DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
PLANNING COMMITTEE
PLANNING APPLICATIONS FOR DECISION

3rd September 2013

Book 2

Ladies and Gentlemen,
The plans in this report have been submitted for approval under the Town and
Country Planning Acts.
All County Council Matters are “Delegated” to the Committee for comment and
cannot be moved “Non-Delegated” (Minute No. 244, 20th July, 1992).
All other applications in this report are also “Delegated” but can be moved “NonDelegated” by a Member of the Committee under the terms adopted for the Scheme of
Delegation approved by Council, 16th May, 1994. Any such motion needs to be
accepted by a majority of Members of the Committee present (Council, 8th August,
1995). All applications left as delegated will be decided by the Committee and will not be
subject to confirmation by Council.
The application plan numbers also refer to files for the purposes of background
papers.

Jason Hipkiss
Planning Manager
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PLAN NUMBER:

APPLICANT:

AGENT:

2013/0220

Mr Brian Armistead

Universal Green Energy Ltd

WARD/PARISH:

CASE OFFICER:

DATE RECEIVED:

Hawcoat

Charles Wilton
01229 876553

19/03/2013
STATUTORY DATE:
13/05/2013

LOCATION:
Sinkfall Farm, field adjacent to Park Road close to Brest Mill Beck Road, Barrow-inFurness
PROPOSAL:
Installation of 2 x WES80 80kW wind turbines on 24.83m monopole masts (33.83m to
blade tip.
SAVED POLICIES OF THE
LOCAL PLAN:
POLICY D1
The Borough’s countryside will be safeguarded for its own sake and non-renewable and
natural resources afforded protection. Development will be permitted in the countryside
only where there is a demonstrable need that cannot be met elsewhere. Where necessary
development is permitted any adverse effect on the rural character of the surroundings
should be minimised subject to the development’s operational requirements.
POLICY D45
Proposals for energy generation projects that rely on renewable resources will be
approved within the Local Plan area where they meet established best practice criteria and
the energy generation and other benefits outweigh the environmental impact, particularly if
they help to meet the Authority’s target for the proportion of its energy needs to be
generated from renewable sources.
POLICY D46
Development of wind turbines in the Borough will be permitted in the Area of Least
Constraint defined on the Proposals Map, subject to details of the number, scale, design
and location being acceptable.
POLICY D47
The acceptability of wind energy installations will be judged according to whether the
number, location, siting, size and design of proposals can be shown to satisfy the following
criteria:
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a) An Environmental Impact Assessment is undertaken where the proposal is considered
by the Authority to be significant in relation to its environmental impact. This must be
adequate to assist the Authority to assess whether the energy contribution and other
benefits outweigh any significant adverse effect on;
1. The character and appearance of the landscape, nature conservation, archaeological or
geological interests;
2. The amenity of residential properties by reason of visual impact, noise, shadow flicker or
reflected light;
b) The proposal would not unduly dominate the appearance or visual amenities or setting
of a settlement or part thereof, or intrude on the enjoyment of publicly accessible spaces
within it;
c) The proposal would not cause significant damage to a site of international, national or
local nature conservation importance;
d) Effective measures are available to overcome any significant electromagnetic
interference to transmitting or receiving equipment;
e) All associated power lines, both on-site and off-site, are placed underground or do not
appear prominent in the landscape;
f) Adequate access for construction traffic is available or could be provided without harm to
highway safety, visual amenity or nature conservation interests;
g) The proposal, when assessed in the context of existing, proposed or permitted wind
energy schemes, would not result in a cumulative visual effect which would have a
significant adverse impact on the character and appearance of the area; and
h) Realistic proposals are in place for the removal of redundant wind turbines and the
restoration of the site. In assessing the proposals against the requirements of this policy,
full account will be taken of proposed mitigating measures, and of the County-wide
Supplementary Planning Guidance “Wind Energy Development in Cumbria”.
POLICY G13
For the quiet enjoyment of recreation activities such as walking, cycling and horse riding
the Borough Council will protect the following designated routes from development taking
place on; or in the immediate surroundings where an interesting or visually pleasing view
would be adversely affected:The Cistercian Way
Haematite Trail
Cumbria Coastal Way
Public Footpaths
Any existing right of way joining the rights of way network.
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SUMMARY OF MAIN ISSUES:

NON MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS:

REPRESENTATIONS:
Development advertised on site
The Occupiers of Abbeymede, Abbotswood Cottage, Mill Brow Lodge, 1 & 2 Millwood
Cottages, North Lodge, Rose Cottage, Abbey Road, 1-9 Breast Mill Beck Court, Breast
Mill Beck Road, 7 Dane Ghyll, 42-102 (evens) Glenridding Drive, Millwood Barn, Millwood
Hall, Millwood Lodge, Millwood Manor, Over Millwood, Under Millwood, Millwood Lane, 1 &
2 North Cottage, Park Road, 1-11 Flat 11- 27(odds) The Crescent, 1-10, 12 The Gardens,
Dane Ghyll Park, Barrow in Furness all informed.
The Occupier, Langley Marsh, Askam in Furness
Please could you inform me in why this application is as far as away as it can be from the
applicant’s property and why it is at the lowest field they own? I ’m not against the turbine
just where it’s going to be sited, its less than 150 metres away from my field (next door to
it).I thought they were best on higher ground which if they put it near their property it would
be, not were the land drops, also I would like to inform you I have bats in my stables and I
am trying to find out if this would affect them but still waiting for a reply from that, this is
going to ruin the view from my stables as I’m going to be looking out onto it from my
stables which is a haven for me after working 12hr shift”.
The Occupiers, Millwood Lodge, Barrow in Furness
“We object to the application on the grounds that by allowing this application you are
setting a legal president for further applications on the site or adjacent sites. The
environmental benefits from this application are offset by the financial benefit to the
business applicant. The wind turbines are not being erected in the true spirit of energy
conservation, they are purely for financial gain (we feel). The addition of two low output
turbines in conjunction with the immense off shore installation we have, will have a
negligible power addition, to justify the visual impact on the landscape. The energy
consumed in manufacture, erecting and maintaining these 2 turbines could not be
recovered within the lifespan of the turbines.
The Occupier, 1 North Cottage, Millwood, Barrow in Furness
Introduction
The siting of any new structure(s) is bound to be controversial but the placing of
these two turbine so close ( <75m) to Park Road is of serious concern both from a visual
impact and safety but also from the noise pollution and air turbulence to passing,
particularly, high sided vehicles and to the properties near-by. The visual effect of the
turbines as seen, from passing vehicles travelling to and from Barrow via abbey road, is
said to be quote a ‘visual transient’ which seems a rather weak statement. The visual
impact of these turbines must surely be burnt into one’s ‘mind’s eye’ as sentinel monoliths
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lining the arteries of Barrow. The distance from the road side must surely set a precedence
and how many more turbines are to be inflicted upon us?
This application effects many Barrow citizens, and as such requires far more
general notification, say through the Evening Mail, particularly as the application and
running costs are subject to EU grants.
It is interesting to note that the real world overall efficiency of the turbine is of a
similar order to that of an I.C.Engine. Noting that our ‘changing’ climate produces many
cold windless days where for example the Walney offshore turbines are NOT rotating.
There is also a cut in (start-up), albeit low power generation, and cut out (load limit) wind
velocity which inevitably degrades the output rating. All turbines systems therefore require
back-up systems of equal power output.
Comments
Visual impact is said to be slight to moderate but this does not apply to the nearest
property the distance being of the order of the turbine separation of 227m. If separation of
this magnitude is required then at 75m to the road there must, under certain wind
directional changes, be some severe turbulence from the wake formed by the blade swept
area formed by the ‘prevailing’ wind flowing down the field slope and over the road?
Noise emission is given at 8m/s i.e. <45Dba AT 100m. What is the noise level at the
rated wind speed (12.5m/s) and that at the nearest property?
In general most turbines are sited on meadow or grazing pasture. These turbines
are being sited on agricultural land which to date has been annually ploughed, fertilized
and seeded and therefore would be subjected to an erosion and/or ploughing height
variation. Thus this tolerance variation could reasonably be expected to bring the mast
above the critical minimum of 25m *. The report misinforms by saying that a small area of
grassland will be lost to the base structure. If retained as existing agricultural land when
these above mentioned ‘actions’ take place are the turbines to be shut down a) on safety
grounds and b) to prevent air born pollution(s)?
The visual conclusion is light on emphasis in that quote ‘at least the upper mast
portions of the turbines’ will be seen from the fringe properties noting that some 15m of the
mast will be seen. These fringe properties include e.g. Millbrow, Newton?, Abbey house
Abbey Rd. which is not mentioned, some of the bungalow’s at Hawcoat including
Windermere Ave, Helvellyn Walk, Glenridding drive and the Dane Ghyll area etc. Noting
that these areas are depicted in your zone of theoretical visibility.
How many ‘fringe’ properties were sent this letter particularly with respect to the
additional turbine application in the field bordering Rakesmoor Lane and Park Road 54 9’
16.86”W3 12’ 33.57N was not sent to this address?
The minimum distance to a residential property is 210m**and yet the minimum
distance to the turbines superimposed into the photomontage images used for visual effect
is 628m being some 3x the distance.
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Alternative site for safety and to maximise distance to Park Road.
If, we, the public are force to accept these turbines it would seem more logical to
site them in the next adjacent (south) field as the access is remote from park road with
straight-in wagon access off Breast Mill Beck Rd. This location would be better for track
build and assembly transport but also for the mandatory twice a year maintenance. Also
this field appears to be more exposed with better 360 degree wind flow. It would be more
than twice the distance and separated by Breast Millbeck road and the field bounded by
Park and Abbey Rd. (assuming the turbines retain the same vector direction to one
another and similar placement in field). The difference in field height*** should have little
effect on the radar signature from Walney airfield as the turbines altitude is still lower than
that of the three recently mounted on the Haggs. However this site would be visually
closer to the ‘fringe’ properties mentioned in the report.
Conclusion
The siting of these two turbines and the one further north along Park road will be
visually engrained in the mind of people traveling to and from Barrow. The visual
impression could be likened to that of ‘sentinels’ lining the arterial road into Barrow. They
are much too close to park road for visual impact and safety and should not set a
president. For these reasons this application should have had a mandatory viewing via a
local paper. The application should also have included that of the single turbine sited
further north along park road as the visual perception of the traveller will be similar and
therefore makes this application incomplete.
* A mast height of 24.8m is a political expedient to negate minimum distance to a
dwelling. Legislation states for a mast height of between >25m to <50m requires a
mandatory minimum distance to residential homes of 1000m. Noting that you state
the minimum distant is 210m?
**3DVS Enviromental Impact Visual Report. Ref 2 Site Context distance to nearest
property not owned by customer 210m. In contradiction UGE Report 5.25 gives 270m to
nearest residential neighbouring property.
*** Also your terrain profile at location 1 indicates that the brow of the field south/west of
the turbine is only some 10m higher.
The Occupier, 7 Breast Mill Beck Court, Barrow in Furness
“In respect to the above application for 2 wind turbines, I do not believe sufficient detail has
been provided in reference to properties very close to the site.
The 3D assessment locations are all on the northern area and no assessment has been
made from the Breast Mill Beck residents or from the south approaching areas where the
windmills are not afforded the protection of background hills.
It is also not clear what kind of noise impact will be from the operating turbines and at what
radius and in the prevailing wind conditions.
Until the information is made available I object to the planning consent on the grounds of
visual and noise impact.”
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The Occupier, 84 Glenridding Drive, Barrow in Furness
“I object to the application on the following grounds:
1.
The proposed turbines will be 500 metres or less from domestic housing and many
independent experts consider that turbines should be 1.5 to 2 km away from houses.
2.
The background noise levels in the area are very low, especially during the night.
3.
The noise standard ETSU-R-97 is widely regarded as inadequate as applied to wind
turbines. Standard noise measurements techniques do not accurately register the low
frequency noise generated by wind turbines which cause sleep disturbance.
4.
The fields and hedgerows in the area are a feeding area for bats, and wind turbines
are known to cause bat deaths.
The Occupiers, 19 The Crescent, Dane Ghyll Park, Barrow in Furness
“I write to oppose the above planning application, to erect 2 x WES80 80kw wind turbines
on 24.8 metre monopole masts.
I object on the position of the wind turbines, as they will be visible at the rear of our
property, obscuring the clear landscape across the fields.
These large turbines will also generate an on-going annoying noise, to a normally peaceful
community, also adding to the disappearance of the bird wildlife in the area.
We are in a high rateable band, therefore, feel if this is passed will cause our already
devalued property, caused due to the recession, to become more lose in value.
So please consider this application carefully.
Please could you forward the procedure for addressing the meeting, if I feel prompted to
do so”.
The Occupier, 92 Glenridding Drive, Barrow in Furness
“Concerning your letter re planning for 2 wind turbines in field near to Sinkfall Farm I
STRONGLY OBJECT to this application on the grounds of a terrible blot on the landscape
and if granted this application who knows how many more the farmer will eventually want
to place near his farm.
I hope enough people object for this to be turned down”.
The Occupiers, 21 The Crescent, Dane Ghyll Park, Barrow in Furness
“We wish to make you aware of a number of strong objections that we have with regard to the
proposed development regarding the Installation of 1 No. 80kW wind turbine on a 24.8 metre
monopole mast (33.8m to blade tip) including creation of new access track. Installation of 2
No. WES80 80kW wind turbines on 24.8 metre monopole masts. [Sinkfall Farm Rakesmoor
Lane Barrow in-Furness LA14 4QE], application numbers referenced above. As an immediate
neighbour to the site of the proposed development, we are of the view that the proposed
development will have a serious impact on our standard of living. Our specific objections are
as follows:
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1. We have serious concerns about the level of noise these turbines will make.
2. We have concerns about the effect these will have on the wild life.
3. We have serious concerns about the amount of planning applications for these turbines
in this area. We will be surrounded by them.
4. We are concerned about the visual impact we will have. We can already see the wind
farm from our front upstairs windows at Seascale, also from the rear upstairs windows, the
wind farm at Kirby. We feel these at Sinkfall farm will be too-close.
5. It may not be the concern of the planners, but we feel it will have an effect on the value of
our property
6. If planning is granted, will there any restrictions on when these turbines can. be in
operation, regarding the noise?
We have grave concerns about the adverse effect the proposed development would have on
this area as stated above. Could you please take these concerns into consideration at your
next meeting?”
The Occupiers, 19 The Crescent, Dane Ghyll Park, Barrow.
“I would like to bring to your attention my original letter dated 10/4/13 (copy enclosed).
I understand that Planning Committee are soon to meet, in order to decide on the planning
application at ‘Sinkfall Farm’.
Unfortunately, I cannot attend the meeting in order to object in person, due to pre-arranged
holidays.
I would be grateful if my views could be considered and acted upon, when making your
decisions.”
The Occupiers, 21 The Crescent, Dane Ghyll Park, Barrow in Furness
“We wish to make you aware of a number of strong objections that we have with regard to the
proposed development regarding the Installation of 1 No. 80kW wind turbine on a 24.8 metre
monopole mast (33.8m to blade tip) including creation of new access track. Installation of 2
No. WES80 80kW wind turbines on 24.8 metre monopole masts. [Sinkfall Farm Rakesmoor
Lane Barrowin-Furness LA14 4QE], application numbers referenced above. As an immediate
neighbour to the site of the proposed development, we are of the view that the proposed
development will have a serious impact on our standard of living. Our specific objections are
as follows:
1. We have serious concerns about the level of noise these turbines will make.
2. We have concerns about the effect these will have on the wild life.
3. We have serious concerns about the amount of planning applications for these turbines
in this area. We will be surrounded by them.
4. We are concerned about the visual impact we will have. We can already see the wind
farm from our front upstairs windows at seascale, also from the rear upstairs windows, the
wind farm at Kirby. We feel these at Sinkfall farm will be too-close.
5. It may not be the concern of the planners, but we feel it will have an effect on the value of
our property
6. If planning is granted, will there any restrictions on when these turbines can. be in
operation, regarding the noise?
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We have grave concerns about the adverse effect the proposed development would have on
this area as stated above. Could you please take these concerns into consideration at your
next meeting?”
CONSULTATIONS:
Cable & Wireless
“No objection.”
NATS Safeguarding
“The proposed development has been examined from a technical safeguarding aspect and
does not conflict with our safeguarding criteria. Accordingly, NATS (En Route) Public
Limited Company ("NERL") has no safeguarding objection to the proposal.
However, please be aware that this response applies specifically to the above consultation
and only reflects the position of NERL (that is responsible for the management of en route
air traffic) based on the information supplied at the time of this application. This letter does
not provide any indication of the position of any other party, whether they be an airport,
airspace user or otherwise. It remains your responsibility to ensure that all the appropriate
consultees are properly consulted.
If any changes are proposed to the information supplied to NERL in regard to this
application which become the basis of a revised, amended or further application for
approval, then as a statutory consultee NERL requires that it be further consulted on any
such changes prior to any planning permission or any consent being granted.”
Walney Airfield
“The proposed structure penetrates the Conical Slope by ~ 2.13m but due to the very
small infringement, proximity of Hagg Hills (1km NE – 90m), The Billings (1.2 km SE –
92m) and proposed location of this turbine on far slope of hill distant from aerodrome no
objection to be raised.”
Historic Environment Officer (CCC)
“I am writing to thank you for consulting me on the above application and to confirm that I
have no objections and do not wish to make any comments or recommendations.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries regarding the above.”
Electricity North West
“We have considered the above planning application submitted on 4/4/13 and find it has
no impact on our Electricity Distribution System infrastructure or other ENW assets.
Any requirements for a supply of electricity will be considered as and when a formal
application is received”.
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CAA
“Request for Comment under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and the Town and
Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997
There is currently a high demand for CAA comment on wind turbine applications which
exceeds the capacity of the available resource to respond to requests within the
timescales required by Local Planning Authorities. The CAA has no responsibilities for
safeguarding sites other than its own property, and a consultation by a Council is taken as
a request for clarification of procedural matters. Councils are reminded of their obligations
to consult in accordance with ODPM/DfT Circular 1/2003 or Scottish Government Circular
2/2003, and in particular to consult with NATS and the Ministry of Defence as well as any
aerodromes listed in Annex 3 of the above documents, taking note of appropriate guidance
and policy documentation. Should the Council be minded to grant consent to an
application despite an objection from one of the bodies listed in the circular, then the
requisite notifications should be made.
Whilst the CAA recommends all aerodrome operators/license holders develop associated
safeguarding maps and lodge such maps with local planning authorities, the CAA
additionally encourages councils/planning authorities to undertake relevant consultation
with known local aerodromes regardless of status or the existence of any
aerodrome/council safeguarding agreement, including local emergency service Air Support
Units (e.g. Police Helicopter or Air Ambulance).
There is an international civil aviation requirement for all structures of 300 feet (91.4
metres)* or more to be charted on aeronautical charts. However, on behalf of other nonregulatory aviation stakeholders, in the interest of Aviation Safety, the CAA requests that
any feature/structure 70 feet in height, or greater, above ground level is notified to the
Defence Geographic Centre ICGDGC-ProdAISAFDb@mod.uk, including the location(s),
height(s)* and lighting status of the feature/structure, the estimated and actual dates of
construction and the maximum height of any construction equipment to be used, at least 6
weeks prior to the start of construction, to allow for the appropriate notification to the
relevant aviation communities.
Any structure of 150 metres* or more must be lit in accordance with the Air Navigation
Order and should be appropriately marked. Although if an aviation stakeholder (including
the MOD) made a request for lighting it is highly likely that the CAA would support such a
request, particularly if the request falls under Section 47 of the Aviation Act.
Cumulative effects of turbines may lead to unacceptable impacts in certain geographic
areas.
The Ministry of Defence will advise on all matters affecting military aviation.
Should the Council still have a specific query about a particular aspect of this application
the CAA will help in the clarification of aviation matters and regulatory requirements. Site
operators remain responsible for providing expert testimony as to any impact on their
operations and the lack of a statement of objection or support from the CAA should not be
taken to mean that there are no aviation issues, or that a comment from an operator lacks
weight.
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Guidance relating to the impact of wind turbines upon aviation can be found at
http://www.caa.co.uk/docs/33/Cap764.pdf. More generic comment relating to the CAA
involvement in the planning process is described at
http://www.caa.co.uk/docs/33/DAP_GuidanceOnCAAPlanningConsultationRequirements.p
df.”
Highways Agency
“No objection”.
Natural England
“Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure
that the natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of
present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.
THE CONSERVATION OF HABITATS AND SPECIES (AMENDMENT) REGULATIONS
2012 SECTION 28 OF THE WILDLIFE AND COUNTRYSIDE ACT 1981 (AS AMENDED)
The application site is located approximately 2.3km east of the Duddon Estuary Site of
Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), 4.6km north of the South Walney & Piel Channel Flats
SSSI and 6.3km west of the Morecambe Bay SSSI.
The Duddon Estuary SSSI is part of the Duddon Estuary Special Protection Area (SPA)
and Ramsar and the Morecambe Bay Special Area of Conservation (SAC).
The South Walney & Piel Channel Flats and the Morecambe Bay SSSI’s are part of the
Morecambe Bay SPA, SAC and Ramsar.
Natura 2000 site – No objection
Due to the close proximity of the development site to the Duddon Estuary and Morecambe
Bay SPA and Ramsar sites, it is possible that the development site and designated sites
are functionally linked and that birds associated with the SPA/Ramsar sites are using or
flying over the development site and could therefore be potentially impacted by this
development through displacement, disturbance and/or collision risk.
.
In such cases, your Authority should expect to see (as a minimum) a desk top search
(Local Record Centres (Tullie House Museum & Art Gallery), National Biodiversity Network
(NBN), local groups e.g. Cumbria Bird Club) together with an Extended Phase 1 Habitat
Survey in support of this type of application, which will provide evidence of the habitats
within the site and those species using it.
However, we have reviewed NBN and the relevant documentation prepared by the RSPB
‘Wind Turbines and Sensitive Bird Populations: A Spatial Planning Guide for on-shore wind
farm developments in Cumbria’ and confirm that this proposal is not within the sensitive
bird alert layer. Hence we do not consider that this proposal will impact on any species of
bird associated with the designated sites, or those species of bird identified in the RSPB
spatial planning document.

Page 10 of 28

PLANNING COMMITTEE
3rd September 2013
However, your local authority should be mindful that birds are mobile species, and the lack
of records does not necessarily dictate that SPA or sensitive birds species are absent from
the proposal site and surrounding fields. We would expect your authority to have due
regard to any local information that you may hold.
Natural England advises your authority that the proposal, if undertaken in strict accordance
with the details submitted and there is no additional evidence of protected and sensitive
bird species present, is not likely to have a significant effect on the interest features for
which the Duddon Estuary SPA and Ramsar and the Morecambe Bay SPA, SAC and
Ramsar sites have been classified. Natural England therefore advises that your Authority
is not required to undertake an Appropriate Assessment to assess the implications of this
proposal on the site’s conservation objectives.1
1 This reply comprises our statutory consultation response under provisions of Article 20 of
the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order
2010, Regulation 61 (3) of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as
amended), (The Habitat Regulations) and Section 28(I) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act
1981 (as amended).
SSSI - No objection
This application is in close proximity to the Duddon Estuary, South Walney & Piel Channel
Flats and Morecambe Bay SSSIs. Natural England is satisfied that the proposed
development, being carried out in strict accordance with the details of the application, as
submitted, will not damage or destroy the interest features for which the sites have been
notified. We therefore advise your Authority that these SSSI’s do not represent a constraint
in determining this application. Should the details of this application change, Natural
England draws your attention to Section 28(I) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as
amended), requiring your Authority to re-consult Natural England.
Protected Species (other than SPA birds)
As stated above, we would normally expect a desk top search and an Extended Phase 1
Habitat Survey to be submitted with such a planning application to provide sufficient
information on how a proposal site is being used by protected species.
In the absence of such information, we refer you to Natural England’s standing advice,
which is available on our website Natural England Standing Advice. Our standing advice
sheets for individual species provide advice on deciding if there is a ‘reasonable likelihood’
of protected species being present and also provide advice on survey and mitigation
requirements.
Bats are particularly susceptible to wind turbine developments and we note that section
5.2.4 of the Environmental Appraisal states ‘The nearest tree is 90m away. The turbines
have been sited so that they adhere to Natural England guidance at all times.’ However
there appears to be hedgerows less than 50m from the southern-most turbine and
therefore we advise that your Authority ensures that the development complies with the
guidance contained within Natural England Technical Information Note TIN051 Bats and
onshore wind turbines Interim guidance, which states ‘To minimise risk to bat populations
our advice is to maintain a 50m buffer around any feature (trees, hedges) into which no
part of the turbine intrudes. This means the edge of the rotor-swept area needs to be at
least 50 m from the nearest part of the habitat feature. Therefore, 50m should be the
minimum stand-off distance from blade tip to the nearest feature.’
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Presence of Ponds
Based on aerial photography available to Natural England it is noted that a pond appears
to be present at the south west corner of the field where the proposed turbines will be
located. Your Authority should ensure that they have sufficient information from the
applicant about any potential impacts on amphibians (specifically great-crested newts)
during the construction of the turbines. Please see our standing advice in respect of this
species.
Other advice
We would expect the Local Planning Authority (LPA) to assess and consider the other
possible impacts resulting from this proposal on the following when determining this
application:
local sites (biodiversity and geodiversity)
local landscape character
local or national biodiversity priority habitats and species.
Natural England does not hold locally specific information relating to the above. These
remain material considerations in the determination of this planning application and we
recommend that you seek further information from the appropriate bodies (which may
include the local records centre, your local wildlife trust or other recording society and a
local landscape characterisation document) in order to ensure the LPA has sufficient
information to fully understand the impact of the proposal before it determines the
application. A more comprehensive list of local groups can be found at Wildlife and
Countryside link.
If the LPA is aware of, or representations from other parties highlight the possible
presence of a protected or Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) species on the site, the authority
should request survey information from the applicant before determining the application.
The Government has provided advice2 on BAP and protected species and their
consideration in the planning system.
Natural England Standing Advice for Protected Species is available on our website to help
local planning authorities better understand the impact of development on protected or
BAP species should they be identified as an issue at particular developments. This also
sets out when, following receipt of survey information, the authority should undertake
further consultation with Natural England.
We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the meantime you
have any queries please do not hesitate to contact us.
For any queries relating to the specific advice in this letter only please contact Sarah
Middlehurst on 0300 060 0202. For any new consultations, or to provide further
information on this consultation please send your correspondences to
consultations@naturalengland.org.uk”.
Cumbria Highways
“I can confirm that the Highway Authority has no objection to this proposal.
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However, the applicant should liaise with Cumbria Highways at the Nan Tait Centre in
Barrow before any works commence on site.
There is insufficient detail within the application to determine what Highway works, if any
will be needed at the field access point on Park Road”.
JRC Windfarms Team
“Cleared with respect to radio link infrastructure operated by:Electricity North West, National Grid Gas Networks and United Utilities(Water)
JRC analyses proposals for wind farms on behalf of the UK Fuel & Power Industry and the
Water Industry in north-west England. This is to assess their potential to interfere with
radio systems operated by utility companies in support of their regulatory operational
requirements.
In the case of this proposed wind energy development, JRC does not foresee any potential
problems based on known interference scenarios and the data you have provided.
However, if any details of the wind farm change, particularly the disposition or scale of any
turbine(s), it will be necessary to re-evaluate the proposal.
In making this judgement, JRC has used its best endeavours with the available data,
although we recognise that there may be effects which are as yet unknown or
inadequately predicted. JRC cannot therefore be held liable if subsequently problems
arise that we have not predicted.
It should be noted that this clearance pertains only to the date of its issue. As the use of
the spectrum is dynamic, the use of the band is changing on an ongoing basis and
consequently, developers are advised to seek re-coordination prior to considering any
design changes”.
Telent on Behalf of Vodafone
“Please find attached the desktop survey ref the proposed wind turbines @ Sinkfall Fm,
Barrow-in-Furness, produced by telent on behalf of Vodafone.
It shows that the nearest Vodafone link is approx 900m away from your proposal which
does not pose a threat to the VF ATP microwave network.
Please note that Vodafone specify a 100m minimum separation from turbine to link.
I have provided the link ends below so you can plot the microwave path”.
National Trust
“Thank you for your e-mail of 28th March 2013 and the attached consultation letter
regarding the above planning application for the erection of two wind turbines at Sinkfall
Farm.
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I apologise that National Trust has not been in a position to respond sooner; however,
having reviewed the proposed development and in particular the potential impacts upon
Trust property and its significances, I can advise you that on this occasion we do not
consider that there would be any material adverse impacts.
Accordingly from the Trust's perspective it has no objections to the proposals, albeit it
appreciates that there will be a range of other impacts that the Council will wish to consider
in coming to its decision upon the application.”
Arqiva
“Thank you for your e-mail referring to the above windfarm development. Arqiva is
responsible for providing the BBC and ITV's transmission network and is responsible for
ensuring the integrity of Re-Broadcast Links and also protect its microwave networks. We
have considered whether this development is likely to have an adverse effect on our
operations and have concluded that we have no objection to this application.”
Environmental Health
“I recommend the following conditions be attached to this development.
Condition 1: At any noise sensitive location, noise from the wind turbine(s) shall not
exceed the daytime noise level of 35dB LA90,10 Minutes at wind speeds up to 10m/s at
10m reference height. Between the hours of 11:00pm and 7:00am noise from the wind
turbines shall not exceed 43dB LA90,10 Minutes at all operating wind speeds. Assessment
of Noise from the wind turbines shall be carried out in accordance with the ETSU-R-97
Guidance - The Assessment and Rating of Noise from Wind Farms [Note: the noise is
measured 3.5m from any reflective surface, other than the ground, at a height of between
1.2 and 1.5m.]
Condition 2: At the request of the local planning authority following the receipt of a
complaint the wind turbine operator shall, at its expense, employ a consultant approved by
the local planning authority, to assess whether noise immissions at the complainant’s
dwelling are compliant with Condition 1.
Conditions 3 & 4 (AM1 & AM2 plus Guidance Note 5)
AM1
Within 21 days of a written notification by the Local Planning Authority that a complaint has
been made to it about noise immissions from the wind turbines at any dwelling lawfully
existing or with planning permission at the date of this permission and that the Local
Planning Authority considers that Excess Amplitude Modulation (EAM) as defined in
Guidance Note 5 is present in said noise immissions and a reason for the complaint, the
wind farm operator shall appoint an independent consultant. The consultant shall
implement the procedures outlined in Guidance Note 5.
AM2
If EAM is determined and notified to the wind farm operator by the Local Planning
Authority to be present following the receipt by it of the opinion provided for in step (d) of
Guidance Note 5 the wind farm operator shall within 21 days of said notification submit a
scheme, for the written approval of the Local Planning Authority, providing for the
investigation and control of EAM. The Scheme shall be implemented as approved.
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Guidance Note 5
Excess Amplitude Modulation ("EAM") is the modulation of aerodynamic noise produced at
the frequency at which a blade passes a fixed point and occurring in ways not anticipated
by "The Assessment and Rating of Noise from Wind Farms" (ETSU-R-97 at page 12).
The investigation of the complaint shall be undertaken as set out in the steps below:
(a) A written noise log shall be requested to be kept by the complainant indicating those
times at which EAM is deemed by them to be unreasonably intrusive. The noise log shall
be maintained until a period of not less than 5 separate such occurrences of EAM have
been recorded. Separate occurrences recorded in any one 24 hour period shall be
counted as a single incidence. The noise log shall also set out the location(s) (internal or
external to the property) where the EAM most affects the complainant(s).
If the complainant refuses to keep a written noise log then (unless the Local Planning
Authority takes such action itself) no further action shall be required of the wind farm
operator under conditions AM1 and AM2.
(b) Once the requirements of step (a) have been fulfilled and this has been notified by the
Local Planning Authority to the wind farm operator the consultant shall, within 7 working
days, provide the complainant(s) with a switchable audio recording system. The audio
recording system shall comprise a measurement system of EN 60651/BS EN 60804 Type
1, or BS EN 61672 Class 1 quality, or the equivalent UK adopted standard in force at the
time of the measurements, with the audio recording facility having a minimum 16 bit
resolution and 44kHz sample rate recording audio files in uncompressed format.
The complainant shall initiate recordings of not less than 3 separate incidences of EAM.
Such recordings shall be undertaken at the worst affected location(s) identified by the
complainant in the noise log. Separate occurrences recorded in any one 24 hour period
shall be counted as a single incidence.
(c) If:
i. the noise log provided for under step (a) fails to identify 5 occurrences of EAM; or
ii. the equipment provided under step (b) fails to record 3 occurrences of EAM within a
single and contiguous period of 3 months within a total period of 6 months commencing
with the date such equipment is provided;
then the existence of EAM as a material contributor to the noise complaint shall be
excluded and no further action is necessary.
(d) If:
i. The noise log provided for under step (a) identifies at least 5 occurrences of EAM; and
ii. the equipment provided under step (b) records at least 3 such occurrences of EAM in
the period defined in step c(ii);
then the consultant shall give his written opinion to the Local Planning Authority as to
whether or not the existence of EAM is a material contributor to the noise complaint.
(e) When providing his written opinion under step (c) or (d) the consultant shall also
provide electronic copies of all recordings made and data obtained using the switchable
recording device.”
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OFFICERS REPORT:
ASSESSMENT:
Background
The 2007 European Union Common Energy Policy includes a binding target of 20% of
overall energy to be produced from renewables by 2020 with a reduction in greenhouse
gases by up to 30%. The Climate Change Act 2008 set a legally binding target to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions by at least 80% by 2050 with reductions in CO² emissions of
some 26% by 2020 against a 1990 base.
In 2009, EU Directive 2009/28/EC set out a requirement of 20% of overall energy and 35%
of electricity to be produced from renewables. This directive sets out the contribution from
each member state with the UK set to produce 15% of all energy from renewable sources
by 2020. The 2009 Renewable Energy Strategy (RES) highlighted a need to radically
increase the use of renewable electricity and noted that the 15% binding target required a
7-fold increase in the share of renewables in less than a decade.
The global switch to renewable energy regeneration to which the government has
committed has resulted in several recent layers of new policy documents. Recent appeal
decisions indicate that, unless there are significant environmental and amenity impacts,
the likelihood is that any appeal will be allowed.
Following the 2008 Act, the government has produced a series of National Energy
Statements which form a framework upon which national significant schemes (e.g.
onshore wind > 50 MW) which would be dealt with by the Planning Inspectorate (PINS).
The Statements reiterate the key role renewable electricity production has in meeting the
15% target by 2020. They go on to confirm the government’s view that of all the renewable
energy sources, onshore wind is recognised as the most well established and most
economically viable source of renewable electricity available for future large scale
deployment in the UK.
Human Rights Act
This application has been determined to accord with the rights and limitations of the Act in
relation to Article 1 (Right to peaceful enjoyment of possessions and protection of
property), Article 6 (Right to a fair and public hearing), Article 8 (Right to respect for private
and family life, home and correspondence)
NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
At the heart of the NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable development, which
should be seen as a ‘golden thread’ running through both plan-making and decision-taking.
The key message is that sustainable development should be supported unless material
considerations dictate otherwise.
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The NPPF sets out 12 core planning principles, at paragraph 17, which should underpin
both plan-making and decision-taking. One of the twelve core planning principles of the
NPPF, as set out at paragraph 12, is that planning should support the transition to a low
carbon future in a changing climate, taking full account of flood risk and coastal change,
and encourage the reuse of existing resources, including conversion of existing buildings,
and encourage the use of renewable resources (for example, by the development of
renewable energy).
Chapter 10 of the NPPF, Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal
change, states that planning plays a key role in supporting the delivery of renewable and
low carbon energy and associated infrastructure. It is stated that local planning authorities
should adopt proactive strategies to mitigate and adapt to climate change.
Paragraph 98 states that when determining planning applications, local planning
authorities should:
 Not require applicants for energy development to demonstrate the overall need for
renewable or low carbon energy and also recognise that even small-scale projects
provide a valuable contribution to cutting greenhouse gas emissions;
 Approve the application (unless material considerations indicate otherwise) if its
impacts are (or can be made) acceptable.
The NPPF requires that planning authorities should follow the approach set out in the
National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (read with the relevant
sections of the Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy Infrastructure, including
that on aviation impacts) in assessing the likely impacts of potential wind energy
development,.
National Policy Statement for Energy (EN1) and National Policy Statement on Renewable
Energy Infrastructure (EN3)
The NPSs seek to speed up the transition of the UK to a low carbon economy in order to
help realise the UK’s global commitments and to improve the security of supply, by
reducing reliance upon international energy sources. There should be a diverse mix of
technologies, supply chains, and fuel sources, in order to avoid reliance on one sector.
The government is committed to “dramatically” increasing electricity generation from
renewable resources. In the short term this will mainly be
onshore/offshore wind, with future input from biomass, wave and tidal sources. The
process is considered to be urgent as aged fossil fuelled power stations need to be closed
due to their excessive carbon generation in breach of government targets.
As part of this transitional process, the NPSs recognise that significant negative impacts
associated with new energy projects should be generally capable of being successfully
mitigated. In terms of onshore wind, the turbines can be sited to reduce any potential for
noise nuisance, shadow flicker, or ecological impacts, but other impacts upon landscape
and visual amenity will be harder to mitigate. However, there is considerable weight given
to the overriding public interests of diversifying the UK energy production base and
reducing the effects of climate change. Accordingly, the general policy inference is that
unless there are recognised issues of significant importance, such as residential amenities
or environmental assets that cannot be mitigated, then renewable energy schemes should
be supported.
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Planning for Renewable Energy: A companion guide to PPS22
The NPPF replaced all previous PPG/PPS including PPS22 – Planning for Renewable
Energy. However the companion guide remains a material planning consideration.
The document states that there is no statutory separation between a wind turbine and a
public right of way (PROW). However it advises that a fall over distance is often
considered to be an acceptable separation and that a minimum distance is often taken to
be that the turbine blades should not be permitted if they oversail a PROW.
In relation to shadow flicker the guide states that shadow flicker only occurs inside
buildings where located within 130 degrees of north of the turbine and then only if sited
within 10 rotor diameters of a turbine.
DEVELOPMENT PLAN POLICY
The development plan comprises saved policies in the Barrow Local Plan Review (LPR).
The Regional Spatial Strategy for the North West (RSS) and remaining structure plan
policies were revoked on the 20th May 2013 and therefore no longer form part of the
development plan.
Local Plan Review
A number of policies have been saved under the 2004 Act including policy D1 which seeks
to protect the countryside from inappropriate development and where there is a locational
need for the development, that its impacts should be minimised.
Policy D45 identifies the over arcing stance for renewable energy projects. Best practise
must be employed and the benefits of the scheme should outweigh any potentially adverse
impacts particularly if the project helps in meeting local targets for renewable energy
generation.
Policy D46 states that the development of wind turbines in the Borough will be permitted in
the Area of Least Constraint defined on the Proposals Map, subject to details. The policy
refers to an area located east of the gas terminals to the south east of Barrow-in-Furness
that was previously identified as being suitable for wind turbines. Subsequent to this
allocation the introduction of the Centrica helipad has currently negated the suitability of
this site due to aviation safety issues.
Policy D47 gives the detailed criteria against which proposals will be judged.
NON-DEVELOPMENT PLAN DOCUMENTS
Cumbria Wind Energy Supplementary Planning Document (SPD)
The SPD has not been adopted by Barrow Borough Council to date. The Council are to
consider adopting the document following the development of the Core Strategy of the
Local Development Framework (the new Local Plan). The document forms a material
consideration in the determination of planning applications. The guidance states that it is
important to look favourably on wind energy development that does not cause
unacceptable harm to the built and natural environment. The guidance provides general
advice on the range of issues that must be dealt with in relation to wind energy proposals.
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Part 2 of the document provides a landscape character assessment and aims to provide
an indication of the relative capacity of different landscapes within Cumbria to
accommodate wind energy development.
The application site lies within landscape type Lowlands (type 5) sub type Rolling Lowland
(5c)¹. This relates to a traditional agricultural landscape which extends north of Hawcoat in
a fairly narrow band between the west side of Dalton and the coastal plain of the Duddon
Estuary before giving way to the upland spine of the Furness peninsula. The Cumbria
Landscape Classification (CLC) describes it as follows:
“ These are large to medium scale open landscapes which are simple, balanced,
managed and calm. Colours are muted. This type is fairly pleasant, but ordinary and bland
in character” (page 28).
The rolling lowland landscape is judged to have moderate capacity to accommodate
turbines. This reflects a moderate sensitivity overall.
Cumbria Landscape Character Guidance and Toolkit (CLCG)
This document was prepared by CCC in association with the District Councils in 2011 and
follows earlier work on classifying the Cumbrian landscape out with the National Park.
The landscape type is Lowland (type 5) sub type Rolling Lowland (5c)¹. In relation to wind
energy the CLCG comments as follows:
“Energy infrastructure including large scale wind energy generation should be carefully
sited and designed to prevent this landscape becoming a wind energy landscape.
Prominent locations should be avoided and appropriate mitigation should be included to
minimise adverse effects”.
Planning for Renewable Energy, A Companion Guide to PPS 22 (para 5.15) advises that
where carried out, that landscape character assessments should form the basis for the
consideration of individual schemes.
LOCATION AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
The application site is in a field located on the west side of the non-trunked section of Park
Road (the section which connects with Abbey Road a Mill Brow). The site is located
between Sinkfall Farm and the junction of Park Road and Breast Mill Beck Road. An
existing field gate access with pavement crossing would be utilised to serve the proposed
development.
The proposed turbines would be larger than most farm turbines which are typically in the
region of 10kW (25m to blade tip) being rated 80 kW. This would have a hub height of
24.8m with a blade length of 9m giving an overall blade tip height of 33.8m. They would be
sited parallel to Park road being set back from the field hedgerow by 54m.
ISSUES
Visual impact (Members should refer to the photomontages numbered 1 to 3 attached as
an appendix).
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Visual Impact
Visual impact tends to be one of the major and most controversial issues raised by
turbines (and one which is difficult to mitigate). As a consequence the application is
accompanied by a ‘Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) which follows the Landscape
Institutes accepted guidance to access impact.
This involves considering the sensitivity of the receiving landscape to change, the
magnitude of change and the sensitivity of the receptor (viewpoints). The conclusion
reached is that the visual impact overall is slight to moderate (section 11).
The above conclusion mirrors the decision reached on an application for the same turbine
type on a different part of Sink Fall Farm. This was approved last month under ref
2013/0135. There the sensitivity of the landscape was considered to be diminished by
development including the impact on the A590 T. The A590 T was also not considered to
be a sensitive receptor with main roads placed in the low sensitivity category (Table 6
VIA).
Public footpaths and county lanes used as recreation routes are accepted as being of
medium to high sensitivity. The section of Park Road which runs past the application site
represents a recreational route given that it includes a footpath and links into a network of
country lanes. These include Millwood Lane which follows a meandering route in the
general direction of Park Road, Thwaite Flat Road, Brest Mill Beck Road and Rakesmoor
Lane. These have varying degrees of sensitivity with Millwood Lane the highest reflected
by the valley landscape it runs through being identified as a landscape of particular merit
(local landscape saved policy D3).
.
In terms of the receiving landscape it is identified as a lowland (type 5) sub type Rolling
Lowland (5c) [Cumbria Landscape Classification, CCC 1995]. This comments:
These are large to medium scale open landscapes which are simple, balanced,
managed and calm. Colours are muted. This type is fairly pleasant, but ordinary
and bland in character (page 28).
The more recent Cumbria Landscape Character Guidance and Tool Kit (CLCG CCC 2011)
comments as follows.
a) Rolling, open and underdeveloped higher ground is sensitive to tall structures or
large scale development (page 76).
b) These areas are subject to pressures for urban development due to their proximity
to key towns. Without careful management planned and incremental expansion
could erode landscape character (page 76).
c) Energy Infrastructure including large scale wind energy generation, pylons and
substations should be carefully sited and designed to prevent this sub type
becoming a wind energy landscape. Prominent locations should be avoided and
appropriate mitigation should be included to minimise adverse effects (page 77).
The SPD provides an overall sensitivity rating of moderate.
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In relation to the application site the field appears prominent in views when travelling along
Park Road towards Abbey Road. This is increased at the moment as it supports a cereal
crop which contrasts with the pastoral fields. Regardless of this the field is prominent due
to its topography climbing away from Park Road to the west and the south. The field’s
southern hedged boundary forms the skyline in views from Park Road travelling south and
which includes a small group of ash trees.
A combination of prominence and an absence of detractors results in the site having an
increased degree of sensitivity to change. Sensitive viewpoints include Millwood Lane
which can be considered as having high sensitivity. While the field is not prominent in
views from the south, the turbines would still appear as prominent structures.
With reference to the photomontages view point 1 gives some indication of the impact in
views from Park Road/Millwood Lane from the north however a rather distant location has
been chosen. The degree of impact would be much greater in significantly closer views
gained from the same road. View Point 2 from the top of Mill Brow looks across the
Goldmire Valley and Millwood towards the site. This valley landscape has particular
landscape value however the impacts are sufficiently mitigated through distance and the
potential for some screening from trees.
In conclusion the field’s sensitivity to development is increased due to the lack of
detractors and prominence. The high sensitivity of viewpoints namely roads used as
recreational routes combine to result in a significant adverse impact .Given the popular
nature of the routes the adverse impact of development outweighs the benefits which
would arise from the development.
I am satisfied however that the development would not meet the required tests to justify
refusal based upon the impact on nearby dwellings either due to visual impact, noise
disturbance or shadow flicker.
However the most southern turbine would be sited closer to the field boundary hedgerow
that advised (40m rather than the calculated 54m). This uses the formula set down under
Technical Information Note TIN051(Natural England) and is aimed at protecting bat
populations.
I have given consideration as to whether a single turbine would be acceptable. In views
from the south the impact of the most northern turbine is reduced due to the substantial
buildings at Sinkfall Farm being a noticeable landscape feature. However in the more
sensitive views from the north both turbines will appear as significant detractors.
In the recommended reasons for refusal I have made reference to saved policy. Saved
policy only attract significant weight if they accord with the provisions of the NPPF and
which also refers to other policy guidance on the subject. These however recognise that
adverse impacts can outweigh the benefits of renewable energy and as such weight can
be attached to the saved policy.
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RECOMMENDATION:
I recommend that planning permission be refused for the following reasons
1. The proposed turbines would appear as isolated and prominent vertical structures
which would appear incongruous in its surroundings when seen from sensitive
viewpoints including Park road and Millwood Lane. As a consequence the turbines
would have a harmful effect on the appearance of the landscape contrary to saved
policy D47 with the harm outweighing the benefits arising from the development and
the relevant policy support in favour of renewable energy.
2. The southern turbine would be located closer to the southern field boundary
hedgerow than the minimum recommended by Technical Note TIN051, Natural
England 2012 and as a result the development represents an unacceptable risk to
bats contrary to saved policy D47.
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