ThWART APPENDIX 1B

FURTHER OBJECTION CONCERNING LISTED BUILDINGS
IN RELATION TO
AN APPLICATION BY WEST WIGHT WIND FARM LTD
TO
ERECT SIX WIND TURBINES
ON
LAND SOUTH OF WELLOW_ISLE OF WIGHT
ON BEHALF OF
THE WIGHT AGAINST RURAL TURBINES
BY
ROBIN BRYER BA(Hons)Dunelm, MRTPI

1.In my initial objection, I quoted from the recent appeal at Guestwick where affect upon
the setting of listed buildings played an important part in its dismissal.] appended the first
page of the decision,together with the concluding pages.I now append the decision in its
entirety (appendix 1),together with the applicant’s listed building plan (appendix 2) and
photographs of the listed buildings which would appear to be most affected (appendix 3).
I have added to appendix 2 three very important listed buildings which were omitted from
it, namely Kings Manor,Yarmouth Castle and Yarmouth Church.The photographs i
appendix 3 are numbered in the order in which I refer to them,with the relevant building’s
appendix 2 number in brackets.

2. Turning first to appendix 1,while every case needs to be decided on its own merits (or
lack of them) comparison is none the less instructive.We learn that the Guestwick scheme
would have been for six turbines,as here, though a little taller (125-135 metres).The
landscape around Guestwick is gently undulating,as here. The site is not designated as
being of landscape importance and lacks hedgerows,unlike the surrounding
landscape,again as here. There are 25 listed buildings within 2.5 kilometres and 41 just
beyond , 66 in total , as compared with 81 recorded within 3 kilometres in this case (see
appendix 1 paragraphs 13-14 and appendix 2.)

3 Before considering the setting of individual buildings,the inspector quotes from
paragraph 15 of PPS7 which urges planning authorities to ensure that the quality of the
wider countryside is protected and,where possible,enhanced — and he emphasises the
words “protected” and “enhanced” He then quotes Section 66(1) of the 1990 Act,
emphasising the need to have special regard to the desirabihity of preserving listed
buildings and their settings.Next he notes that paragraphs 2. 16-17 of PPG15 advise that
the term “setting” should not be interpreted too narrowly He could have added that it
states that “a proposed high or bulky building might also affect the setting of a listed
building some distance away,or alter views of a historic skyline” though he does say that
giving a wide interpretation of setting “is of particular relevance in relation to structures
of the very substantial height and local prominence™as in the case before him.He
concludes(paragraph 16) that while the landscape around the site is not of such scenic
beauty that it is of national importance in itself “it does provide the tablecloth on which a
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‘number of listed buildings stand,and it is the setting of these which is of national
importance.To that extent,] regard landscape and setting as indistinguishable from each
other”- and how much more so at Wellow where landscape of national importance is
close by and there is a still greater number of listed buildings in the vicinity.

4 Having established the basis for his analysis he observes (in paragraph 18) that viewed
from Guestwick village “the turbines would ...be very considerably taller than any
nearby existing feature and characterised especially by the movement of the rotating
blades. The typically rural quality of countryside here would...be neither protected or
enhanced by such sizeable and extensive upstanding development™ in this case,for
Guestwick,read Wellow.

5.In paragraph 19 he notes that the tower of St Peter’s Church is a landmark of some
prominence but the turbines would exceed the height of the tower by a very considerable
margin and would “overwhelm the size of this Listed Building the setting of which,under
any analysis,would not be preserved”-and so one might equally observe of the view of
Yarmouth Church from the ferry were the turbines at Wellow to be built,challenging its
dominance.as the tallest building hereabouts.

6.Writing of Foulsham Church ,he observes in paragraph 20 that “the proposed turbines
would effectively supplant the church tower as the main visual focus and transform the
appearance of the landscape over a wide area from one of uninterrupted rurality to one mn
which the influence of modem technology would be perceived as the overwhelmingly
dominant feature”.It would not,he concludes,protect or enhance the intrinsic visual
qualities of this area of countryside or preserve the setting of the Listed church in the
local landscape- and one would surely conclude the same with New Church here were
one to emerge from it to see the turbines framed by its porch (photo 19)

7 Writing of Cooper’s Farmhouse (paragraph 24),he notes that one of the turbines would
be seen standing directly behind it and others just one side of it particularly as seen from

a public footpath,so that its setting would not be preserved- in this case for Cooper’s read
Churchill’s Farm (photo 24)

8. Wood Dalling Hall,he notes at paragraph 28, is currently visible from almost all
directions within the surrounding landscape,against a backdrop of open agricultural land
— 50 here with Tapnell Farm, Prospect Cottage and (again) Churchill’s Farm (photos 21,22
& 24) He notes that the appellant suggests that the Hall and the turbines would be so
obviously in contrast with each other in terms of scale and character that they would
offset rather than compete with each other visually(and it is the obvious counter-
argument here) but he does not agree,concluding that the Hall’s setting would be
seriously harmed-and so one must similarly conclude in the case of the very rural
buildings just cited,in their very rural settings.

9.Obviously,one cannot say if,for example,Cooper’s Farmhouse in the Guestwick case is

worthier of preservation or more greatly at risk than Churchill’s Farm here.But it does not
matter. This is not a beauty contest.However, the principle is the same and of both,and
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their like,one can observe that their setting is a major part of their charm.A strong and
grand urban building like St Paul’s can hold its own against large,modern and contrasting
development. These modest examples of rural vernacular cannot.Nor can one judge
impact by numbers alone.The 81 listed buildings here do not necessarily outweigh the
lesser number at Guestwick. Nor can they all be affected,even though,standing on the
downs one would probably see the great majority of them in one panorama ,on the turn of
ones heel,with the six turbines in the foreground,dwarfing not just them but the downs
themselves.But one can attempt to assess the impact on those most at risk-something the
applicant has not done,for all the historical information given.Such an attempt I now
make:

10 The eastern outlook from King’s Manor,across the River Yar,would be dominated by
the turbines at its centre (photo 1),dispelling its timeless quality.Its setting would not be
preserved.

11 The Mill at Yarmouth (photo2) would have its waterside foreground and downland
backdrop completely dominated by the turbines in a way which would not be dispelled by
the concept that there is a harmony arising from the juxtaposition of two methods of
harnessing natural energy.Its setting would not be preserved.

12.Thorley Manor might not suffer too greatly in its immediate vicinity,thanks to planting
around it,but from public vantage points (photo 3) seen juxtaposed with the turbines,it
would cease to give that sense of quiet authority, which it has for centuries,over this
corner of the Island,so dwarfed would it be.Its setting would not be preserved.

13.Ningwood Manor (photo 4) would not have views of,nor be seen in views with the
turbines but they would be visible on the approaches to it and ,in the middle ground,from
its garden (photo 5) Much the same can be said of Ningwood Farm (photo 6) and Elm
Dene (photo 7)-given retention of intervening planting-so to that degree their settings
would be compromised.

14.You come to Rossiter Vinyard (photo 8) along the Wellow road,or across it from the
footpath to the south (photo 9) where eastward the turbines would dominate the scene.Its
setting would not be preserved.

15.Brook Cottage (photo 10) is within an enclosed village group and would suffer only
indirectly,since it would no longer be approached through unspoilt countryside.

16.The same could not be said of Sixpenny Cottage and South View (photo 11) because
the turbines would rise immediately behind them,towering over them. The “south view”
of the name would be changed indeed. Their settings would not be preserved.

17 Wellow Farm,the only unlisted building discussed bere,surely deserves to be listed
(photo 12),but perhaps not if its time hallowed association with the land it overlooks was
to be disrupted by six turbines built upon it as proposed. The romantic notion that the
farm was just harvesting another type of crop would not be mitigation enough.
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18.June Cottage (photo 13) and Lilac Cottage (photo 14) would appear unaltered in the
context of their own gardens but looking out from their gates or down the road,in the case
of the latter (photo 15),the turbines would be an undeniable presence.To that extent,their
setting would be compromised..

20 New Church (photo 16)is small and has a bell turret rather than a tower It does not
play a focal part in the Jandscape,unlike Yarmouth Church and the churches in the
Guestwick case,so to that extent the turbines would not challenge its function,but they
would be fully visible from its lych gate — the balloon in photograph 17 indicates there
height,tethered at a point just to the west of them.Its setting,therefore,would not be
preserved However that of The Old Rectory (photo 18) would not be directly
compromised,since it would be screened from them.

21.With Tapnell Farm,Prospect Cottage and Churchill’s Farm (photos 19-22) one comes
to an entirely different category. These are pockets of isolated habitation in the midst of a
great swathe of farmland. The whole balance of this landscape and their association with
it would be destroyed by the six proposed turbines.The idea that they would offset rather
than compete with these two farmsteads and a cottage being so clearly different in scale
cannot prevail here any more than the inspector allowed it to in the Guestwick case.These
giants would be seen both from these listed buildings and in relation to them.In this open
and largely (at present)empty landscape there is nowhere to hide Nor should there be for
it is its very open-ness which is its charm, as is the relative isolation of these
buildings. The landscape would be neither preserved nor,save in the eyes of a

technocrat enhanced as PPS7 requests. The setting of these Listed Buildings,more
important still,would not be preserved.

22 Back down at Dodpits (photo 23)one could forget the turbines when in its north-facing
garden,but even here the removal of the cupressus screen which flanks the

property,which might otherwise be desirable,would open up views of them,and to that
extent its setting would be compromised.

23 Looking back from the Lymington Ferry at the “Toytown” of Yarmouth and its
backdrop of the downs, the setting for both its church and castle,the turbines would be
totally out of scale with this miniature land-,town- and sea-scape.This is final
confirmation,in my opinion, that the setting of the listed buildings within them would not
be preserved ,as photos 24a/b surely make clear .

24 The inspector in the Guestwick case fairly noted that PPS7 and paragraph 66(1) of the
Act indicate that protection or enhancement of the countryside and preservation of the
settings of Listed Buildings are not, in themselves, intended to be determinative but do
contribute to the issues which paragraph 16 of PPS7 addresses(his paragraph 17).None
the less here,as at Guestwick, this is a major issue to be added to the debit side of the
account and I urge that it be seen as such,having thus explored further that which I
identified in my initial objection.Certainly harm to the setting of listed buildings needs
to be given as one of the reasons for refusal.
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by David Lavender vrre: e

ae Inspettar appointed by the Firsi Seoreinry of State Late:

Appeal Ref: APF/K2ZE10/A05/1136¢ 85 _

Farmiand adjacent to Skitfield Roa ), Guestwigk, Norwich

s The sppeal is made under section 78 »f the Town and Country Planning Act 19902 against 1 refussl to
grant planning permission.

¢  The appeal is by Enertrag (UK Lid & rakosi the decision of Breadiand District Creancil.
The apphication Ref 20041819, dute! 15 November 2004, was refused by noth ce dated 31 March
2003,

s The development proposed is the comtruction of & wind farnu.

Summary of Decisien: The appeal i dismicsed,

Procedural matiers

I. An Environmental Siatement wis prepared by the sppellent when the application was
submitied. 1 am conteat that this was produced in accordance with the T own and Country
Planning (Environmentad Irapact Assessmeni¥Eogland and Wales) Regwilations 1999 (as
amended). In the ight of evidenve presented durng the course of the Dmquiry, it became
apparent thar additional Enviromuental Information would be necsssary™ to snable e fo
properly consider the proposal. F rstly, Clause 4 of Part 1T to Schedule 4 <f the Regulations
requires referomce {o the maln iltermatives considered, und 1 requested supplementary
Information ip this regard relatize w pearby previouwsly developed jard refemed to by
objectors.  Secondly, fn order to exercise my duty under Secticn 66{1) of the Planning
{Listed Puildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, and ix accordanc.e with parmgraph
4.14 of PPG1S, 1 requesied Information with regard to the offoot of the proposils on the
settings of neerby Listed Puildinzs and Conservation Areas. With the agreemant of fhe
narties, 1 adjowrned the Inguiry to aflow sufficient tire for this additional Informaicn 1o be
compiled and circulated, a proces: that was compicted in time for the logeviry to rssume on
& March 20066, | bave taken sccoomt of hoth the Euvironmentsl Statement aod this
additional Frvironmental Infosms tion, together with the views of statatoyy consuliess and
others who bave referred to it in detercaining this appeal.

2, At the Inquiry an application for :osts was made by Epereag (UK Lid srgainst Droadland
District Council, That application s the subject of & separate decision,

The site aud proposal

3. The site lies deep in rural Norfolk, about 25 km to the north west of the centre of Norwich
and some 4 b distant from the A1067 Norwich i Fakenbam Road. I ceonsists of parte of
an area of open farmaland, 1.6 ba jr overall extent, between the setflements of Guestwick (o
the east), Foulsham (o the south ‘vest) and Hindolveston (10 the north west). A petisr of
six. wind rurbines is proposed, positioned o efther side of Skitfield Road.  As originally
proposed, each turtdue would bave had & hob height of not more than &5 52 and bla 12 length
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of not more than 40 m, giving 2 1aaximum beight o blade dp of 125 m. However, during
the couree of discussion on plany ing conditions at the Inquiry, the Appelient advised that
the length of turbine blade now “ormally supphied is 43 m, gving a maxionmy blade tip
hieight of 130 m. 1 have taken the incrensed blade leagth nfo account, but it does ot atfect
my findings on the proposal. The total maxiewn output from the turbines would be
12MW, which s said to be sufficent to supply the eleciricity needs of 8,000 homes. Apant
from access tracks and security fencing mmd gates, the applicauon pians show no other
upstanding development being prc posed on the site. Conmection 1o the National Grid would
e by underground cabling. The turbines would heve an operational lfe of 25 wears, after
which it is intended that the site would be decommissioned.

Thres alternative access routes to the site were considered in the Envirsumental Stxternent
but only one {Eoute 1 in the Environmental Statement, with modifications) was promoted
during the Ingniry. A significant part of this crosen route lies outside the Council’s
adroinistreative area. Nonetheless all parties to the Inquiry, including the Appeiling, made
subpiissions on (he suitability or »therwise of this proposed access route in its eatirety (i
the exclusion of the others), aml | accordingly refer to the whole of this route in my
consideration of the proposal,

Piupning policies

5.

&,

Relevant Naticnal planning advice relating to renewable energy projects 1§ contained in
Planning Policy Statemeni 22 “Remewable Erevgy” (PPS22) and its companion gaide,
which were published in 2004 conternporaneously with the Couneil’s consideration of the
application. Among other thing, PPS22 says that increased development of renzwable
energy tesourees is vita! w ficiliating delivery of the Government’s mnternefional
commitments on climate chang:. These inciude a target of generating 10% of UK
elsctricity from renewable resousces by 2010, which it supplement2d by an aspiration o
double that figare to 20% by 2020, It advances a plan-led approach to such developrnents,
whetber throogh site specific aliacations or the formuladen of eriieria-based policwes
guide the consideration of pla oning epolications.  While affinning that the wider
environmental and sconomic benafite of proposals are material considerations that should
be given significant weight, it cautions that other envirenmental, sconomuic iond soocial
ftupacts must 2lso be satisfactorly addressed. The companien guide bighlights « range of
detziled factors to be considered ia relation w all forms of renewablz energy genedation and
inciudes a section giving specific advice on congcerus typically rused in comection with
wind energy projects.

In conssquence of Section 1{5) of the Planuing and Compensatica Act 2004 and the rolated
Commencement Order (ST 2004/2:206), the stagory developmens plax for the area includes
Regional Planning Guidancs for Last Anglia (RPGE), the Norfollk Straetare Plan 1690 (8F)
snd the Broadland Dhistrict Local Plan 200G (LF). RPG6 says that the national renswable
encrgy targe! should not be seen 25 a constraining upper limit, but alse contalas policy o
protect important aspects of the counirvside.  This approach s broadly reflecied i 8P
policy RC.9, which cacourages ramewable energy projects 1o locate where they would not
have significant adverse envirorrenial impact, with a yange of further 5P poiicics lending
more specific protection to distint features of Norfolk's countryside (ENV .1, ENV .4 LP
policy CSY adepis & welcoming s ance renewahle energy projecis, sulject o thew wmpuct
on e locality, with policy BNV belng concemed wilh proieeting the characier and
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sppearance of the countryside and ENV13 being specifically concerned with the protecaon
of the setting of Listed Buildings, ’

Both RPGS and the LP are in the process of review, the former as Kegiouel Spatial Strategy
for the East of England (drafi R$S14), also called the East of England Drafi Plan. The
current LP review pre-dates dra® RSS$14 and no significant chasges are proposed in its
relevant policies bevond re-numbering (CS7, ENV1 and ENV14)  Draft RS514 was, at
the time of the Inquiry, subject >f an on-going Examination in Public, Policy ENV.E of
draft RS314, in the form presented in evidence to the Inquiry says, among other things, that
“4o help the region move towards cnergy seif-sufficiency, and mest and improve on its
renewable energy targets set ow in teble 9.2, local development documents viill contain
policies for promoting and enconraging energy efficiency and renewable energy”. Both
draft RS514 and the LP review are materiz! considerations in this appeal.

The main issues

8.

From the foregoing, the evidence end submissions at ibe Inguiry, the written representations
and my inspection of the site and its surroundings, 1 consider that there are five 1nain issues
raised by the proposed development, These are:

o the peed for wind energy generation from the siwe, baving regard 1 pational and
regioual targets;

& the effect of the proposed turbines on the character and appearance of the aes;

® the impact of the proposed access airangements on the use of the local roud network
and the quality of the local ¢nvironment. especially during the construction phase;

e the implicatious for the operation of Norwich International Awport;

e the consequences for local residents in terms of the effect on their living conditions
and their wider erjoyment of the countryside arisiog fiom turbine noise, shadow
flicker, and safety concerns.

Inspector’s reasoning

Issue 1: Wind energy generafion 1argis

9.

A paper titled “Renewable Energ s Supplement” {matter ST has bean produced Dy the East
£

of Engiand Regional Assewmbly (EERA} for the #3514 Examination in Public (E!F). One of
the purposes of this paper is to inform debate on the renewable energy targets for inclusion

in the table 9.2 referred to in policy ENV.8. From what would appear to be an approximate

regional disapgregation of the respective 0% and 20% natiopal largets referred o In PPS22
and it apportionment between he different technologies, the paper arges inclusion of
targets for installed capacity for ¢neshore wind generation within the region of 847MW by
2010 and 1218MW by 2020, I remarks, bowever, that existing installed capacity as at
September 2003 was only 44 MW before stating that there is a significant bank of permitted
schemes amodrting o some 10CMW and, with other sclemes gaming momeatum, it is
expected that instafled capacity ould reach 130 MW by 2007. Nonetheless, the paper
(modified by a report to the EIP round {able on sustainable development) affirms that sn
optimistic estimate would be that ooly a further 60 MW per ansum would come on fme in
2008-2010 (which the Appellant says assumes that all wind energy applicatiors received
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1.

planning permission). That would give & total of just 330 MW by 2010, To achieve the
2020 target would require prov sion to increase to some 88MW per annum post 2010
Conginued annual growth in capecity on that scale is likely to become increasingly difficult
as the most economically attractive and least environmentally constrained sites are used up,
while maintaining the level of gowth required is also likely to parbenlasly waportant now
that the past contribution to rene'vable energy supplies from land fill gas appears already 10
have peaked. Against that background, the contribution of about 12 MW from sites iike
Guestwick has significence both in gearing up 0 the wrget figures und in beiny indicative
of the scale and number of projects likely to be required if they are to be met,

It iz not, however, the case that ovenument targets for renewable energy generation are
e translated directly into regions] targets in this way, ner is there any tmplication thet they
must be met at all costs. Rather, PPS22 says that the regional target should be based on an
assessment of potential fakiog hito account regional enviropmental, economic and social
impacts before being disaggregated, if appropriais, 1010 sub-regicnal targets. That s
precisely the further work that EVRA recommends in the Renewable Energy Sugplement be
vndertaken for the post 2010 period in the form of a pardal review of of RUS14. That
review would also leok again at ¢ pportionment between the various technologies.

Furthermore, in the period to 2110, it i1s clear from the wording of dmft RES14 policy
BNV, 4 that the 637 MW target i not intended to be employed directly in the determination
of individual planning spplicatio . Rather, its primary purpose is fo guide the preparation
of policies in Local Developrient Frameworks. For these reasoss, I pacave the
recommended target for 2010, which by all accounts seesns to be far in excess of what is
acrually likely 1o be achieved, as litle more than a re-affirmation of the extant RPG6 policy
approach. In effect, it seems to me that it is indicating that in the intenm period between
RPG6 and the outcome of the proposed further work on the 2020 target in RSE14, there
should be o constraining upper limit in local policy formulation (or the determination of
applications), as may be the case if the more realishc targei of 330 MW of instal:ed capacity
were to be adopted.

While the need 1o develop sites for on-shore wind energy generation is thus mamfest and
pressing, actual provision is oumently broadly in line with regional expestations ang
althongh additional coniributions would be welcome a plan led policy regirae is being
formulated with a view to Naotional targets being met by 2020, At this stage in the
ferraulation of RSS14. compliance with national and regional targsts is not, thercfore, in my
judgement a factor of such comnpelling force by itself as to overnide, without ferther
question, all other planning consideratons.

Issue 2: Characier and appearance

13

The landscape of this part of Norfolk is characterised by a gently undulating Jand form
overlain with a pattem of vaiving sized and imegularty shaped fields separated by
hedgerows and woedlands, including a sizeable area of ancient wosdland at Hindolveston
Wood. All are interwoven with a nerwork of narrow and winding rural lanes, many of
which ave sunken or are themeelves set between hedgerows often interspersed with single
mature treas. The settlements ar: generally small, even m the context of villages, and have
heen the subject of oaly modest growth over the last century. Within and beyond the
scitlements there i 2 large number of Listed Buildings. For the most part, the churches are
the tallest buildings to be seen but these bave towers mather thar spues and thus only
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marginally exceed the reee line 1o distant views. While mouch of the wider surrounding area
ix recognised for its quality by various exiensive local landscepe desigrations {within
Broadland District currently termed “Areas of Important Landscape Quality” and protected
by LP policy ENV7) the area in which the appeal site is sitaated 13 nol. I understand that
this is mainly because of the presenve here of a former war-timie airfield at Fouisham and
the relstively greater loss of tnuditional bedgerows that has cccurred in fhis particular
focality, but landscape character is otherwise sivailay throughout.  In sssence, therefore, and
despite not itself having any formal devignation, this is an atusctive and sobidly saditional
rural landscape, whick has a close physical and wisual relstionship o wider surrewnding
areas in Broadland and the ieighbouring Councils’ aeas that have been iccally
acknowledged for their inhersntly attractive character. | '

The proposed turbines would stz d on an elevated plateau, which the Counci! says is one of
the highest areas of land withiv the District. They wonid be abmost the taliest of the
turhines envisaged in Figure | of the Wind Acnex to the PPS22 Comspanson Cuicance and,
as grouped, wonld also be among the largest clusters of such turbines anywhere in the
Countrv. Noenetheless, according to the Zone of Visual Influence (ZVI) study, their visual
impact would reduce considersbly beyond the 16 ki range because of the undulating land
form and the extent and arrangement of exisiing blocks of vegetation. It is therefore evident
that the major visual impact would be in the ¢-5 km range, where distance and coitours can
provide litle or no effective scrsening. This is reflected in the choice of eepresentative
viewpoints agreed between the (Jowncil and the Appellant for more detailed analysis in
accordance with the Landscape Instituie’s Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment. All but two of the seven viewpoints thus selected faull within the § km radivs.
Notably, thers are 123 Listed bui dings within this S km radius of the site, 25 of which fail
within a 2.5 km radius and 41 of which, including 28 within the Foulsham Conservabion
Area, lie just ontside the 2.5 km nudiys.

There is dispule between the pant es over whether the effect of the proposed furbines, when
seen from the representative view points, would be rajor, moderaie or musor and alzo over
whetber the appraisal shouid ke account of subjective judgement i determining whether
or not the impact would be adverse. However, while acknowledging the different
professional opinions expressed on these matters, miy own apalysis does not yecuite such
judgements to be made. Instead, 1 draw on the advice in paragraph 15 of Planuing Pobey
Statement 7 “Sustainable Development in Rurol dreas”™ (PPS7) whick urges planming
authorities to ensure that the quality and character of the wider couatrysids is provecizd and,
where possible, enkanced. 1 alsc have regard 1o my statutory duty under Sectiont 66(1} of
the 1990 Act. This was expressed in 2 paber of ways during the laquiry as well as in the
additional Environmental Ioform ation that | requesied. For the avoidance of doubt i
therefore sel it out verbatim here, as follows:
“In considering whether to g ani planning permission for development which affects a
isted building or its seiting, the Local Plapning Authority or, as the case miay ve, the
Secretary of State, shall have special regard to the desirabilitv of presevving the
buslding o its setting or any | ealwes of special architectaral or bustoric inlerest which it
possesses”.
In the Lght of this stamtory roguirement, § have considered carcfelly (he advice m
paragraphs 2.16 and 2.17 of PPGI S, concerning the scope of the seiting of Lisied Buildings.
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While dealing mainly with protecting specilic features of mierest, the formal grounds of
such buildings, or their setting in a particuiar street, it advises that the werm “setting” should
not be interpreted 100 narrowly, This, to my mind, is of particular relevance in relation to
structures of the very substantial height and local prominence proposed in this czse. Thus,
while the landscape around Gue:twick is neither statutorily designated mor of such scenic
peauty that it is of national unpc rtance ia iself, it does provide the wblecloth on which a
mumber of Listed Buildmgs stani, and it is the proteciion of the setiing of these that is a
miatter of ostional importance. To that extent, 1 regard landscape and seting as
indistinguishable from each otber

Nonetheless, it is apparent from PPS7 and paragraph 66(1) of the Act that prctection or
enhancement of the countryside znd preservation of the settings of Listed Buildings are not,
in themselves, intended to be determinative.  Rather, as my framing of the main issues
indicates, they are factors to whch regard, or special regard, must be paid i the cverall
plansing balance. The balancing exercise is one that I underfake in the light of paragraph
16 of PPST when reaching my overall conclusione on all of the main issues. Apgainst this
packground, and following from ey site inspection, my findings on countryside protection
and enhancemeni, and on the ssttings of Listed Buildings within the framework of the
represexntative viewpoints, are as cllows:

Viewpoint I{Guestwick): This is the westward view from the millennivm green in
Guestwick. [t is taken from a olay ares and public garden set out with grass, planting
frames and henches on the western edge of the settlement. I is enclosed o the scuth by the
hacks of houses in Guestwick, w} ile to the east is St Peters’s Church (Grade | Listed} and to
the north is some greenery bordeing Church Lane. As such, the main open outisok is due
west across open countryside dinictly towards and beyond the nrbine site.  The proposed
aurbines would spar most of this outlook, all in view and standimg about 1.25 km away
above a relatively bald horizon marked by only a thin scatering of matwre tees. The
nurbines would cleary dominate this sweep of the local landscape, which {as it is intended
to be) 1 take as representative ¢ f views in general from tus side of Guestwick village,
including from the Hindolveston Road running nortb-south only about 300 m to the east of
the nearest wrbines. The twrbines would, in thds closeby westerly outlook be very
considerably taller than suy peirby existing feature and characterised especially by the
movement of the rotating blades. The typreally rural guality of countryside hers would,
wy indgement, be neither protect:d nor enhanced by such sizeable and extensive npstanding
development.

Alttough not registening in the photographs of this viewpemnt, the outiook in toe reverse
direction, vsstwards fom the nibine site back towards Guestwick and alse from places
further to the east where Guestwick 15 seen in the foreground of the turbine site, are also of
significance. In these views much of Guestwick is obscured by trees and greenery withim
and arcund the settement bur be tower of St Peter’s Church &5 a landmark of some
prominence, being visible during the winter months set azong the trees and, at sil times of
the year, rising slightly above the wee tue. Iis presence here adds an historic perspective o
the landscape as 2 small county church i an atractive and typically nural setiing that, 1
have no donbi, hes remained Lopely unalieved for some cenfuries. From the existing
pumping station, around which the urbines would be set, and from land to the north, south
and west, the church and its seticg would be seen with the turbines sianding m 2 line
squarely aczoss the foreground ar d exceeding the beight of the wwer by a very cousideratle
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margi.  Indeed, the present visua! eminence of this church iz a distinctive feature of the
landscape for almost & complete 360° around Guestwick itseif, in which the presence of the
proposed turbines variously in frant, behind or to one side or the other of the tower {and the
settienent as a whole) would become by far the most dominant feature. The combined scale
of the murbine developiment, togither with their form, heoight and movemeni would, in oy
gstimation, overwneilm the size of this Listed Buwlding the seting of which, under auny
analysis, would not be preserved

Viewpoint 2 (A1067): This view i3 & typical panorama of @ wide area of countryside around
the twbine site taken from a relatively elevated posuion along the A1067 and looking
northwards towards the propose turbines from a distanes of about 4.5 k., Within this
pancrama, all of the features that lend gnality to the charucter of the local landscape are
visible i a single horizonial swep, embrecing extensive parts of the countryside covered
by local Jandscape desigpations in Broadland and the neighbouring Distriets. Among the
undulating land form, woodland: and typically rural pettern of fields and hedgerows, there
is ar present no conspicuonus sign of built development other than the tower of the Church of
Holy Innocents m Foulsham. ~his chuich is & Grade I Listed Building and -he largest
church for some distance around. In the particular viewpoint concerned, the cburch tower is
the only built struciure prajecting above the honizen. Al of the proposed turbines would be
seen directly behind #his, arrange 1 in a jine for some distance to either side of the ower, and
at a significantly greater height. The perspective would change with movemeni along the
A1067, but for a considerable length of the route between Foxley and Guist (some § km or
more)} the complete line of turbines would be seen in this northerly outlook on or close o
the horizon variously to either sile of the church tower, with no oiker featnres of anythug
near comparabie scale o provide a suitable frame of referepce. As such, the proposed
turbines would effectively supplant the church tower as the main visual focus and ransform
the appearance of the landscape dver 2 wide area from one of uninterrgpted rurality to one
it which the inflnence of mode:n technology would be perceived as the overwheimingly
dominant feature. This would not, it iny opinion, protect or enhance the intrnsic visual
qualities of this area of countryside or preserve the setting of the Listed church 12 the local
landscape.

Viewpoint 3 (Hindolveston): Tus view s of the turbine site from Foulstam Road
soutiwands over Hindolveston ¥/ood, st a distance of about 1.5 km. While local peopie
express concern: about the effect of the turbines on the setting of the ancient woodland hese,
thers is no stetutory provision similar fo that for Listed Buildings requiring the seiting of
woodland 1o be preserved for ses hetic reasons. Indeed, from ouiside this particular area of
woodland itself, there is little o distinguish it from any other area of woodland, ard its main
contribution to the lucal landscap e is itg overall greenery and size. On the one hand these
features lend to the attractivencss of the countryside bui on the cther they provids a degree
of screcning,

From the particuiar viewpoint icentified, the lower parts of the tbine towers would be
mmsked by the woodland but the full sweep of all of the murbine blades wonld be visible
above it. They would be szen w th a scattering of single hedgerow wees in the Eyreground
which, becsuse of their relative jroximity to the viewpoint, would have a sirgilir or talier
perspective, The immedinte view 15 fres of built development and it seems to me that from
tiere the turbines could be regarde d as suitably representative of harnessiog natura| slemenis
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sy beneficial purpose, withour ciusing demopstiab:le bamro o any particalar quality of the
rural Yandscape that warrants profection or enhancersest.

There is a sizeable clusiening of Listed Buildinps within Hinddolvesion asal, a shor
distance to north and cast of viewpoint 3. However, while there mav be views of ihe
rurbimes nising above the wood from buldings within the village, the cutiook would be
towards the turkinegs alone, with the bulldings bebind the viewer. The setting of the fisted
Buildings wouid, in themselves, alsc be unaffected in eye lovel views from the turbine site
back wwards the village becavse of the imorvering woodland,  As T saw al my site
irspection there would be little if any visibility of the turbines from land to the north over
the village and op towards the wwbine siie. The settings of Lisied Buildings wrhin the
vitiage would, { consider, thus be preserved.

Viewpeint 4 (Thermelthorpe): 'This vizwpeint provides an auticok towards the turbines
froim the south east, at a distance of about 3 km. The countryvside hers is fairly fiat but the
yview 1s contuiped by some weas of woodlnpd, other vegetation, and embankments
bordering the village. Important to this view however is thar it includes a public foopath
which follows the north-south alignment of a now dismardled railway Iine. From my
inspection, this seemed (o be an atractive and wedl used local armerity. The mrbines would
be seen on the near horizon, where they would nse above ine foregrommd tree lme.
rouctheless, the votation of the hlades may add inzerest io the view from the footpath and
would noet o my estimation, impact significantly on any particular natural qrakbity of the
landssape here that should be jnotected or enbanced. However, the cutlooc from fhas
viewpoini zlso embraces the Clwrch of 8¢ Andrew (closeby and just to the lefi of the
photogrzphic illustration in the Envirowmenial swtement), wiich 1 Listed Grade 1%
together with (above a section of embanlonent) part of the rocf and the substantial chirmey
stack of Cooper’s Farmihouse, wldeh is Listed Grade 11, Ume of the nubines wonld be seen
standing directly behind Cooper’s Fanmhouse and tie othars just one side of it. The setang
of this Listed Building, to the ex ent that s visible from the foctpath (and from the vicinity
of the embanicnent whers 3t is i ore complately visible with other Listed Buildings) would
not, 1 consider, be preserved, Mcreover, while the height of the turbines would not compete
with the church tower (because the church 15 much closer), the rotanon of the twbing blades
would distract any endsavour 10« ppreciate the clrch n ifs otherwise relatively solitary and
typically rural surrounds. To that limiled extent, the setting of this Listed Building wonid
also noi, in my judgement, be preserved.

Viewpginis 5 and 6 (Reephuwi ard Corpusty): From both of these viewpoints, at distanoes
iy excess of ke, the marbines would be largely masked by skylme vegeiation and contours,
so they would not be & signifivist feature in the couniryside or in the setting of Listed
Baildings.

Vigwpoint 7 (Foulsham): This viewpomt is representative of the outlook towards the site
from the northern outskirts of Fo alsham, where the proposed hwbines would be abous 2 km
distant. A public footputh crosses the fields here, but this had been ploughed st the time of
my inspection 5o [ was unable to assess 18 degree of usage. From this poing, bowever, the
tarbines would stand on the ho izon with towers and blades of all six visibie and only
partislly masked by a thin scatering of skylime tees. The landscape her: 15 not of
distinctive guality and there are no feanwes in the northerly view of the countryside that
warrant particular protection or enhancement. More sigoificant, to my mind, ars views
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{rors further to the south and views in the reverse direction, from the site back towards
¥oulsham. These embrace viev's into and out of the Foulsham Conservation Area and the
setiing of the Chusch of the Hol s Innocents, together with other nearby Listed Buildings on
the northers edge of the village.

Fouisham occupies & patural dip in the landscape but from the appeal site and to 1he north of
it, the tower of the church is plzinly visible and would be dominated by the habines i the
foreground. Although the Coumeil suggests that there would also be glimpses of the
turbines behind the church in fre view from Foulsham's Market Square back towards the
site, I have no evidence to demonstrate copvincingly whether this would or would not in
fact be the case. For this reasor. I draw no firm conclusiop as to whether views out of the
Copservation Ares here would be preserved or enhanced. At my site inspestion | did
bhowever note that from Bintree ane, 2 short distance (o the south of Foulsham, the turbines
would be seen as a prominent featurs 1o the background to the Church at muach closer raage
than 10 viewpoint 2. This reis orces my finding with regard ic that viewpoint, that the
setting of the Church would not be preserved.

Other viewpoinis: While the above appraisal adberes closely to the viewpoints agreed
between the Conncil and the Appellant, that is nof to say that there are no others of equal or
greater significance. For examyp e, Wood Dalling Hsli, a Grade T1* Listed Building, lies in
an isolated position abeut 1.5 kon further © the east of the proposed windfarm than
Guestwick. It is curremtly vivible from almost all divections within the sirrounding
landscape, against a backdrop of open agricelioral land. The Appellant acknow edges that
the visual character of the appreich to the Hall from the east wonld change significanily
consequence of the proposal. Wlale the Appeliant suggests that the Hall and nurb nes would
be so obvivusly in conirast with zach other in rerms of scale and character that they would
offset mther than compete with sach other visually, the setung of the Hall seen along its
lengihy, acesss drive would plainty not be preserved. Indesd, with the furbines representing
& backdrop to the main approach to the Hall, its sefting would, in my judgement, be
seriously harmed. Moreover, from close to the easternmost end of the drive and along the
roule from there to Thurning and back to Guestwick, 1 saw that there are some particularly
fine and elevated viewr across th? lecal countrysids in which the Wood Dalling Charch (St
Andrew’s), Wood Dalling Hall, Crasstwick Church (St Peter’s) and the ruined church wower
at Hindolvesion (St George’s) san be seen in warious combinstions stretching over 3
considerable distance almost i1 a siraight line with littlz bui open Relds and clusiers of trees
between, All of the church towers are Listed Grade 1. The proposed turbines wonld stand
directly between the last two on i transverse axis, a relationship that would much dirinish
the integrity of this attractively arsadian scene.

During my site inspection, ! save that there are some relatively close as well as distant
Iocations where the wind turbin s would be easily absorbed into the landscape. These
contrast with the specific viewjoints to whick I bave referred and wider arvas where
structures of the scale and type groposed wonld gresily disrupt the viseal harmony of the
nwal scene and impinge uwpon the seitings of Listed Buildings. Within 8 5 km
circumderence, however, the laticr overwhelmingly outumber the former and the overall
impact on the character and appe wmoce of this area of countryside would I consiter, in the
context of PPS7 and Section 66(1 of the 1890 Act, be both significant and adverse.
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Issuc 3: Fenpact of proposed uccess Gl rangenients

10. The access routs from the A1067 discussed at the Inguiry (referred to in the Bighway

3L

Authority’s svidence as “the alternative abnormal load route”) would take the BI110 route
northwards in the vicinity of Guist. This section of the route is two way operational and
mainly straight. After turning east along Fulmodeston Road and just before entering
Hindolveston, the route would trn south into Church Lane, passing by the ruined tower of
St George's Church. 1t would t en tum along the approach drive into Church Farm before
crossing farmland to join Pinfcld Lane/Foulsham Road southwards and then eastwards
along Skitfield Roed to the site iiself. Other than B1110, the route weaid use “C” class and
unchassified roads, which are generally of ouly single vehicle width {the narrowest sections
being between 2.9 m and 4.4 w0 wide) and rely on passing bays o1 verges o ace ommodate
two-way traffic. These sections of the roule also include some tight bends. Functions are
generally at right angles and drivsr visibility at these and at the interveniag bends is hmited.
Sor the most part, the camagewiys are lined with narrow verges, hedges, embankments or
ditches and sometimes closely bordered by trees. The national 60 mph speed hmit applies
for wvirtually the entire routs, bt actual traffic speeds are much reduced in all but the
straightest of sections by the prevatling highway configuration. Considerable 1nad works
would plainly be necessary ove- the lengthy distance concerned (4 km) to accommodate
constmction traffic, mcluding the largest of the “abnormal load” vehicles {such as those
nsed to transport the turbine blad2s), which wouid be about 54 m long.

The pians of the proposed acce: s route show the extent of works necessary o secure the
requisite furning radii, driver vis bility, passing bays and carmagewey widths, I understand
there {0 be some sections of the >ropesed route where the Appellant’s control over the tand
required to implement these werks has yet 1o be confirmed to the Highway Authority’s
satisfaction. Nevertheless, if thz works were ©© be carried out as shown, or 11 4 similars
fashion, the highways would be considerably more accommodating of vehicular waffic than
they are now, even if at the exprnse of same potential increase in traffic speed. Provided
suitable measures would be in place to manage the flow of all traffic, especially while the
fargest vehicles were in transit 1 therefore have no doubt that the sefety of the local
highway network would be main ained, it not improved.

The Appellant nopetheless anticipates that, during the 5 wmonth construction perod, there
would be some 60 “abnormal bad” vehicle movements atong this route, 1160 “aorraal”
heavy goods vehicle movements and 5,660 other vehicle movements. The Highway
Authority considers these figurss (o have been under-estimated. prineipally because no
aceount has been taken of the idditional time {about 3 months) and vehicle mnovements
necessary for the constmotion of the highway works themselves. However, the Highway
Authority’s argurnent is hased pimarily on the expectation (hat the carriageway widenieg,
alterations and sections of new rouie would be of permanent constructon o full engineering
standards. As the Appellans pouts out, once the construction period is over, the only wrzffic
mavements associated with the t rbines would be occasional visits by van for sevicing and
maintenance pusposes, so the inention would be 10 undertake the highway wors in much
more temporary form, eliowing “he original highway patiem then to be reinsiated. 'While |
therefore accept the Appellant’s figures as realistic, the relatively intensive use of this parst
of the rural oad network for o netruction traffic for a significant part of one year wouid
inevitably be a cause of much :nconvenience o existing users, particolarly focal farmers
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and those whose businesses are dependent upon timely deliveries to individua! properties.
That said, if the construction period and main times of vehicular activity wers 10 be agreed
and publicised well in advanie (as could be required by planning cendition) any
inconvenience counld, at least, be munimised.

Even so, the carniageway througaout would need to be widened 0 5.5 m and considerably
more at bends and juactions. This would peed te be executed in rather more substantial
fashion than simply by the tipping of tarmac, as the Appellant suggests, both w0 take the
weight of vehicles involved and to ensure safe passage for other highway users. As the
Council's apnotaied plans show, embankmenis wouid need to be excavated, ditches
culverted and covered over, anc. new safety verges provided at various points along the
route, which wonld considerably exceed the land tske necessary for the curriagewaw
widening alone. [ observed duriig my site inspection that for smuch of the route the works
thernselves could be camried oul without imuch difficulty, but there are also parts whers
overhanging greenery may need ic be significantly cut back 1o the extent that re-growih
may be compromised {at Park Fuwra), where verges, ditches and embankments would bave
1o be significantly re-aligned (Pudold Lane/Foulsham Road and Skitfield Road) and where
the roots of sizeable mature trees oay have to be substantially cut away or may suffer from
copapaction (Skrttield Road). Tie Appellant says that replacement and additions] wee and
hedgerow planting could be undeniaken. However, if the highway construction works were
to be oaly superfivialty covered pver with soil at the end of the construction periad {as is
proposed), | share the Highwa Authority’s concern that the absence of permeability
through the bured areas of wilsned carriageway could lead to problems of localised
flooding and verge srosion. This carties with if the risk of damage o the integrity of the
highway surface and sub-stroctre wivch, as with damage fo frzes, may oct become
apparent until after any mainten:nce or restoration peried that may be agresd had lapsed.
Taken overali, the physical and eavironmental effects of these works could, unfess suitably
controlled (at least in part by planning condition requiring, for example, bedperow
replacement) thus be both more significant and enduring than is immediately apparent from
the plans,

A particular concern has been ralsed concerning the use of Church Lang, in that a structural
enginesr’s report has intimated that vibration from heavy vehicles passing close to the
ruiped tower of St George’s Church may cause its partial or complete collapss. [ was told
that 1t may be possible to route lomries further awsy from the tower 10 minimise this danger,
However, Church Lans fs, § understand, part public highway and pert private road. The
agreament of the Highway Authority may be aceded for alterations to the public section,
and agreciment of the owners may be needed for aiterations to the private section
Nonetheless, use of the lane withind alteration may not require permission at all, so there is
oo guarantee (other than as may be required by planming condition) that u suitabie
diversionary route would sctually be provided.

1t was supgested by the Appeller! at the Ingumiry that in the event of wrbine failure, large
items of plant such as replacemesr ¢ turbine blades could be brought io the site by aelicopier
rather than by re-instating the Yemporary highway works (with coznsequent damage to
reinsiated hedgerows, banks and verges). There is no evidence before me on the
practicality of that approach and ! record here only that it is Indicative of the wicertainty
thal sumounds the access proposals in general Condidon 8 in the suggestsd fist of
condittons 1 effect suggests tha scoess be dealt with separately, at a later stage. That
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approach would, however, be contrary 1o the advice in paragraph 21 of Techrical Annex 8
of the Companion Guide 1o PPS22. Tt says, with good reason, that access slierations should
be detailed in aunv epplication. Importantly in this particular case, the major part of the
access route is within a peighbouring Council’s arez. While the Highway Authority may be
the sawne in both Districts, it would not be possible for Broadland Council a: the Local
Planning Authority to enforce 1my condition thar applies o and outside ils own area of
jurisdiction. The absence of anmy’ confirmed details at this stage of how the partizs iatend o
deal with access is, in my view, a serious shoriwoming. It prevents the foriulation of
suitably specific safeguardimg vonditions before a decision o prinoiple is faken on tie
appeal application, it avoids am’ planning Obligation beng pui in place in place that may
also be necessary fo deal with th2 associated off-site works and, with particnlar regard (o the
church tower, the future of a Grade I Listed Buildiog would be lefi open to msk. While all
of the provedural, engincering ‘ind environmental objections 1o “the alternative abnermal
foad routs” may be capable of being overcome, 1 am therefore unable to be ceriain that the
development that 1 am being asked to permit would not have an unacceptable impact ¢n the
use of the local raad nerwork .md the quatity of the local envionment, both dunng the
construction phase and after.

Issue 4: Norwick Inernational Airport

36. Paragraph 22 of PPS22 mdicares that potential irapacts on airpont operation. radar and

Lt

2
;

aireraft should be addressed before planning applications for wind turbines are considered.
Objection by the Mindstry of Difence has been condrionally withdrawn, on the basis that
the turbines would not be comnitssioned vntil December 2006, when RAF Coltishall 15 to
close. However, there remuits an outstanding dispute between the Couscil and the
Appeilant which focuses on the effect on the safe nad efficient operation of Norwick
International Airport. which les about 22km south east of Guestwick.

The parties are in agreement the t, even at this distance, the proposed turbines would be of
sufficient height 1o penerate “chitter” on radar screens controlling eir traffic arriving at aad
departing from the airpori. For the most part, experienced radar operators would be able to
distinguish wind turbine moveinent from that of an aireraft because the position of the
turbine siie would be koown and permanent. They would no doubt be assisted 10 tus by
familiarity with the radar trace T the existing turbines at Scroby Sands, w the east of the
airport. Nonetheless, there ma)’ be cirvumstences in which the alignment of “he rowting
blades may result i their screer image periodically appearing and disappearing. or looking
similar to that of a moving aircaft. The airspace in Norfolk is not controlled airspace, so
there may he aircraft whose trac ¢ may likewise enter or leave the radar screen and which, n
the sbsence of transponders or secondary radar, may not be immediately recognised among
wind farm chuiter or sufficiently i voice contact to be have their flight patterm redirected.
The Civil Aviation Authority { CAA) savs that the airport mapagement is best placed o
comment on the “protection” thi t can be given to al airspace users ra the ares but, whatever
the case may be, flight safety vould not be allowed 1o be compromised. 1t 15 the auport
managemeni’s view that its air raffic controllers would accordingly be obliged to route
commercial flights away from 1t e turbine site to avoid any accident risk arising. That bemng
the sase, the concern is ene that, although ansing from the need o maintain au safety, in
practice bears only on the efficie nt conduct of flights.
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These is no precise evidence of the extent to which any increased flight miles required to
avoid ihe wind turbine site wo ild affect users of the awporl. Nonetheless, in laond use
planuing ierms, [ can understand the Council’s desire to avoid development that reay unpact
adversely on the attractiveness «f the mrport to commercial users and, in turn, cn the local
economy, The CAA also point out that there way be envircumenta! consequsnces arising
from exiended flight tirae, man fested through increased U0; emissions frors the greater
amount of spent fuel and throug 1 exposing wider residential areas {0 aucaft noise. All of
thess factors weigh against the henefiis of resewable energy geseration, Even so the
evidence indicates that, given th: various approach and deparnue routes refative to runway
orientation, the pumher and dittribution of flights affected would be a yelatively small
proportion of the iotal. [t i5 also apparent that problems for radar recognition would
disappear if current CAA propesals, to make the carmege and operation of trunsponders
throughout UK airspace mandatory, come into effect. CAA says that such proposals are
enrrently planned to become operative from 2008, albeit with & transiticn period that would
extend to 201C. While yet to lie subjeci of public consullation, this and other potentizl
means of mitigation more specific to Norwich referred wo by CAA, suggest 1o mie thar any
effect the propossd wind turbires mav have on the opemation of Norwich Intemnational
Airport (and any associsted ecojomic or envirowmental consequences) is likely to be both
slight and unenduring.

Issue §: Living conditions and enjoyizen! of the countryside

3%.
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Noise: There are about 20 houses within 1 km of the site, the majority of which are ranged
along the Hindolveston Road, »ith Harvest Moon being the pearest at about €28 m east
from one of the proposed furbinss.  The Wind Annex of the Companion Guids: to PPE22
refers to the ETSU 1997 wmetho dology for the assessment and raung of noise [rom wind
farms. This says, among other things, that noise limits shonid generally be set relative to
the existing background moise a: the nearest noise sensitive properties and that the linute
should reflect the variation in both furbine sonrce noise and background noise with wind
speed. Harvest Moon, being i1 the normally prevailing dowpwind direction from the
proposed turbines is a suitable re erence point in this regard.

The turbines would be operation: | at wind speeds of between 4 metres per second {m/s) and
12 m/s, and analysis of srvey Jats shows that background noise levels at this propeity
{sllowing for applicable 2bsolute thresholds) would, at these speeds range betweoen 38 and
2.5 4B (daytime) and 43 and €1.1 4B (night time). The Council’s figures, based on a
noise prediction mode} known a; CONCAWE indicate that with the turbines in operation,
these background levels could bz exceeded by about 3.7 4B (daytime) and 4.2 dB (night
time), when windspeed is 6 m/s. At higher and lower wind speeds, thers would be moxe
minor or o increase above vackground levels. The Appeilant’s figures, based on
Siteware2000 modelling softwaie indicate a somewhat different pattern hut there s no
dispute that the turbines would be: audible at certain fmes st cenain wind speeds in a “warst
case” scenario. Fven then, howe ver, the limit of § dB{A) above background reforred 1o m
the ETSU guude would not be exd eeded.

Further detailed arguments inchided the potential for noise from the turbines to include
tonal and other characieristics such as “thumping” It certsin night-tize atmospheric
conditions. This may affect com pliance with the above thresholds. The reasons why such
characteristics arise are, at preser t, largely theoretical and Where was no agreentent between
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the parties on potential causes or the likelihood of such occurrences 1n this paraovlar case. |
simply repeat the advice from th: PP322 Companien Guide. This 15 that notse levels from
turbines are generally low and, under most opeming conditivns, likely to be zompletely
masked by background noise. From the evidence before me, I find ne reason to depart from
that stance. If “thumping” or other tonal characteristics matedalise as a problem in practice,
they should be capeble of being kept within acceptable limits not least by temporarily
stopping the rotation of the turbines if necessary. That is a matter which could, i my view,
be suitably dealt with by 2 planning condition of the typs discussed during the Inquiry.

Shadaw flicker:  The stroboscopic effect of the sun shuning through turbine blades and
gxparienced inside buildings cer, as paragraph 76 of the Wind Annex of the Companion
Guide to PPS22 advises, be :pitigared by siting turbines a sufficien: distance from
residences likely to affecied. Inthis particular case, the neawst dwellings within 130° either
side of north relative to the turbites would be considerably more than the recommended 10
rator diameters distant. On tha: basis shadow flicker can, according to the guidance, be
disccunted.  While the Boviren nental Statement 3avs computer modelling has indicated
that buildings at Abbey Farre and Ashesoft Farm may nonetheless be affected, thus is noder
a “worst-case sun and wind scerario”. Such a combination of circumstances is, i realify,
unbikely 1o ocour at afl and, if it did, would be trumsitory.  As with noige, the risk i3 cne
thel conld, in my view. be suitably safeguarded against by planning condivon, alhongh 1
sote there is dispute between the Counci) and the appellant over exact formulatioa,

Danger: The Wind Annex to FPG22 says that there has been no example of injury ic 2
member of the public arising from the gperation of wind turbines and adds that published
rescarch shows the build up of ce on turbine blades © be unlikely to be problematic. Tt
refers to the overall baight to the blade tip (“fal! over diztance”) plus 10% as being ofien
regarded as a safe separation disiance {rom buddings. Apart from the exisang (anmanned)
watsr pumping station within th site, there would be no tndldings within that distance o,
indeed. much greater distance. 1he Arnex further says that it 1s advisable for isbines to he
set back from roads by at least fidl over distance 3o as to achieve maximum safely. Two of
the turbines wonid lie less than this distance from Skitfield Koad. However, for public
rights of way, the Annex adds that fall cver distance is often copsidered an acceptable
separation acd the minimum disiance is often wken to be that the turbine blades sheold not
he permitled to oversail the right of way. Nonz of the blades would cversail the
carriageway of Skitfield Road o1 any other right of way across the site. While relocation of
the two turbines closest to Skitfisld Road may give greater public confidence, none of these
distences are mandatory. Skitfi:ld Road, the access track 1o the axisting pumping siadon
and Freshgap Lane are all lightl used and relatively epen. On balance, | consider thal the

sk of unforeseen accident to walkers or drivers involving a toppling turbine, blade

fragmentation or ice throw would by so small as to be insignificant.

A spesific local concemt s the r sk of turbines Frightening hwrses, which I snderstand may
be ceused by the sound snd wavement of the turbines themselves and by the moving
shadows they cast on the grouni. While the Annex accordmgly refers io the Byitisk Horse
Soziety’s recomumended separat on distance of 200 m betweer turbines and hadle paths.
{his agalo is not mandatory. In this particular case, the approuch W the propos ad turbines
from 2l directions wonld pass brtween opern [ields with relatively littie boundary screemng,
s0 the risk of sudden spooking would ba small and there should be ample cprorumty o
digrpount or calsaly furn away if necessary. In time, some herses would no doubt lzam o
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accept the movement of the tubines as unexceptional but for others an uliernetive
diversicnary route may need 1o be planned by niders in advawce.  This could be
inconvenient but would avoid an risk of danger directly auributable lo the presence of the
nubines. It would also, in my view, bz a more suiiably proportionate response then
preventing the proposed developr went altogether.

. In the light of all of these conclusions, I find that there would therefore be no

msurmountably harmful consegyences for locs! residents in rerms of the effect on their
living conditions and their wider enjoyment of the conntryside arising from noise, shadow
fiicker, or safety concerns.

Overall conclasions:

46.

47,

48.

I formulate my conchisions within the famework provided by the vancus clauses of
peragraph 16 of PPS7, which adsises on the factors Local Planning Authorities should take
into account in determining appl cations for development i the countryside. There is no
suggestion that the turbines would specifically support development thai delivers diverse
ang snstainable farming enterpris:s {cleuse (i)}, While 1 note economic benefits of the type
revealed by-the DTl's Scroby Siands Supply Chain Aralysis {referred to in the EERA
Renewable Energy Supplement), thai analvsic considers the region as a whele. It does not
show that the proposal would dirsetly support conntryside enterprises and activities which
contribute to raral economies, or promote recreztion and countryside snjoyment (clause
fii)).  The proposed development would mmplicity take account of the nesd to protect
patural vesources (clause ¢i5i)). The fundamental balance in this case, however, is between
providing for the sensitive expliitation of renewsble energy in accordance wnth PP32Z
{clause (iv)) and the conservatio s of specific features of recogmised value, in accordance
with statutory designations {clausz (v}).

PPS22 says that special care will be needed if proposed sites for turbines happen to be near
listed buildings or conservation sveas, and refers to PPG13 “Planning and the Historic
Enviremment”. Paragraph 1.1 of PPG1S cets out the general context for the protection ior
all aspects of the historic environment. [t says, among other things, thet physical survivals
of our past are an irreplaceable ncord, the presence of which adds to our undersanding of
both the present and the past. They add to the quality of our lives by enhancing e familiar
and cherished local scene and sustzining the sense of local distinctiveness which &5 so
important an aspect of the charac er and appearance of our towns, villages and countryside,
as well as being of immense importance for leisure and recreation. [n settirg out the
Government’s commitment to the concept of sustainzble development, PPGII cautions
however thet the historic eevironinent of Bngland is all-pervasive nd cannot in practice be
preserved unchanged. It nonztheless affimns that the impact of development on the histonc
environment maust be given full wight, alongside other considerations.

Both the number and concentraion of Listed Buildings in this relatively small area of
couniryside, including those in he highest grades {Grade I and Urade 0*) are, in my
experience, unusuaily great. 1am aware that there are two turbines of similar dimeesions io
those proposed here, at nearby Swaffham, These were referred 0 in passing at the Inquiry
but were not included in my acompanied site inspection itinerary.  There 15 also no
information before me on how many Listed Buildings there are in Swaffhaw, or their
Grades. but ] would expect both 10 be as great, if not greater, than at Guestwick [ refer to
Swaftham only to make a general point.  This is that the turbines and buildings there are
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viewed closely together in the much more urban context of & bustlng market town, The
accepiabiiity of turbines in that sefting serves to tlustrate, 1o my view, that the presence of
wind turbines in proximity to Listed Buildings {and large numbers of them) cannot always
be regarded as unacceptabie. Th: difference between Swaffhem and the appeal site is that
the defining characteristics of thu: settings of the many Listed Buildings concerred in this
particalar case are their historic and enduring rural isolation ancd their individual
pyorninence in the local landscape.

. In referring to the various vievspoints, | have idenufied specific examples where the

inherently rural settings of specific buildings would demonstrably not he preserved. Not all
others would be seen within the same frame of view as the proposed turbines but the
setiings of many more than I have already refeaed to would be similarly affected o varying
degree, including, for example, solated farmsteads to the north east of the site (such as
Abbey Farm, about 700 m distant). Indeed, with the inclusion of St George's tower at
Hindolveston, it seems to me tiat Listed Buildings would be seen with the propesed
tarbines impinging on their setiyg in almost all directions of view. Ar distances of more
than 2.5 km, it must be said thai t1e effect would be on the atirsctiveness of the overall rural
tableau, while bevond § km the significacce of the wrbines in this pasticular landscape
would quickly diminish to the peint of msigmificance. However, within the 2.5 im radws,
the visual impact wonld be muc) more immediate and severe. While the tmrbipes might
only be in place for 25 years, this fime period would represent almost an entire zeneration
of people who would be unablz fo view pot just ope, but o Jarge nuimber of the Listed
Ruildings in the aren, in a Jsndicape sefting approprate 10 their special archmiechiral or
historic interest.  That setting (hoth overall and individually) would, { consider, ba seriously
harmed by the intrusion of such lugh, yotating sad uncompronusingly modem stuctures in
the number and location proposec.

The evidence of a sigrificant im rending potential shovtfall against regional on-shore wind
energy targets to 2010 is clealy an imporznt material consideration i this appeal.
However, the balance between o1 -shore wind energy genesation across the regior: and local
protection of the nral environtae it will not become firmly estzblished 1n policy ierms wnil
RSS14 in its final version is published in early 2007, the farther work on turgets and
apportionment proposed by EERA has been carpied out, and local criteria-based policies
Jike emerging Local Plan policies ENVI, ENV4 and C57 (albeit compiied with approved
regional targets in mind) have bean formulated.  That s, 1 acknowledge, likely to be scme
way off. However, as matters currently stand, it cannot be said that the proposnl s ether
plan-led (as intended by PPG22} or wheily in accord with either the exigting and emerging
develepment plan policies. In these circurnstances, 1l would be wrong to regard EERA’s
currently recommended sargeis for inclusion in draft RS814 as a reason for stiaching greater
weight to the exploitation of wird energy irom this particular site than tc other aspects of
the environment which, in the public interest, ought to be proiected.

. It is also apparent from my findis gs on the second mam wwsue that the lack of cerimnty Over

the proposed means of access threstens 1o leave Important environmental safeguards
upsecured. In this respect, and ilso with regerd to the now proposed mcreass in blade
length. coverage of polential impicts in the Enviropmenta Statement canno( be pegarded as
completely accurate or comprehonsive. While the subject of blade length may be of little
consequence in terms of overnll :xtent of visibility, it is fliusirative of shoricom ngs in the
presentation of the application hefore me brought abouot largely by late changes. The
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Council and others have also call:d into question the additional Environmental Information
on site selection that I requested, suggesting for examyple that previcusly developed sies
maore remote from housing have <10t been adequately considersd. The advice in paragraph
16 of PESZ2 is pertinent in this re spect, bt consideration of alternatives is 2 requirement of
the 1999 E1A Regulations. Whether of not developmenc of alternative sites toigh! be more
advantageous to enhancement of the local environment, the sdditional mformaton on that
subject {and op the setting of Listed Buildings) hes not becn subject to the ssrie bmely
consultation and publicity proces es as the Environmental Staternent that accomyanied the
application when originally subimdted. Al of these factors add weight o wy overall
conclusion on the balance of iswies, that the proposal before me does not provide for the
semsitive exploiution of renewatle energy in ancordence with PPG2Z and would fail to
covserve specific features and sites of Jandscape, historic and architectms! value in
accordance with statutory desipnations.

52. 1 have conswdered all other mitters raised at the Inquity and in the represcotations.
Concerns expressed in relation to local wildlife habitats, property prices, lelevision
reception, low frequency oovise, tourism and 2 host of other subjects do ot alier my
conclusions on the main issues. e effect on the operation of Norwich Airport would not,
in my estimation, be significant, and worriss oxpressed by Tocal people about their living
conditions and 2afe enjoyment of the countryside ave, I find, unfounded. Mouetbeless, the
propesal would conflict with exta it LP policies (ENV L, ENV13), and emerging L2 policies
(ENV1, ENV14) concemmed with yrotecting the character asd appeatance of the countryside
in generzl end the settings of Listed Buildings in particelar. It follows that the btmbines
woutd likewise hreach the safegnards of SP policy RC.9 {togother with BENV.1, ENV.4),
oxtant LP policy €89 and emergiig LP policy C87. T find sothing of safficient subsiance o
wartrant & decision other than in accordance with the development plan m these respests,
The proposal is woacceptable and the appeal must therefore fail.

¥ormal Decision

53. For the above reasons, 1 dismiss fhus appeal.

}) Lsueder

) Lavender -
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APPEARANCES
FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AQTHCORITY:

Mr Peter Harrison Of Counzel, instrucied by Nerfolk County Cowserl Logal

He called
‘Mr D Higgins
BSg, CE, MICE
s M Bolger
BA (Bug), Cert Ed,
Dip LA, CLA, MILA
Mr R H Goff
Licensed ATCO
Me G Party

BSe, MIOA, Dip (Nose

and Acoustics)
Mr P Courlier
BSc, Dip TP

FOR THE APPRLLANT:

s Natalie Lieven

She called
bMr I Grisrson
B3c, MRTFI
Mr W Whesler

MAFons), MPhil, MILA

Mir T Atkinsomn
RTT, MACESAL,
MIPET(SA)

Mr D Cutler

M D Hayas

Bz, MIDA

Wir Geofirey Sinclak

He called
Mr R Dack

Mr ] Robbios

r D Mossresn

M5 & Pettegree

Ms A de La Grangs
Mr G P van den Berg
Mr i Bard

Services acting far Broedland Distriet Conneil.

Senicr Engineer Major Developments, Flanning asd
Transponation Dept, Nodolk Couaty Council,

Associats, Lin Lake Associates, Chartered Landscape
Architeets and Urban Desigaors.

Air Traffic Services Mrnager, Norwich Intzmational
.:—i'?.r_p:srg,

Drivigiopal Director, Tempie Group Lid, Environtmental
and Planning Consultants.

Senior Planning Officer, Broadlaod Distngt Conamal.

Of Counsel, Imstructed by Polleck, Webb wnd all,
Solicitors.

Renewable Energy Plarming Jonsuftant, TNEL Scrvices,
Newsastle Lipon Tyne.
LDA Designy, Landscape snd Urbay Desigo Consnitants.

Royal Haskoning, Bnvironrmental Consaltasts.
Matsging Dirsctor, Acolus Aviaton Consuharey Lid.

Prineipal, Hayer WMoKenzie Farmersbip, Agcastic
Consultansy.

BOE THE GUIESTWICE. PARISH MEETING:

Prineipal, Environment Tnformation Services.

Chairren, Guestwick Parish Meeting, o/ The Old
Manee, Guestwick,

‘Magor Cottage, Reepham Road, Fouisham,

Doowrs’s, Guestwick.

&1, The Steat, Hmdalveston

The 01d Rectory, Foulsham.

Groningen, Deaoroark,

Oakzing Coteage, The Thyes, Hicdolveston
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Wirs H Montgomery Brays Conage, Hindolveston Road, Thutrning.
Mir Northary Former resident of Sharrington, Norfele

INTEREEZTED PERSONS (opposing):

Mr B Day
Mr C Brugn

Clir R Combe
Mr J Joyce

Ms L Mirchell
Mz K Gapp
M € Vogler
Mir I Ehepherd

Mr F Burnett

The Fus, Foulshbam Road, Hindolvestorn, Dhereham,
Mol MR2( SBY, _
Forester, represepting the owners of Hindolveswn
Wcﬂd c/o Fring Hall, Kinge Lyon, Ivorfolk, PE31 65T,
Ward Councillor, /o Brondland District Council,
Covnty and Parish Councillor, oo The Bays, Norwich
Road, Reepham, Nozfolk, MR10 4TW.
Park, Farm, Hindolveston, Descham, MNorfolk, NR2O
SBP.
Chery Trees, Pinfold Eame, Hindolvestosm, tham
Norfoll, NR20 3BX. '
“haympan of Foulsham Parish Counneil, o/ £2 Flesghum
toad, Foulshen, Morfolk, WR20 S81..
SERE Borlolk oo Glaven Faume, Letheringsett, Movfolk,
“R‘Zﬁ 7JE.
Gillets, Fubpodeston Boad, Hmdolveston, Derchuan,
Norfolk.

INTERESTED PERSON {supporting),

Mr P Larepan
DOCUMENTS
Cemeral
Docnment 1
Document 2
Docurgent 2
Document 4

4 Spevwer Clogs, Little Plumstead, Norialk

Lists of persons prevert at the Ingaicy.

Swement of Comizon Grovnd.

Inspector’s letter t» parties in place of Preloquiry Mesting, dated 23
December 2003,

Site visit itneary aid plan,

Docuwents submitted by the Appellant

Document 5
Docoment 6
Document 7

Document 8

&amva of drawings s3owing proposed sccess road, sbeent fmm Appendix B
of Highways evidense.

Report fo ETSU on appeaisal of wind fuxo uoise propagation, pablisked
2004,

Appeal deciston cor cerning proposed wind facm ar Knabs Fidge, Kestlesing,
Harrogate, MNorth Ve vlshire,

Bxtract from Land wape Institwte’s Guidelines for landscapz and visual
tnpact agsessnagal,
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1. King’'s Manor (“*79” on map in Appendix 2, page 24)

View looking east, over the Yar, from rear of King’s Manor
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2. Yarmouth Mill (“76” on map in Appendix 2, page 24)

Height
i marking
balloon
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3. Thorley Manor (with height marking balloon beyond) . Thorley Manor is “2” on map in Appendix 2, page 24.
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IX

Append
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Ningwood Manor

5. View from garden —
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6. Ningwood Farm

7. Elm Dene (*15” on map in Appendix 2, page 24)

; r 4
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8. Rossiter Vinyard (*16” on map in Appendix 2, page 24)

9. Opposite Rossiter Vinyard
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10.Brook Cottage (“13” on map in Appendix 2, page 24)

11. Sixpenny Cottage & South View (*12"& “11” on map on page 24)
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12.Wellow Farm (not listed)

13. June Cottage (“10” on map in Appendix 2, page 24)
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14. Lilac Cottage (“6” on map in Appendix 2, page 24)

15. View Eastward by Lilac Cottage
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16. Thorley New Church (“7” on map in Appendix 2, page 24)

¥
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17. View of height marking balloon from Thorley new church
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18. The OIld Rectory, Thorley (“5” on map in Appendix 2, page 24)

19. Tapnell Farm (*17” on map in Appendix 2, page 24)
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20. Prospect Cottage (“18” on map in Appendix 2, page 24)

21. Prospect Cottage (“18” on map in Appendix 2, page 24)
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22. Churchill’s Farm (“19” on map in Appendix 2, page 24)

23. Dodpits House (“24” on map in Appendix 2, page 24)
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24. View of Yarmouth High Street, on ferry approach — (a) now and (b) with turbines “added”.

Note: Yarmouth Castle and Church are just out of shot (to the right)

Helium filled balloon,
marks maximum
height (proposed) of
revolving blade tips
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