turbines and residential housing under English or Scottish faw.

Wind Direct use the following English and Scottish guidance to set suitable separation

distances between turbines and residential dwellings:

Wind Direct

4% Floor Warwick Hause
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SCOTLAND
Scettish Planning Policy

SPP provides national policy on renewable energy development. For developments over
20 MW, SPP indicates that a wind farm is likely to he a prominent feature in an open
landscape up to Zkm away. The Scottish Ministers would support 2 km as a separstion
distance between turbings and the edge of cities, towns and villages so long as policies
recognise that this approach is being adopted solely as 2 mechanism for steering
proposals to broad arezs of search, Within this distance, individuzl propasals would be
judged on a case-by-case basis, The policy goes on to state that the level at which these
considerations are relevant to proposals below 20 megawatts, will be dependent on the
scale of development proposed. However, the design and location of any development
must reflect the scale and character of the landscape.

Planning Advice Note 45 {PAN 45}

PAN 45 provides guidance on noise where 3 wind farm at 350m is equivalent to gquiet
bedroom / rural night time noise, this figure is often quoted in noise assessments,
Similarly, the guidance suggests 10x rotor diameter buffer area for shadow flicker.

ENGLAND
Planning Policy Statement 22 — Companion Guide

No definitive separation distances are provided in English Policy aside from quantitative
guidance provided for safaty. However, in terms of safety, the minimum desirable
distance botween wind turbines and occupied buildings, caleulated based on expected
noise levels and visual impact, will often be greater than that necessary to meat safety
requiraments. Topple distance (i.e. the height of the turbine to the tip of the blade) plus
10% is often used as a2 minimum safe separation distance.

Planning Practice Guidance for renewable and low carbon energy

tocal planning authorities should not rule out otherwise acceptable renewable energy
development through inflexible rules on buffer zones or separation distances. Other than
when dealing with setback distances for safety, distance of itself does not necessarily
determine whether the impact of a proposal is unacceptable. Distance plays a part, but
50 does the [ocal context including factors such as topography, the local environment and
near-by land uses. This is why it is important to think about in what circumstance
proposals are likely to be scceptable and plan on this basis.,

Regional and Local Planning Policy

At a local fevel some councils set their own separation distances e,g. Aberdeenshire
Council have set a minimum separation distance of 400m batween 2 turbine and housing,

Wind Direct
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The Hightand Council on the other hand, has set a limit of 1km between a turbine and
nousing. Worth Warwickshire Borough Councit does not recommend a separation
distance in their Local Plan or supplementary documents. There are no statutory levels
for separation distances for noise and fandscape. In both Scotiand and England, planning
palicy places the onus on developers to demonstrate the level of impact en residential
receptors in line with the relevant assessment criteria,

8. New and revised legisiation passes through partiament regularly, and therefore Wind
Direct works with current legislation and best practice.

Wind Turhine Health impacts

1. There is no credible scientific evidence of any link between proximity to wind turbines
and impacts on health. Indeed, studies consistently show a complete absence of any link.

2. The Department for Ererpy and Climate Change states: "Given the existing evidence
Government's view is that properly sited wind farms do not have a direct effect on public
health, and that the planning system is fit for purpose determine on a case by case basis
whether sites are appropriate for development”.

Transport

1. Transport has been covered in detail in Chapter 2, Volume 2 of the planning
documentation submitted to the Council as part of the planning application. The
proposed access route to the site would be via the M42, leaving at Junction 9 and turning
anta the A4097 Kingsbury Road. Continuing approximately 4km afong this road before
turning feft onto the A51. Continuing approximately 4km along this road before turning
right onto Rush tane. The road between Dosthilll and Kingsbury is an A road and
assessed as suitable for abnormal {oad delivery by the County Council Highways
Department and the Highways Agency.

2. The timing of vehicle movements will be controfied via planning condition.

3. There will be 8 abnormal load vehicles {3 for the tower, 3 for the blades, 1 for the naceile
and 1 for the hub).

4, The local community can provide feedback on the proposed transpart route to the

planaing officer. The planning officer will take ail views into account when deciding if a
proposal is suitable.

Project Feasibility

1. The site location was selected through a process of laying constraints over 3 map which
leaves an ares suitable for development. | have appended the constrairts map to this
document. The constraints included; & location within Wienerberger's land ownership,
buffers to residential property, railways, motorways, pylons, langfill etc.

Wind Direct
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2. Natural Heritage is covered in detail in Chapter 7, Voiume 2 of the supporting
documentation accompanying the planning application. The wind turbine is situated c.
106m from Kingsbury brickworks 5551 This 555! is designated for geological interest and
no direct impacts are anticipated, Kingsbury Wood S531 is located approximately 1,5km
from the site. No direct impacts on this site are anticipated and indirect impacts are
considered extremely unlikely given the distance between this site and the development.
Natural England and the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds have not objected to the
proposed deveiopment.

Public Consultation

1. Prior to the public exhibition alt residential addresses within 1km of the proposed wind
turbine location were sent a newsletter inviting residents to attend the public exhibition.
This is the same distance (1km} as the area affected by the flicker map. The exhibition
was well attended with approximately 40 aitendees. The average exhibition attendance,
based on our experience, is 10% of the number of residential fetters mailed out. Wind
Cirect sent out 374 newsletters.

2. 1have received 14 completed questionnaires (during and after the event) in addition to
direct emails from residents such 25 the one you sent to me.,

3. The project is now in the planning system. Any further public meeting needs to be
requested through the planning officer.

4. There is a project specific website www.kingsburywindiurbine.co.uk which displays
information about the proposal. The pfanning application can be viewed in full en the
North Warwickshire Borough Council website.

5. The project is now in the planning system. Any site visits need to be requested through
the planning officer.

§.  All residents within the potential shadow flicker area {1km) have been sent newslettars.

If you require more information plzase do not hesitate to contact me,

Yours sincerely,

Nicola Mortimer
Head of Developrment

Wind Diract
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Shadow Flicker Management Plan:
Kingsbury Wind Energy Scheme.

€A%, P § ERIET
Tt v 1A
PRALT ORI RYT

LR

ipnathan huck@wind-direct eo.uk

1  introduction

Shadow flicker can occur when the biades of a wind turbine cover the sun for brief moments as they
rotate. For an observer viewing this phenomenon through a narrow opening {such as a window from
within the affected area} it can create a rapid change in luminance, appearing as if the light is being
flicked’ on and off each time 2 blade passes in front of the sun. The affected area is constrained in
size and shape by astronomic and geometric perameters, such as the trajectory of the sun and the
position and dimensions of the wind turbine, Given the perceived nuisance that this phenomenon
can pose for the occupants of affected buildings, Wind Direct intend to manage the effects of
shadow fiicker from the Kingsbury turbine.

Wind Direct intend to fit the Kingshury turbine with a device that is able to predict when, where and
for how long shadow flicker could theoretically occur at any given receptor within the affected area.
This device will compare these predictions with dats collected from a light-sensor fitted onto the
turbine in order to determine whether shadow flicker is sccurring at any given time, thus permitting
the device to monitor the amount of shadow flicker oceurring at each individual receptor. The device
mzy then turn off the turbine after a given threshold of shadow flicker minutes within a specified
period of time (typicaily 30 minutes per day, or 30 bours per year), in order to limit the effect of the
turbine upon the occupants of any affected buildings.

2 Planning Policy and Guidance
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Planring for Renewable Energy, A Compuanion Guide to PPSZ2  the Planning Advice Note relating to
Renewable Energy Technologies, neglects to give any detail regarding mitigation requirements or the
acceptability of any residual effects of shadow flicker. Given this, the implemeantation of shadow
Ricker mitigation for wind farm projects in England is likely to be case specific and only implemented
following complaints. Update of UK Shodow Flicker Evidence Base ™ reviaws the current state of
international guidance, academic literature and current assessment methodologies used by 2 variety
of developers in the UK, 1t identifies situations where mitigation of shadow flicker effects have been
successful across Europe using turbine shut down, In the absence of any prescriptive mitigation
information in any UK guidance, it may be useful to take account of the policies of other countries of
similar tatitude such as Ireland. Irish guidance recommends & threshold of 30 hours per year or 30
minutes per day as the upper limit of acceptable shadow flicker st an office or dwelling within 560m
of the turbine.

3 Shadow Flicker Management Plan

For a fixed observer, the occurrence of shadow flicker from a given wind turbine is generally limited
1o certain paris of the year and certain times of the affected days. Given that the passage of the sun,
the size and Jocation of the turhine, and the location of the affected property will alt be known, the
validity of a complaint is relstively essy to verify by means of commercially aveilable computer
Programs.

As part of this plan, Wind Direct will commission a survey of 2l receptors within the potentially
affected area prior to the commissioning of the turbine. These receptors will then be modelled
within a device that is zble to predict when, where and for how long shadow flicker coukd
theoretically occur at any given recepior within the affected area. This device is capable of verifying
the occurrence of shadow flicker by the use of a light sensor, and shutting down the turbine should
shadow flicker ot a given receptor exceed a given threshold number of minutes. This is referred to
herein as the ‘shadow flicker mitigation device”.

Wind Direct shall adopt the following procedure in the event of complaints from occupants of
affected buildings to either the local planning authority or the turbine operator:

s Wind Direct will arrange for a visit by a representative of Weinerberger in order to verify the
occurrence of shadow flicker at the residence with the occupier. Wind Direct would notify
the LPA sbout such imminent visits should a Council representative wish to attend.

+ |f occurrence of shadow flicker nuisance could be validsted, mitigation options shall be
discussed with the affected party.

= [f Wind Direct and the occupant are able to reach an sgreement, Wind Direct will srrange
for, and cover the cost of, the required mitigstion in liaison with the affected party.

= In the event that a mutually satisfactory sclution is not agreed upon, the installed shadow
flicker mitigation device will be used in order to prevent the buliding in question from
receiving more than 30 minutes of shadow flicker within a single day, or 30 hours within a
single year, This will be achieved by automatically shutting down the turbine during periods
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when shadow flicker may oecur at the relevant receptor onee either threshold has been
reached.

4 References

[2] Planning for Renewable Energy: A Companion Guide to PPS22 (2004} Office of the Deputy
Prime Minister,

{2] Update of UK Shadow Flicker Evidence Base {2011} Department of Energy and Climate
Change.
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Planning practice guidance for renewable
and low carbon energy

[ntroduction

1.

This guidance provides advice on the planning issues associated with the development
of renewable energy. it will be kept under review and should be read alongside other
ptanning practice guidance and the National Pianning Policy Framework. This guidance
is being published In advance of the Department for Communities and Local
Government's beta planning praciice guidance web-based resource, and will be
integrated into this web-based resource later in the vear.

Government planning practice guidance can be a material consideration in planning
declslons and should generally be followed unless there are clear reasons not to.
‘Planning for Renewable Energy: A Companion Guide to PPS22' is cancelled.

Why is planning for renewable and low carbon energy
important?

3.

increasing the amount of energy irom renewable and low carbon technologies will help
to make sure the UK has a secure energy supply, reduce greenhouse gas emissions to
slow down climate change and stimulate investment in new jobs and businesses,
Planning has an important role in the delivery of new renewable and low carbon energy
infrastructure in Jocations where the local environmental impact is acceptable.

Are all energy developments handled by the local planning
authority?

4.

Local planning authorities are responsible for ranewable and low carbon energy
development of 50 megawatis or less instalied capacity (under the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990). Renewable and low carbon development over 50 megawatts
capacity will be considered by the Secretary of State for Energy’, under the Planning
Act 2008, and the local planning authority will be a statutory consultee, Microgeneration
is often permitted development and may not require an application for planning
permission®.

¥ hites:/iwww.cov.uldqovernmentipolicies/providing-reaulation-and-licensing-of-ansrav-indusiries-and-

infrasfruclure/sungoning-pages/planning-and-consents-far-national-enerqy-inirastructurs

* hitos/fwaw planningportal.gov.uk/oermission/house
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How can local planning authorities develop a positive
strategy to promote the delivery of renewable and low
carbon energy?

5.

The National Planning Policy Framework explains that all communities have a
responsibility to help increase the use and supply of green energy, but this does not
mean that the need for renewable energy automaticaily overrides environmental
protections and the planning concerns of local communities. As with other types of
development, it is important that the planning concerns of local communities are
properly heard in matters that directly aifect them.

Local and neighbourhood plans are the key to delivering development that has the
backing of local communities. When drawing up a Local Plan local planning authorities
should irst consider what the local potential is for renewable and low carbon energy
generation. In considering that potential, the matters local planning authorities should
think about include;

+ tharange of technologies that could be accommodated and the policies needed to
encourage their development in the right places

= the costs of many renewable energy technologies are falling, potentially increasing
their atiractiveness and the number of proposals

» different technologies have different impacts and the impacts can vary by place

= the UK has legal commitments to cut greenhouse gases and meet increased
energy demand from renewabie sources. Whilst local authorities should design their
policies to maximise renewable and low carbon energy development, there is na
quota which the Locat Plan has fo deliver

There is information in the rest of the guidance on how to ideniify suitable areas,
criteria-based policies and bufier zones/separation distances.

How can local planning authorities identify suitable areas for
renewable and low carbon energy?

8.

There are no hard and fast rules about how suitable areas for renewable energy should
be identified, but in considering locations, local planning authorities will need to ensure
they take into account the requirements of the technology {see paragraphs 12-13) and,
critically, the potential impacts on the local environment, including from cumutative
impacts (see paragraphs 43-44). The views of local communities likely to be affected
should be listened to.

. There is a methodology available from the Department of Energy and Climate

Change's website on assessing the capacity for renewable energy developmant which
can be used and there may be existing local assessments. However, the impact of
some types of technologies may have changed since assessments weare drawn up
(e.g. the size of wind turbines has been increasing). In considering impacts,
assessments can use tools to identify where impacts are likely to be acceptable. For
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example, jandscape character areas could form the basis for considering which
technologies at which scale may be appropriate in different types of location,
Landscape Character Assessment is a process used to explain the type and
characteristics of landscape in an area. Natural England has used Landscape
Character Assessment to identify 159 National Characier Areas in England which
provide a naiional level daiabase. Landscape Character Assessment carried outata
county or district level may provide a more appropriate scale for assessing the likely
tandscape and visual impacts of individual proposals. Some renewable energy
schemes may have visual impacts on the marine and coastat environment and it may
be appropriate o also to assess potential impacts on ssascape character.

10, Identiiying areas suitable for renewable energy in plans gives greater certainty as to

M.

whare such development will be permitied. For exampie, where councils have identified
suitable areas for onshore wind or large scale solar farms, they should not have to give
permission outside those areas for speculative applications involving the same type of
devetopment when they judge the impact to be unacceptabie.

When identifying suitable areas it is also important o be clear on the factors that will be
taken into account when considering individual proposals in these areas. These factors
may be dependent on the investigatory work underpinning the identified area. The
expectation should always be that an application should only be approved if the impact
is {or can be made) acceptable’.

What technical considerations relating to renewable energy technologies
affect their siting?

12. Examples of the considerations for pariicuiar renewable energy technologies that can

aiffect their siting include proximity of grid conneciion infrasiructure and site size, and;

+ for biomass, appropriate transport links

» for hydro-electric power, sources of water,

« for wind turbines, predicted wind resource, considerations relating to air
safeguarding, electromagnetic interference and access for large vehicles

13. Discussions with industry experts can help to identify the siting requirements and likely

impacts of technologies. The National Policy Statements® on the Department of Energy
and Climate Change's websile give generic and technology specific advice relevant to
siting particular technologies. The Environment Agency has published advice showing
which areas may be suitable for open loop ground source heat pumps®, as well as
advice on the technologies it regulates.

* See National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 98
hitps/fwww gov.ukinovernment/oublications/national-nianning-nolicv-framework—2

° hitos:ffwww gov.ukicansents-and-planning-apoliations-for-natiansl-energy-nfmstructure-nrojects
5 htinuffwww envirgnment-agency. gov.uk/businessfiopics/128133.a50x%
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Do criteria based policies have a role in planning for renewable energy?

14. Policies based on clear criteria can be useful when they are expressed positively {i.e.
that proposals will be accepted where the impact is or can be made acceptabie). in
thinking about criteria the National Policy Statements® published by the Department of
Energy and Climate Change provide a useful starting point. These set out the impacts
particular technolegies can give rise o and how these should be addressed.

15.1n shaping local criteria for inclusion in Local Plans and considering planning
applications in the meantime, it is important {o be clear that:

the need for renewable or low carbon energy does not automatically override
environmental protections

cumutative impacts require particular attention, especially the increasing impact that
wind turbines and large scale solar farms can have on landscape and local amenity
as the number of turbines and solar arrays in an area increases

tocal topography is an important factor in assessing whether wind turbines and
large scale solar farms couid have a damaging effect on landscape and recognise
that the impact can be as great in predominately flat {andscapes as in hilty or
mountainous areas

great care should be taken to ensure heritage assets are conserved in a manner
appropriate to their significance, including the impact of proposals an views
important to their setting

proposals in National Parks and Areas of Cutstanding Natural Beauty, and in areas
close to them where there could be an adverse impact on the protecied area, will
need careful consideration

protecting local amenily is an important consideration which should be given proper
weight in pianning decisions

Are buffer zones/separation distances appropriate between renewable
energy development and other iand uses?

16.Local planning authorities shouid not rule out otharwise acceptable renewabile energy
developments through inflexible rules on buffer zones or separation distances. Other
than when dealing with set back distances for safety, distance of itself does not
necessarily determine whether the impact of 2 proposal is unacceptable. Distance
plays a part, but so does the local context including factors such as fopography, the
local environment and near-by tand uses. This is why il is important to think about in
what circumstances proposals are likely to be accepiable and plan on this basis,

What is the role for community led renewable energy initiatives?

17. Community initiatives are likely {o play an increasingly important role and should be
encouraged as a way of providing positive local benefit from renewable energy

& bttps:Hwway gov uliconsents.and-plansing -spolications-for-national-eneroy-infrasiructure -proiacts
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development. Further information for communities interested in developing their own
initiatives is provided by the Department of Energy and Climate Change. Local
planning authorities may wish to establish policies which give positive weight to
renewable and low carbon energy initiatives which have clear evidence of local
comrmunity involvement and leadership.

18. Neighbourhood plans are an opporiunity for communities to plan for community jed
renewable energy developments. Neighbourhood Development Orders and
Cemmunity Right to Build Orders can be used to grant planning permission for
renewable energy development. To support community based initiatives a local
planning authority should set out clearly any strategic policies that those producing
neighbourhood pians or Orders will need to consider when developing proposals that
address renewable energy development. Local planning authorities should also share
relevant evidence that may assist those producing a neighbourhood plan or Order, as
part of their duty to advise or assist. As part of a neighbourhood plan, communities can
also look at developing a community energy plan to underpin the neighbourhood plan.

How can decentralised energy’ opportunities be identified?

18.There is an important contribution to be made by planning that is independent of the
contribution from other regimes such as building regulations. For example, getting the
right land uses in the right place can underpin the success of a district heating scheme.
Similarly, planning can influence opportunities for recovering and using waste heai
from industrial installations.

20. Planning can provide opportunities for, and encourage energy development which will
produce waste heat, to be located close to existing or potential users of the heat.
Planning can also help provide the new customers for the heat by encouraging
development which could make use of the heat.

21. Information on local heat demand is published by the Depariment of Energy and
Climate Change to assist planners and developers in identifying locations with
opportunities for heat supply.® This information will be supplemented in future by
further work, including detailed mapping, on the potential for combined heat and power
and district heating and cooling,

7 See Mational Planning Policy Framework giossary: hitpeifwww gov.ukicovemmentioublicationsinational-

glannina~Dolicy-framewe:rk—2

See htip:/ools,dace gov.uk/nationalheatmap! and hitp:ichp.dece.gov.uk/developmenimap!
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What are the planning considerations that relate to specific
renewable energy technologies?

22.Renewable energy developments should be acceptable for their proposed location. In
addition to the facters that should be considered regarding the acceptability of a
location for any form of renewable energy development (see paragraph 15) there are
particular considerations for the following technologies: hydropower {see paragraphs
23), active solar technology (photovoliaics and solar water healing) {see paragraph 24-
25), sotar farms (see paragraphs 26-28) and wind turbines (see paragraphs 29-45).
Also, local ptanning authorities may wish to consider how planning conditions or
planning obligations can mitigate the impacts described.

What are the particular planning considerations that relate to hydropower?

23.Planning applications for hydropower should normally be accompanied by a Ficod Risk
Assessment. Early engagement with the local planning authority and the Environment
Agency will help to idenfify the potential planning issues, which are likely to be highly
spedcific to the location. Advice on environmental protection for new hydropower
schemes has been pubfished by the Environment Agency®.

What are the particular planning considerations that relate to active solar
technology (photovoltaic and solar water heating)?

24. Active solar technology, (photovotaic and solar water heating) on or related to a
particular building is often permitted development® (which does not require a planning
application) provided the installation is not of an unusual design, or does not involve a
listed building, and is not in a designaled area.

25, Where z planning application is required, factors to bear in mind include:

» the importance of siting systems in situations where they can collect the most
energy from the sun

« need for sufficient area of solar moduies to produce the required energy output from
the system

» the effect on & protecied area such as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty or
other designated areas

» the colour and appearance of the modules, particularly if not a standard design

N tnfevaw. environment-sgency.aov.ukibusinessfiopicsiwatar/22022. asnx
** hilps:fiwww.planninaportal.aav. Uk/permission/houss
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What are the particular planning considerations that relate o large scale
ground-mounted solar photovoltaic farms?

26.The deployment of large-scale solar farms can have a negative impact on the rural
environment, particularly in very undulating iandscapes. However, the visual impact of
a well-planned and well-screened solar farm can be properly addressed within the
landscape if planned sensitively.

27, Particular factors & local planning authority will need to consider include:

= encouraging the effective use of previously developed fand, and if a proposal does
involve greenfield land, that it allows for continued agricultural use™ and/or
encourages biodiversity improvements around arrays'?

= that solar farms are normally temporary struciures and planning conditions can be
usad to ensure that the installations are removed when nio longer in use and the
land is restored fo its previous use

+ the effect on landscape of glint and glare (see guidance on landscape assessment
at paragraphs 39-40) and on neighbouring uses and aircraft safety

= the extent to which there may be additional impacts if solar arrays foliow the daily
movement of the sun

« the need for, and impact of, security measures such as lights and fencing

» great care should be taken to ensure heritage assets are conserved in a manner
appropriate to their significance, including the impact of propesals on views
imporiant fo their setting. As the significance of a heritage asset derives not only
from its physical presence, but also from its setting, careful consideration should be
given fo the impact of large scale sclar farms an such assets. Depending on their
scale, design and prominence, a Jarge scale solar farm within the setiing of a
heritage asset may cause substantial harm to the significance of the asset

+ the potential to mitigate landscape and visual impacts through, for example,
screening with nafive hedges

» the energy generaiing potential, which can vary for a number of reasons including,
iatitude and aspect

28.The approach to assessing cumuiative landscape and visual impact of large scale solar
farms is likely to be the same as assessing the impact of wind turbines (see
paragraphs 41-44}. However, in the case of ground-mounted solar panels it should be
noted that with effective screening and appropriate land topography the area of a zone
of visual influence could be zero.

What are the particular planning considerations that relate to wind turbines?

28.The following questions shouid be considerad when determining applications for wind
turbines:

"' See National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 112;
hitps:/www aov ukigovernment/publications/national-olanning-policy
* See aiso hitps:/iwww.gov.ul/govemnmentspeechesioregory-barker-speech-to-the-laroe-scale-solar-
conference
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How are noise impacts of wind turbines assessed?

30.The report, ‘The assessment and rating of noise from wind farms’ (ETSU-R-7)"3
should be used by local planning authorities when assessing and rating noise from
wind energy developments. Good practice guidance on noise assessments of wind
farms has been prepared by the Institute Of Acoustics, The Depariment of Energy and
Climate Change accept that it represents current industry good praciice and endorses
it as a supplement to ETSU-R-97. It is available on the Depariment of Energy and
Climate Change’s website. ™

Is safety an issue when wind turbine applications are assessed?
31.Safety may be an issue in certain circumstances, but risks can often be mitigated
through appropriate siting and consultation with affected bodies;

 Buildings - Fall over distance (i.e. the height of the turbine to the tip of the blade)
plus 10% is often used as a safe separation distance. This is often less than the
minimum desirable distance between wind turbines and occupiad buildings
calculated on the basis of expected noise levels and due to visual impact

+ Power lings - National Grid, and/or the relevant Distribution Network Operators will
be able to advise on the required standards for wind turbines being separated from
existing overhead power lines

= Air traffic and safety - Wind turbines may have an adverse affect on air traffic
movement and safety. Firstly, they may represent a risk of collision with fow fiying
aircraft, and secondiy, they may Interfare with the proper aperation of radar by
limiting the capacity to handle air trafiic, and aircraft instrument landing systems.
There is & 15 kilometre {km) consultation zone and 30km or 32km advisory zone
around every civilian air trafiic radar, although objections can be raised to
developments that lie beyond the 32km advisory zone. There is & ¢.15km statutory
safeguarding consultation zone around Ministry of Defence aerodromes within
which wind turbine proposais would be assessed for physical obsiruction. See the
Town and Country Planning (safeguarded aerodromes, technical sites and military
explosives storage areas) direction 2002. Further advice on wind energy and
aviation can be found on the Civil Aviation Authority'® and National Air Control
Transport Services websites'®

3 hiipsiAwhitehiail
admin. preduction aivhagov.co.ukicovemment/uploadsisysiem/uploadsiatischment dataifile/49860/ETSU F

ull_ cony  Searchable .pdf

i hitos:/hweny gov.uidaovernment/policiesfincreasing-the-use-of-low-carbon-technnlogies/sucooning-
pages/onshore-wind

= httne oy caa oo uld

* hito:Awww.nats co.uk/
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« Defence - Wind turbines can adversely affect a number of Ministry Of Defence
operations including radars, seismologicat recording equipment, communications
facilities, naval operations and low flying, Developers and local planning authorities
should consult with the Minisiry of Defence'” if a proposed turbine is 11 metres (m)
fo blade tip or taller, andfor has a rotor diameter of 2m or more

= Radar - In addition o air traffic radar, wind turbines may affect other radar
installations such as weather radar operated by the Meteorological Gffice

» Sirategic Road Network - The Highways Agency / Department for Transport'® have
produced advice for siting wind turbines safely in refation to the strategic road
network.

Is interference with electromagnetic transmissions an jssue for wind turbine
applications?

32.Wind turbines can potentially affect electromagnetic ransmissions {e.q. radio,
television and phone signals). Speciaiist organisations responsible for the operation of
elaciromagnetic links typically require 100m clearance either side of a line of sight link
from the swept area of iurbine blades, OFCOM acts as a central point of contact for
identifying specific consultees relevant to a site.

Heow can the risk of wind turbines be assessed for ecology?

33.Evidence suggests that there is a risk of collision between moving turbine blades and
birds and/or bats. Other risks including disturbance and displacement of birds and bats
and the drop in air pressure close to the blades which can cause barofrauma (lung
gxpansion} in bats, which can be fatal. Whilst these are generally a refatively low risk,
in some situations, such as in close proximity fo important habitats used by birds or
bats, the risk is greater and the impacts on birds and bats should therefore be
assessed. Advice on assessing risks is available from Natural England’s website, ™

How should heritage be faken into account in assessing wind turbine
applications?

34. As the significance of a heritage asset derives not only from its physical presence, but
also from iis setting, careful consideration should be given to the impact of wind
turbines on such assets, Depending on their scale, design and prominence a wind
turbine within the setting of a heritage asset may cause subsiantiai harm to the
significance of the asset.

Is shadow flicker and reffected light an issue for wind turbine applications?
35.Under certsin combinations of geographicai position and time of day, the sun may pass
behind the rotors of a wind turbine and cast a shadow over neighbouring properties.
When ihe blades rotate, the shadow flicks on and off; the impact is known as 'shadow
flicker'. Only properties within 130 degrees either side of norih, relative to the turbines

37 hitps/fwww.aov.ukimod-safequarding
*# hitos:fvww.gav ukigovernmentuploadsiovsiem/ublcadsiattachment_dataliilef73173fstratedic road-

network-policy.pdf

¥ bitpdfwww naturalenaland.org ukiourwork/planningdevelopment/spatialolznninp/defaull asgx
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can be affected at these Iatitudes in the UK — turbines do not cast long shadows on
their southern side.

36. Modern wind turbines can be controlled so as to avoid shadow flicker when it has the
potential to occur. Individual turbines can be controlied to aveid shadow flicker at a
specific property or group of properties on sunny days, for specific times of the day and
on specific days of the year. Where the possibility of shadow flicker exists, mitigation
can be secured through the use of conditions.

37. Although problems caused by shadow flicker are rare, where proposals for wind
turbines could give rise to shadow flicker, applicants should previde an analysis which
quantifies the impact. Turbines can also cause flashes of reflected light, which can be
visible for some distance. It is possible to ameliorate the flashing but & is not possible to
eliminate it

How to assess the likely energy output of 2 wind turbine?

38. As with any form of energy generation this can vary and for a number of reasons. With
wind turbines the mean wind speed at hub height {along with the statistical distribution
of predicted wind speeds about this mean and the wind turbines used) will determine
the energy captured at a site. The simplest way of expressing the energy capture at a
site is by use of the ‘capacity factor’. This though will vary with location and even by
turbine in an individual wind farm. This can be useful information in considering the
energy contribution to be made by a proposal, particularly when a decision is finely
balanced.

How shoulfd cumulative landscape and visual impacts from wind turbines be
assessed?

39. Cumulative landscape impacts and cumulative visual impacts are best considered
separately. The cumulative landscape impacts are the effects of a proposed
development on the fabric, character and quality of the landscape; it is concarmed with
the degree to which a proposed renewable energy development will become a
significant or defining characteristic of the fandscape.

40. Cumulative visual impacts concern the degree to which proposed renswable energy
development will become a feature in particular views {or sequences of views), and the
impact this has upon the people experiencing those views. Cumulative visual impacts
may arise where two or more of the same type of renewable energy development will
be visible from the same point, or will be visible shorly after each other along the same
journey. Hence, it should not be assumed that, just because no other sites will be
visible from the proposed development site, the proposal will not create any cumulative
impacts.

What information is needed to assess cumulative landscape and visual impacts
of wind turbines?

41.1n assessing the impact on visual amenity, factors to consider include: establishing the
area in which a proposed development may be visible, identifying key viewpainis, the
people who experience the views and the nature of the views,

42.1n identifying impacts on landscape, considerations include: direct and indirect effects,
cumuilative impacts and temporary and permanent impacts. When assessing the

12
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significance of impacts a number of criteria should be considered including the
sensitivity of the landscape and visual resource and the magnitude or size of the
predicted change. Some landscapes may be more sensitive to certain types of change
than others and it should not be assumed that a landscape character area deemed
sensitive to one type of change cannot accommeodate another type of change.

43.The English Heritage website provides information on underiaking historic landscape
characterisation and how this relates to landscape character assessment.

44_Figure 1 sets out the type of information that can usefully inform assessments,

Figure 1 — Information to inform landscape and visual impact assessments

a base plan of all existing windfarms, consented developmenis and applications
received, showing all schemes within a defined radius of the centre of the proposal
under consideration

for thuse existing or proposed windfarms within a defined radius of the proposal
under consideration, a plan showing cumulative ‘zones of visual influence’. (A zone
of visual influence is the area from which a development or other structure is
theoretically visible). The aim of the plan should be fo clearly identify the zone of
visual influence of each windfarm, and those areas frorm where one or more
windfarms are likely to be seen

the base plan and plan of cumulative zones of visual influence will need to reflect
local circumstances, for example, the areas coverad should take into account the
extent to which factors such as the topography and the likely visibility of proposals
in prevailing meteorological conditions may vary

maps of cumulative zones of visual influence are used to ideniify appropriate
locations for visual impact studies. These include locations for simulianeous
visibility assessments {i.e. where two or more schemes are visible from a fixed
viewpoint without the need for an observer to turn their head, and repetitive visibility
assessments (i.e. where the observer is able o see two or more schemes but only
if they turn around)

sequential effects on visibility occur when an observer moves through a landscape
and sees two or more schemes, Common routes through a landscape (e.g. major
roads; long distance paths or cycle routes) can be identified as ‘journey scenarios'
and the proposals impact on them can be assessed

photomentages showing zll existing and consented turbines, and those for which
planning applications have been submitted, in addition to the proposal under
consideration. The viewpoints used could be those identified using the maps of
cumulative zones of visual influence. The pholomontages could be annotated to
include the dimensions of the existing turbines, the distance from the viewpoint to
the different schemes, the arc of view and the format and focal length of the camera
used

at the most detailed level, description and assessment of cumulative impacis may
include the following landscape issues: scale of development in relation to
landscape character or designations, sense of distance, existing focal points in the
landscape, skylining (where additional development along a skyline appears
disproportionately dominant) and sense of remoieness or wildness

13
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Decommissioning wind turbines

45, Local planning authorities should consider using planning conditions to ensure that
redundant turbines are removed when no longer in use and land is restored to an
appropriate use.

14
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Jeff Brown
Head of Development Control services

North Warwickshire Borough Council
The Council House RECEIVED
South Street
Atherstone
Warwickshire 25 JUL 7013
Cv5 1DE

morth Warwickshirz
16" July 2013 i BEoroughCouncil.

Dear Mr Brown,

ul

;sﬁs
Wienerberger

Kingsbury Wind Fnergy Scheme (Reference PAP/2013/0321)

I support the Kingsbury Wind Energy Scheme application for the following reasons:

Wienerberger is predicted to use all of the electricity from the wind turbine when the
factory is operating. As the factory is not open 2477, this will average out at 70% usage over
the year with the remainder exported via the national grid. Electricity wil be provided at a
fixed cost protecting the site from price volatility, contributing to the businesses fong term
sustainability and protecting jobs at the Kingsbury Works.

The Kingsbury wind turbine could have the potential to generate up to 5,935MWhrs of
electricity per year, sufficient to power around 1,358 homes {equivalent to 88% of the
homes in Kingsbury).

The wind turbine could offset up to 3,602 tonnes of carbon dioxide ermissions par year and
reduce reliance for electricity on costly and polluting fossil fuels.

Shoutld this proposal be consented, this commitment includes £125K to be invested in a local
community trust fund over the lifetime of the project.

The developmaent has the potential to bring £1.75million worth of value to the UK and £300K
to the local area.

The wind turbine will pay businass rates which go directly to the focal council. The business
rates are calculated based on the electricity produced; therefore a single 2.5MW turbine
may provide annual assumed rates of £27X.

The application includes plans for the enhancement of biodiversity including hedgerow
improvements and scrub management, which will benefit a range of species inciuding birds,

bats and great crested newts.

Yours faithfull

A4

M TERCA i POROCTHERM

Meartin Rose — Development Manager — Wienerberger Ltd.

‘Wicnerborper Ltd. Kingshury Works, Rush Lane, Dosthill, Near Termwonth, Staifordshire, B77 1LT
T 01827 280 111, F 01827 260 414§ office@wienerberpercouk | wwwawienerberpenco uk
Registered effice; Wienerberger House, Brooks Drive, Cheadle Royal Business Fark, Cheadle, Cheshire SR8 35A 1 Registtion in England No, 5259520

VAT No: GB 145 133 788
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Jeff Brown

Development Control Manager Friends of
North Warwickshire Borough Council, the Earth
South Street,

Atherstone, West Midlands
Warwickshire.

CVS 1DE

planningcontrol@northwarks.gov.uk

7" August 2013

Re PAP/2013/0321 wind turbine®@ Wienerberger Brick Works, Rush Lane,
Dosthill, Warwickshire B77 1LT

Dear Jeff

West Midlands Friends of the Earth (WMFQE )would like to thank you for the
opportunity to comment on this planning application WMFOE would like to support
the application.

Firstly we would like to touch upon some basic observations. Human induced Climate
Change is happening and is something that we as a society will not only have to adapt
to BUT something we will have to mitigate against. We in the UK, as one of the largest
and oldest economies on the planet, will have to show leadership in those actions.
Obviously we will have to become far more efficient in the electricity that we do use
and design and market much more energy efficient products than we do at present.

In that the nation will still need to generate electricitythe country as a whole must
generate it much closer to where it is consumed and in as environmentally benign
manner as possible. The generation of electricity from wind is one of those
technologies.

There has to be a balance between the need for lower carbon electricity with aspects of
noise, visual intrusion, wildlife and national security. These are immediate and practical
concerns which may be overtaken by technology. However these issueshould be
secondary to the future of the human species and our ability to survive on this Planet?

West Midlands Friends of the Earth

The Warehouse Allison Street Digbeth Birmingham 85 5TH
Telephone 012 1643 91 17 Fax 012 16 43 81 17 Email chrisci@foe.co.uk
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2
Firstly does the nation really need any more electricity to be generated,is the UK as
efficient as we could be with that electricity thatis currently produced? If so then can
the UK produce that electricitythat is requiredin a way that

Avoids future competition over precious natural resources

Does not burden future generations with clean up costs

Is a technology that we would be happy for everyone on the planet to deploy?

This is putting into practice real stewardship for handing on a cleaner planet to the next
generation.

Wind is not perfect BUT it is one of the solutions that we have and it is deployable
NOW and is proven to deliver.

World populations are less likely to fight over wind than fossil fuels or uranium
and winning it is less dangerous that mining and processing.

If the next generation doesn’tlike them they can recycle them.
No one should lose sleep over a wind turbine in the wrong hands,

If these issues are dealt with then the current generationmay well develop the
technologies future generationskids will thank us for.

In terms of this particular application WMFOE have been in contact with colieagues
from other NGQO's as well as the Statutory Agencies sut as the Environment Agency,
Natural England and English Heritage.

WMFOE have also read the Environmental Impact Assessment which forms part of this
planning application.

While WMFOE support the generation of electricity from wind resourcesWMFOE also
believe that it would be appropriate to allay the concerns of local residents. It is also J
essential that local residents are more informed as 1o the realities of living close to wind
turbines. Maybe visits to other communities living with wind technologiesould be
arranged or people from those locations could visitKingsbury to explain what it is

really like living next to a wind farm.

What form of ongoing community involvement with this project is envisageddt is
essential that the local community is hvolved with these projects to ensure that they are
appropriate for the local area, of the correct scale, under appropriate ownership and
control, It is also essential that they receive benefits in kind from these developments, if
indeed, they are permitted.

If this planning application were to be refusedWMFOE would like North
Warwickshire District Council to say where within thedistrict they think would be
suitable for the erection of wind turbines and at what scale?? If, for some reason, no
such site exists what measures will thelocal authority put in place forNorth
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Warwickshire to become fer more efficientin the manner in which it uses electricity,
reduce its energy demands and in turn reduce its climate change emissions and show
leadership in how we can move forward with respect to our climate responsibilities?

We look forward to following the determination of this application.

Yours sincerely

QD=

Chris Crean
On behalf of West Midlands FOE

West Midlands Friends of the Earth
The Warehouse Allison Street Digbeth Birmingham B5 5TH

Telephone 012 16 43 91 17 Fax 012 16 43 81 17 Email chrisc@foe.co.uk

7/98



s

26 July 2013

To:

North Warwickshire Boraugh Council,
Tamworth BG,

Rt Hon MP C Pincher

By Email
Ce: Tamworth Herald, Parish Council, All Councillors both BC's

A Spratley Objection Comments Part 2 (after further research on proposal :
My continued Objections against Dosthill Wind Turbine planning application
number PAP/2013/0321 :

The Development Plan (Local Plans, Supplementary Planning Documents, ete)

I consider that this planning application is contrary to the contents of local
development plans given the extremely close proximity to private houses,
{t will irreparably degrade the characier of the neighbourhood.

Local Community

The Government has indicated that developments should not be permitted if the
tocal community is opposed to & scheme and this is enshrined in the Localism Bill.
This gives a strong mandate from the local community to refuse the application i
enough people oppese. This proposal is contrary to Local Plan Policy ENV1.

Government Guidance (Planning Policy Guidance Notes, Statements and
Circulars)

Recent government guidance as identified by MP C Pincher has changed the
emphasis of such planning proposals in the last month or o io give increased
importance to views expressed by the local community.

Accordingly the | request that the application be refused and no access {o appeals
be allowed e.g. o PINS/S0S.

Planning Legislation (Including Case Law and previous decisions e.g. Lichfield
Turbine)

Recently, many communities around the couniry have managed to lobby to keep
such developments away from their homes and neighbotrhoods,

We strongly recommend that the government investigate and provide guidance on
minimum distances from homes as suggested in Ausiralia of 10km.
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