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6(1) ERECTION AND OPERATION OF 9 WIND TURBINES AND 

ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE INCLUDING CONTROL 
BUILDING, ON SITE ACCESS TRACKS AND UNDERGROUND 
ELECTRICAL CABLING – AIRFIELD FARM, AIRFIELD ROAD, 
PODINGTON, BEDFORDSHIRE 

 
(a) Introduction and Reason for Report: 
 

For Members to consider and determine a planning application in 
respect of the above. 
 

(b) Recommendation: 
 

That planning permission be refused for the reasons set out in the 
schedule at the end of the report. 

 
(c)  Resource Implications: 
 
 None. 
 
(d)  Details: 
 
1.0 BACKGROUND 
 

This proposal relates to a proposal to erect 9 wind turbines and 
associated infrastructure on land known as Airfield Farm in Podington. 
 
Due to the nature and scale of the proposal, the application was 
accompanied by an Environmental Statement (EA). In April 2004 the 
Local Planning Authority were approached by the applicant’s agent’s to 
scope the issues that would need to be considered in the event of an 
application being submitted. A maximum of 19 turbines were proposed 
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at this stage. Various statutory consultees were invited to make 
comments on the scoping issues. In a letter dated 7 June 2004, the 
Local Planning Authority set out the relevant issues  
 
A formal planning application was received in September 2005. This 
was the subject of extensive consultation and advertising with local 
residents, local councils and statutory consultees. 
 
To assist in the assessment of the visual and landscape impacts, the 
Local Planning Authority appointed a registered landscape architecture 
practice, Ian Stemp Associates in April 2006. A written report and a 
series of photomontages were produced setting out the strengths and 
weaknesses of the EA and recommendations for improvement. 

 
An informal site visit was under taken by Members in June 2006 to 
view a similar working wind farm in Cambridgeshire and to visit the 
application site in Podington and the surrounding area where the wind 
farm would be seen.  
 
The following report sets out the detailed matters relating to the 
proposal for Members consideration. 
 

1.1 PLANNING HISTORY 
 

In June 2004 an application was received from the land owner seeking 
temporary planning permission for the erection of a 70 m high 
meteorological mast to the west of the old control tower. Permission 
was granted for a temporary period until September 2007. 
 

1.2 SITE AND PROPOSALS 
 
The application site relates to 4 hectares of land in the parish of 
Podington, adjacent to the Santa Pod Raceway in the North of the 
Borough. 
 
The application proposes the erection and operation of 9 wind turbines 
and associated infrastructure including access tracks, temporary crane 
pads, temporary construction compound, a meteorological mast and 
control building.  
 
The final selection of turbine is subject to competitive tender however, 
it is anticipated that the turbines will be 80 metres to hub with blades 45 
metres in length giving an overall and maximum height of 125 metres. 
The turbines will be designed to have an operational life of 25 years.  
 
Each turbine will have a maximum power output of between 2 and 2.5 
megawatts (MW) giving a total output of between 18 and 22.5 MW. The 
EA suggests that the annual electricity generation expected at the site 
will be equivalent to the approximate domestic needs of over 10, 000 
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average households in Britain. The Borough has approximately 63,000 
households at 2006.  
 
The EA also suggests that the potential reduction in CO2 emissions, 
based on the reference turbine of 2.3 MW, would be 41, 616 tonnes 
annually This calculation takes into account the intermittent nature of 
wind, possible energy losses and down time for maintenance. 
 
The associated infrastructure consists of the following: 
 

• 2.4km of upgraded tracks and 3.6 km of new track all of 
which will be a minimum of 4.5 metres wide 

• 9 temporary crane pads each measuring 23m x 40m 
• temporary construction compound approximately 66m x 

50m  
• An 80 metre high meteorological mast 
• A control building measuring  20m x 8m x 4.4m 

   
Assuming there are no major disruptions, the construction period for 
the project is expected to last for approximately 9-12 months. 
Construction activities would generally be limited to between 07:00 and 
19:00 Monday to Saturdays and deliveries would be made between 
08:00 and 18:00 Monday to Friday. Under exceptional circumstances 
work outside these hours maybe necessary (i.e. the erection of wind 
turbines requires very low wind conditions). 
 
The bases for the turbines will be a maximum of 22m x 22m each 
requiring 350m3 of concrete and 48 tonnes of steel reinforcing. It is 
estimated that a total of 3150m3 of concrete and 430 tonnes of steel 
will be required for all the turbines.  
 
The main transportation impacts will relate to Heavy Goods Vehicles 
(HGVs) to and from the site during the construction phase of the 
development. Month 6 is expected to be the busiest month with an 
average of 30 trips estimated per day. The exception is the nine days 
when the concrete will be poured and this is expected to create a total 
of 118 trips. 
 
The applicant’s anticipate that the electricity generated would be 
connected to the grid at 33kV some 2kms to the west of the site area 
via underground cables. The grid connection does not form part of the 
application but the company responsible for grid connection Central 
Networks have confirmed that connection underground following the 
existing on site tracks and roads is possible and the will be resolved 
under a separate process under the relevant Electricity Act. 
 
The turbine blades are typically thought to rotate at approximately 6.5 
to 18 revolutions per minute, generating power for all wind speeds 
between 4 m/s and 25 m/s (9-56mph). At wind speeds greater than 
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25m/s, the turbines will shut down for self protection. These very high 
wind conditions usually prevail only for about one percent of the year. 
 

2.0 PLANNING POLICIES 
 
Details of the relevant planning policy considerations is included at 
Appendix ‘A’. 

 
3.0 CONSULTATION RESPONSES AND OTHER APPENDICES 
 

Technical consultation responses are set out at Appendix ‘B’ 
 
District, Town and Parish responses are set out at Appendix ‘C’ 
 
Neighbour and third party objections are set out at Appendix ‘D’ 
 
Neighbour and third party support is set out at Appendix ‘E’ 
 
Other interest groups responses are set out at Appendix ‘F’ 
 
Campaign to Limit Onshore Windfarm Development (CLOWD) is set 
out at appendix ‘G’ 
 
Map of site, surrounding locality and constraints is set out at appendix 
‘H’ 

 
4.0 PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS  
 

The following main issues are addressed in turn: 
 

4.1 Socio-economic impacts, suitability of the land for wind 
farm project and the general public attitude towards wind 
farms 

4.2 Landscape and visual impact of the development 
4.3 Cultural heritage impacts  
4.4 Noise impact from the development 
4.5 Ecology and nature conservation impacts 
4.6 Impact on the traffic and transportation 
4.7 Hydrology and Hydrogeology 
4.8 Existing Infrastructure, Telecommunications, Television, 

Aviation Safety and Shadow Flicker 
 

Because of the complicated nature of some of the material 
considerations the report considers each of the main issues in a 
consistently structured manner as follows: 

 
1. The issue(s) identified in the E.S. 
2. Your officers view of the materiality of the issue and any 

explanation of the way the E.S. has approached the matter 
(i.e. definitions) 
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3. What the applicant says about the issue in the E.S. 
4. Your officers view of the completeness of the E.S. in that 

respect 
5. Any discussion or analysis 
6. Your officers summary of the main issues/impacts 

 
The final section sets out the balance of considerations and explains 
the basis of the officers recommendation 

 
4.1 The socio-economic impacts, suitability of the land for wind farm 

project and the general public attitude towards wind farms 
 

Key issues to be addressed: 
 

• Loss of agricultural land 
• Suitability of land for renewable energy development  
• Perception of development by local community and general 

public   
• Impact on local tourism, leisure and recreation 
• Social, economic and environmental benefits from the 

development   
 
The applicant seeks to address the socio-economic and land use 
impacts in their E.S. suggesting that the proposal will have some 
localised impacts on local public, businesses, employment, tourism and 
recreation and access.  
 
Dealing with each area in turn, Under the Agricultural Land 
Classification developed by MAFF, there are four grades of agricultural 
land, the best and most versatile being grades 1, 2 and 3 being the 
least versatile. The land at Airfield Farm is classified as Grade 3. The 
proposal will involve the loss of less than 2 hectares of grade 3 land. 
Your officers consider this not to be significant or harmful and is 
generally in accordance with advice contained within PPS7. 
 
The E.S. suggests that the site offers potential to make a significant 
positive contribution to the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. 
Central Government advice and regional targets for renewable energy 
generation recognise the importance of both rural and urban areas in 
the provision of renewable energy projects. These matters are 
explained in more detail at appendix A. Officers agree that the site 
offers potential for renewable energy development although the 
details of any scheme and its impacts must be carefully 
considered before coming to a firm view on the acceptability or 
otherwise of the proposal.   
 
In relation to wind as an energy resource, there is no doubt about its 
technical feasibility. This is confirmed in the Government’s planning 
policy statement on ‘Renewable Energy’ (PPS22) and the supplement 
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to PPS1 ‘Planning and Climate Change’. Due to technical advances, it 
is now viable in many inland areas of the UK. 
 
Appendices C, D, E, F and G set out the various residents and other 
third parties concerns, objections and reasons for supporting the 
proposal. Overall, 944 letters of objection have been received 
compared to 982 letters of support. It should be noted there is thought 
to be a small number of duplicated letters. What can be seen from the 
large amount of letters received, is that public opinion on the 
acceptance of turbines is strongly divided. However, the quantity of 
opposition or support is not in itself a ground for refusing or granting 
permission. It is the validity and strength of the issues raised that is 
critical. These issues are fully considered and addressed in this report 
and its appendices.  

 
There are a number of businesses in the locality, most notably in and 
around Airfield Farm. These include Santa Pod Raceway, various other 
quasi-industrial businesses and more distantly equestrian and 
fishing/gaming businesses. There are not likely to be any significant 
adverse long term impacts on these fishing or gaming businesses from 
the proposal. An impact on equestrian business is more probable 
as some of the turbines breach the minimum separation distances 
to rights of way routes.  This is discussed in further detail in a latter 
part of this report. There could also be some short term impacts during 
the construction period particularly on the highway network particularly 
when Santa Pod has events running. Officers consider that these 
highway impacts can be mitigated and minimised by conditions.  

 
The applicant points out that the proposal has potential to create some 
economic benefits in the Borough, particularly through the construction 
industry during the construction phase of the development 
(approximately £3.7 million). This includes the potential to create 
demand for temporary accommodation for construction workers.  
However, there are no guarantees of any benefits being delivered as 
the construction process involves offering contracts through open 
tender. Officers do not consider that this issue carries significant 
weight in the determination process. 

 
So for as the local tourism economy is concerned the primary places of 
interest in the area are Santa Pod Raceway, the Three Shires Way 
National Trail and the Harrold and Odell Country Park. The turbines will 
also affect air space for hot air ballooning and micro light activities.  

 
Officers consider that there is unlikely to be an adverse impact on 
Santa Pod as a place of leisure and recreation given that its 
visitors are attracted to the mainly motor sports events held at the 
site rather than the more traditional rural leisure and recreation 
pursuits. 
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This rural area within which the wind farm is proposed to be sited is 
characterised by a concentrated network of well used footpaths and 
bridleways.  Such a network of routes within an Area of Great 
Landscape Value provides a valuable recreational asset and excellent 
access to the countryside.  The public interest is therefore well served 
by this rural network, and there is a strong possibility that there 
appeal and value will be significantly harmed by this proposal.  
These potential impacts are considered in more detail in the 
landscape and visual section of this report. 

 
The applicant acknowledges that wind farms can affect the tourism 
appeal of an area although concludes that potential visitors to an area 
are unlikely to be put off by the presence of a wind farm. Given that 
wind farms are becoming a more common feature in the rural 
landscape across the country (Burton Wold Northants is just 15 km 
from this site), it is possible that some visitors will be put off by the 
presence of a wind farm. The exception to this maybe equestrian 
tourists. An equestrian tourism business (based in Worcestershire) has 
raised objections to the proposal on the grounds that the noise and 
visual presence of the turbines will kill the Bedfordshire element of their 
business. A local equestrian business located at the application side 
(Three Shires Riding Centre) has not raised an objection to the 
proposal although the proximity of turbines to bridleways and Byways 
open to all traffic (BOATS) is likely to have an adverse affect on the 
business. This is an issue which overlaps with the public use of the 
countryside for equestrian activities and these are discussed in more 
detail later in this report. Conversely, the development may have the 
potential to attract some interest as a tourist attraction although any 
such interest may be short lived. In the event that members resolve 
to grant permission, officers suggest that a condition requiring a 
visitor management plan be included for the purposes of 
minimising impact on the local community. 

 
The proposal has attracted objections on the grounds that hot air 
ballooning and microlight activities in and around the site will be 
adversely affected. This matter is not addressed specifically in the E.S. 
However, the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) has confirmed that the area 
of east Northants and north Beds is particularly popular for ballooning. 
It is impossible to say how many balloon launch sites there are in this 
particular area, nor how frequently they are used as any suitable field 
may be used to launch from, given the landowner's permission. The 
nearest ballooning organisations (the objectors) are based 10 km due 
south west of the site in Olney. An average flight might cover 10 to 15 
km downwind of the take-off location so it is likely that there will be an 
impact on ballooning and microlight users. Your officers consider 
that it would be unreasonable to protect every field in the area 
from wind energy development on these grounds.  In this case, it 
is also concluded that any impact would be insignificant from the 
E.S. perspective given the distance between the known ballooning 
activity sites in Olney and the wind farm site and officers do not 
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consider these impacts to be significant or harmful from a 
planning point of view.  

 
The applicant has offered community ownership of one of the proposed 
turbines and also set up a community fund which will receive an annual 
income of £1500 per MW installed stream throughout the life of the 
windfarm amounting to £31,000 per year. The community fund will 
provide financial support to local groups and communities for projects 
with an emphasis on sustainability and the environment, and perhaps 
include grants for micro generation renewable projects for local 
communities.  

 
Government advice on these matters is set out in Circular 5/05 which 
relates to Planning Obligations. It is a fundamental principle that 
planning permission may not be bought or sold. It would not therefore 
be proper for development to be permitted because of benefits or 
inducements offered by a developer which are not necessary to make 
the development acceptable in planning terms. While your officers are 
in no doubt that a community fund and community ownership of one of 
the turbines proposed by the applicant would be welcomed, it is not a 
material planning requirement of this development and therefore 
these matters should not be given any weight in determining this 
proposal. 

 
Summary 

 
The proposal presents minimal socio-economic and land use 
disbenefits to, tourism and employment, and for which mitigation 
is possible.  However, there are potentially harmful impacts to 
customers of equestrian businesses and recreation and access 
users of the countryside using the local footway and bridleway 
network through loss of appeal and value of the rural access 
network. . 
 
The development would provide an opportunity to deliver a 
contribution towards national and regional targets for generating 
a proportion of energy from renewable resources.  This is a matter 
to which policy gives considerable weight. 

 
The public perception of a wind farm is an emotive and divided 
issue with the nearest residents generally more vociferously 
objecting to the proposal and more distant interested parties 
generally indifferent or supportive of the proposal.  
Overall no harm caused to tourism and employment subject to a 
condition to cover the following issue: 

 
• Visitor management plan 
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4.2 Landscape and visual impact of the development 
 

Key issues to be addressed: 
 

• General landscape character impacts 
• Landscape character impact on designated sites: Area of 

Great Landscape Value (AGLV) 
• The cumulative landscape and visual impact of the 

proposal in relation to other consented or built wind 
farm/renewable energy developments  

• Visual impacts – residential and recreation and leisure 
receptors 

• Other visual and landscape considerations 
 
The most far reaching and contentious impact of this development is its 
visual impact particularly on the rural historic landscape. The 
application site currently falls within a locally designated Area of Great 
Landscape Value which seeks to protect the distinctive character of the 
Ouse valley lime ridge. 
 
Visual or landscape impacts over large areas are assessed using what 
is known as Zones of Visual Theoretical Influence (ZVTI). It involves a 
desk top study, computer modelling and site evaluation and culminates 
in photomontages and wireframes. Because the ZTVI is theoretical it 
usually assumes a perfectly bare and smooth terrain unencumbered by 
houses, buildings or other structures, vegetation, hedges, woodland 
and forests.  
 
Due to the specialist nature of landscape and visual assessment, the 
Borough Council instructed a Chartered Landscape Consultant to 
undertake an assessment of this element of the EA on behalf of the 
Borough Council.  
 
For the avoidance of doubt the Consultant was asked to undertake:  
 
(1)  A desk top review of the Landscape and Visual Chapter of the EIA 

with a commentary on errors, omissions and weaknesses. The 
report was presented in two parts, Landscape Impacts and visual 
impacts, with an assessment of the proposal with particular 
regards for the following: advice contained in PPS22 and in 
particular Chapter 5 of the Companion Guide “Development 
Control Issues”; Policy NE14 (Area of Great Landscape Value) in 
the Bedford Borough Local Plan 2002; cumulative visual impacts 
of other wind-farms within a radius of the site.  

 
(2)  Computer mapping of the Zones of Visual Influence and a 

verification site visit to assess the viewpoints selected. 
 



Item 6(1) – page - 10 - 

(3)  Full modeling of a sample number of views to check and verify the 
photomontages submitted with the application to assess accuracy 
and robustness. 

 
The following is the summary of main findings from your Consultant’s 
report: 
 
General findings: 
 
The Landscape and Visual Assessment of the Environmental 
Statement delivered by the applicant generally follows industry 
standard procedures and recent published guidelines. However, a 
number of areas within the E.S. were weak or omitted. These were: 
 
 
• No Baseline Visual Analysis of the existing site was performed, so 

there can be no measured comparison between the visibility of the 
existing site structures and that of the proposed turbines i.e. a 
wireframe or photomontage to illustrate an existing on site 
structure/receptor and proposed turbines. Officers concluded that 
this was not a fundamental omission to warrant the E.S. 
incomplete. 

 
• The judgments made within the report, the arguments in the 

rationale for the ratings in the tables, the views expressed and the 
conclusions reached, rather than being impartial, appear to be 
slanted in favour of the development. 

 
• The Landscape and Visual Assessment generally conforms to the 

advice contained in PPS22 and in particular Chapter 5 of the 
Companion Guide “Development Control Issues”.  

 
• The ES has considered the possibility of cumulative visual effects, 

but could have investigated them in greater depth with more 
detailed and appropriate examples.   

 
• Cumulative landscape effects were not covered by the E.S. 

although the applicant provided subsequent wireframe illustrations 
to address this shortcoming. 

 
Landscape Character Assessment 
 
The E.S. defines landscape character impacts as being “the changes in 
the fabric, character and quality of the landscape which it is predicted 
would result from the construction and operation of the proposed 
Airfield Wind Farm”. It concludes that the landscape has the ability to 
absorb short term changes during the construction period of the 
development. It also concludes that once constructed the proposal is 
unlikely to be absorbed into at least one of the Landscape Character 
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Areas (LCAs) although suggests that this could lead to the 
establishment of a more localised Landscape Character Type (LCT).  
 
PPS22 (paragraph 15) clarifies that in assessing renewable energy 
proposals “local landscape and local nature conservation 
designations should not be used in themselves to refuse planning 
permission for renewable energy developments. Planning 
applications for renewable energy developments in such areas should 
be assessed against criteria based policies set out in local 
development documents, including any criteria that are specific to the 
type of area concerned.” (officer emphasis) 
 
PPS7 (paragraph 24) also clarifies that “The Government recognises 
and accepts that there are areas of landscape outside nationally 
designated areas that are particularly highly valued locally. The 
Government believes that carefully drafted, criteria-based policies in 
LDDs (Local Development Documents), utilising tools such as 
landscape character assessment, should provide sufficient protection 
for these areas, without the need for rigid local designations that may 
unduly restrict acceptable, sustainable development and the economic 
activity that underpins the vitality of rural areas”. Paragraph 16 of PPS7 
also clarifies the need to conserve rather than preserve specific 
features and sites of landscape value. 
 
Presently, the development site lies within the Upper Ouse Valley Area 
of Great Landscape Value (AGLV), which covers an area of some 100 
sq. km of north-west Bedfordshire. The relevant local plan policy NE14 
within the existing local plan is a ‘saved’ local plan policy and therefore 
remains a material consideration for the purposes of this application. 
However, in light of aforementioned recent guidance it was necessary 
to undertake a more detailed landscape character assessment.  
 
Area of Great Landscape Value (Policy NE14) 
 
Policy NE14 of the Bedford Borough Local Plan states that 
“Development (in AGLVs) will not be permitted, except where it does 
not adversely affect the landscape character and value of the area”. 
The AGLV consists of two principal features, namely land dominated 
by the limestone ridge rising to just over 90m and land in the valley of 
the Upper Ouse with its associated meadowlands. Grassland remains 
the most prominent feature in the AGLV although agricultural policies 
have encouraged the ploughing of pasture land in more recent years.  
 
In assessing the impact on landscape character the E.S. concludes 
that there would be a medium/potentially high magnitude of change 
and a moderate/substantial level of landscape effect on the AGLV by 
the presence of the turbines forming a contrast in size and form in 
many views immediately around the Proposal Site; but goes on to say 
that because it (the AGLV) covers most of NW Bedfordshire the 
aggregate magnitude of change for the AGLV as a whole can only be 
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‘low’.  The Borough Council’s landscape consultant considers this to be 
a spurious argument as any development within the AGLV that affects 
the local character, and may be refused planning permission as a 
result, is highly unlikely to cause any more than a low magnitude of 
change to the rest of the AGLV.  In fact, the visual impact of a wind 
farm, and consequential effect on landscape character, is likely to be 
much more far-reaching than for most other developments, because of 
the size and scale of the development structures. 
 
Regarding landscape value, the E.S. (Table 7.10) states that the 
operation of the wind farm will not affect the value of the area………… 
as (it) will not cause the loss of any landscape elements, the 
closure/diversion of any () public rights of way (PROW) or any 
modification in the manner in which people can undertake work-related 
or recreational activities within the AGLV.   Yet by the Environmental 
Statement’s own definition, Landscape Value refers to “the importance 
placed upon a landscape area or type by society in general and 
individuals (para 7.3.20)”.  Just because there is no physical loss of 
landscape elements or change in peoples’ activities, it does not follow 
that the value of a landscape will not be affected by a development, 
particularly if that development is a highly visible one.  The value of the 
landscape and in particular its rural access network could well be 
perceived to be reduced if new structures were imposed that were 
considered by the public to be aesthetically inappropriate.  
 
Landscape character assessment  
 
The Borough Councils Core Strategy and Rural Issues Plan 
(submission version July 2006) defines Landscape Character 
Assessment as a tool which can be used to understand the important 
features that make a landscape distinctive. Landscape Character 
Assessment involves mapping, classifying and describing variations in 
landscape character. It also involves making judgements about the 
character and quality of the landscape, and analysing forces for 
change, to help us make informed decisions about how we should 
manage change in the future. In classifying the landscape two types of 
units may be identified:  
Landscape Types are landscapes with broadly similar patterns of 
geology, soils, vegetation, land use, settlement and field patterns. 

Character Areas are unique areas - geographically discrete examples 
of a particular landscape type.  
To date only a broad countywide landscape character assessment has 
been produced and published. However, a draft district wide 
assessment has recently been jointly prepared by the Borough and 
County Councils with the help of consultants. The site straddles two 
landscape character areas the Wooded Wolds Landscape Character 
Area (LCA) and the Arable Clay Plateau with Tributaries (a contributory 
stream that does not reach the sea but joins a major river) LCA. 
 



Item 6(1) – page - 13 - 

The E.S. suggests that the construction of the wind farm will create low 
level impacts on the landscape during the twelve month construction 
period. These impacts relate primarily to low level changes to the 
placing of temporary buildings, storage of materials and machinery. 
The exception will be the period of construction when the turbines 
themselves will be erected. This will require cranes to be on site for a 
period of approximately 2 months.  The period of construction will 
undoubtedly have some adverse impact on the landscape during this 
period although some of the landscape changes will be seen in 
juxtaposition with the existing agricultural, industrial and business 
activities on the site and are not considered significant or harmful. 
Therefore, due to their relatively temporary nature and duration, any 
short term harm caused is considered to be reasonable. 
 
The more complex assessment that has to be made is that of the 
landscape impact during the twenty five year life of the wind farm. The 
land take requirements for the development will be less than the 23 
hectare site area as the turbines and their crane pads cover 225 
square metres which amounts to approximately 20% of the site area 
surrounding each turbine. The proposal does not result in the loss of 
any existing above ground landscape features (trees or shrubs) with 
the main impacts the loss of small areas of arable and pastoral land 
areas.  
 
The more prominent existing landscape features that maybe affected 
by the proposal include water towers, church steeples, communication 
masts, overhead power lines. The Borough Council’s landscape 
consultant has clarified that six of the turbines lie within the Wooded 
Wolds Landscape Character Area (LCA) and the remaining three in the 
Arable Clay Plateau with Tributaries LCA.  The Wooded Wolds LCA 
has been assessed to have a small to medium scale landscape of 
‘parkland’ character; village churches are strong landmark features that 
sit within a landscape of small-scale villages and hamlets (A 
Landscape Character Assessment of Bedfordshire LUC 2003) – 
notably one of the Guidelines of the Assessment is to conserve ‘the 
landmark role of the villages churches as focal points within uncluttered 
views’.  The applicant notes that having regard for the settlements 
immediately surrounding the site, the church steeple at Podington is 
not visually prominent in the landscape and there is no steeple at 
Hinwick. However, the applicant goes on to state that there will be 
some diminution of church steeples presumably in the wider landscape 
and the development is therefore likely to have some adverse albeit 
limited impact on the wider landscape character. This is confirmed in 
the applicant’s rating of moderate/substantial for the effect of the 
development on the Wooded Wolds LCA.  
 
The Borough Council’s landscape consultant confirms that the eastern 
section of the site lies within the Arable Clay Plateau with Tributaries 
LCA.  This LCA is distinct from the Wooded Wolds in that it has been 
assessed to be a large-scale landscape with an open and exposed 
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character.  Again village churches are considered to be strong 
landmark features, together with water towers and windmills and the 
Borough Council’s landscape consultant comments that it is 
reasonable to conclude that the addition of windfarm turbines into this 
LCA is likely to be more acceptable compared to the Wooded Wolds 
owing to the scale of the landscape.  However, given that the proposed 
site straddles two LCA’s of differing character and the scale of the 
turbines, it makes it difficult for the turbines themselves to be 
‘acceptable’ features in the landscape. Indeed, a visitor to the area is 
unlikely to appreciate a definitive point where they cross one LCA into 
the other. The applicant suggests that a solution might be the 
designation of a more localized LCA although this does create 
difficulties as the LCA’s also include the consideration of below ground 
features. Another option might have been to have considered 
alternative locations for some of the turbines possibly located deeper 
within the Arable Clay Plateau with Tributaries LCA. However, the 
proposal presented is the one that must be considered. The Borough 
Council’s landscape consultant concurs with the applicant who 
concedes that the development is inappropriate for at least one of the 
existing LCA’s in which it is proposed to stand.  Your officers 
conclude that the six turbines located within the Wooded Wolds 
LCA would be inappropriate and harmful to the landscape 
character. Furthermore, given the height and span of the turbines 
in the Clay Tributaries Landscape Area they can be prominently 
viewed from within the Wooded Wolds and have a similarly 
inappropriate and harmful impact. 
 
The Borough Council’s landscape consultant assessed the impacts on 
the wider landscape areas/types. There is a disparity between the 
applicant’s map study area (Fig 7.5) which covers an area up to 15km 
from the site, and the text study areas which only considers effects on 
those Character Areas/Types that are within 5km (Table 7.10).  Whilst 
the ES states that the 5km Detail Study Area was chosen so that 
‘baseline studies were concentrated upon the areas where landscape 
and visual effects have the potential to be most significant’ (para 7.3.2), 
the ES does not explore whether LCAs or LCTs lying beyond 5km 
could be affected. 
 
For example, the Milton Keynes Ouse Valley LCA lies some 8km 
south-west of the site, embracing the villages of Emberton & Olney.  
The area attracts high numbers of visitors each year.  The church 
spires form the principal vertical elements within the valley landscape, 
with distant views closed by surrounding higher ground that forms a 
ridge clothed in a patchwork of woods and fields upon the horizon.  It is 
possible that the turbines will be seen rising above the ridgeline with 
the resulting effect of reducing the significance of the church spires and 
thereby altering the ambiance of the LCA.  
 
Officers have further considered this matter in light of recent appeal 
decisions and reached the view that the scale of the turbines will mean 
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that there will be a wider landscape impact upon adjoining Districts 
which will alter the character of their LCAs.  However, distance will 
dissipate the magnitude of the turbines impact and the fact that 
they will occupy a small proportion of broad panoramas leads 
officers to conclude that these wider landscape impacts would 
not be unacceptable. 

  
The proposal also includes ancillary works and a control building 
required to link the electricity generation to the National Grid and their 
impact on the landscape needs to be considered. Principally, this 
involves the formation of crane pads (nine in total), the erection of one 
Anemometry mast, the construction of a control building, tracks and 
roads formation and widening and grid connection including cabling. 
Given the majority of these works will be seen in juxtaposition 
with the former airfield infrastructure and given the present use of 
the site for farming, industrial and business purposes, these more 
minor operations are unlikely to have any adverse impacts on the 
landscape character. 

  
Summary 

 
A proposal of the scale and number of turbines under 
consideration will inevitably have a range of significant adverse 
landscape character and visual impacts.   The ES properly 
recognises the potential severity of such impacts.  The Local Plan 
states that ‘Development (in AGLVs) will not be permitted except 
where it does not adversely affect the landscape character of the 
area’. Officers conclude that it would be unrealistic to expect 
turbines of this scale and number to be anything other than 
conspicuous and affect the landscape character in certain parts of 
the AGLV. This impact is likely to be further accentuated by the 
movement of the blades.  

 
As the proposed windfarm sits astride the two adjoining 
landscape character areas (ie Wooded Wolds LLA and Clay 
Tributaries LCA) the impact on both character areas would be 
both significant and harmful. 

 
Cumulative Impacts 

 
PPS22 states that cumulative impacts are a factor in determining 
applications. It goes on to state that ‘cumulative landscape effects and 
visual effects should be considered separately’. 

 
Cumulative landscape impacts are therefore defined as ‘effects of a 
proposed development on the landscape fabric, character and quality 
and so concerns the degree to which renewable energy development 
becomes a significant or defining characteristic of the landscape’. 
Cumulative visual impacts concern the degree to which renewable 
energy development becomes a feature in particular views (or 
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sequences of views), and the effect that this has upon the people 
experiencing those views’ (5.22).  

 
PPS22 recommends that in assessing cumulative impacts a base plan 
of all existing windfarms, consented developments and applications 
received should be produced. For the purposes of interpreting this 
guidance, officers have considered that the term ‘applications received’ 
refers to the planning applications already under consideration at the 
time of submission of this application. 

 
The ES has considered wind-farms that have been constructed or 
those with planning permission within the required 60km radius of the 
proposed site, for the purpose of assessing the potential cumulative 
visual effects. One wind-farm in Northamptonshire (Burton Wold, 
Kettering 13 km due north) now built and operating, and two in 
Cambridgeshire (Conington, Thorney) and one in Huntingdonshire 
(Warbuoys) were identified.  

 
The Borough Council’s landscape consultant observes that the ES has 
reached the conclusion that there would be no significant cumulative 
effects, however this has only been achieved through the assessment 
of desk-top material. In order to assess cumulative impacts it would be 
normal practice to provide photomontages and wireframes from 
surrounding viewpoints to support findings. Whilst these do not and 
cannot replicate the impact due to varying weather and daylight 
conditions and the fact that the blade movement accentuates impact, 
they can be an important aid to judgement. 

 
The Borough Council’s landscape consultant notes that the E.S. 
concludes that there are unlikely to be any significant cumulative 
impacts on the wider landscape although greater certainty on this 
matter could have been achieved if a field study assessment had been 
undertaken. Assessment of receptors that have the potential for static 
or sequential cumulative visual effects should have been considered, 
including the production of photomontages and wireframes which 
would have aided the judgement process. The Borough Council’s 
landscape consultant had accordingly suggested that a suitably wide 
field of view to incorporate both the existing wind farm at Burton Wold 
and the proposed site at Airfield Farm should have been provided. 
Three additional wireframes from existing view points from 
Wellingborough, Raunds and Thurleigh have provided confirmation that 
there will be a cumulative impact through a 180 degree viewing frame. 
Officers consider that due to the separation between the two sites and 
intervening screening these impacts are not harmful.  

 
The ES acknowledges that some visual receptors in areas to the east 
such as Raunds and Caldecott, and some areas to the west such as 
parts of Northampton, Billing and Brixworth could see turbines at both 
the Airfield Farm wind farm at Podington and at the nearest existing 
wind farm at Burton Wold. Your officers have concluded that 
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because of the separation distance and intervening landscape 
features, there will be no visual confusion or significant 
cumulative effect.  

 
Since the submission of the Airfield Farm application, an additional 
application for a wind farm has been received for a site at Nunn Wood 
west of Harrold. This is pending consideration. There have been 
concerns that the Airfield Farm Application does not take account of 
this development. As this application was received 11 months before 
the recently submitted Nunn Wood wind farm east of Harrold, it does 
not include an assessment of the 16 turbines proposed at Nunn Wood. 
This matter has been carefully considered by Officers from both 
Planning and Housing Services and Legal Services. Officers share the 
concerns relating to the need to consider the cumulative impact of wind 
farm developments within the Borough and beyond.  However, as no 
formal application for planning permission was made by Npower for the 
site at Bozeat at the time of the Airfield Farm submission, it was not 
and could not be included in Nuon’s cumulative impact assessment. 
Only built and consented schemes have been considered by Nuon. 
This is considered both reasonable and normal practice. For the 
avoidance of doubt, Npower were advised prior to the submission of 
their proposal that their proposal being the second would need to 
include a cumulative assessment that included Airfield Farm proposal. 
Their submission includes such assessment. 

 
Summary  

 
There are not considered to be any substantively harmful 
cumulative landscape impacts arising from the proposal. 

 
Visual Impacts 

 
These are defined by the applicant as being “the predicted effects on 
views available to the public from publicly accessible areas and 
residential dwellings i.e. visual receptors. Specific effects result from 
changing the constituent elements within an existing view. This may be 
caused by the construction of a feature, or the obstruction, or 
modification of an existing view”. Officers agree with this definition.  
For ease, the short term construction impacts and the long term 
operation impacts are considered separately. 

 
The E.S. confirms that the significant short term effects previously 
referred to above will be primarily confined to the residential properties 
within and in close proximity to Airfield Farm and the users of the Three 
Shires Way (National Trail) and the network of footpaths, bridleways 
and byways that run through the wider Airfield Farm site. There maybe 
some wider and less significant impacts on residential properties (to 
the north of the site) during the 2 month period when cranes are being 
used to erect the turbines. Officers consider that the applicant 
sufficiently covers all short term impacts and concludes that due 
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to their relatively temporary nature and duration on site, any short 
term harm caused is considered to be reasonable. 

 
The E.S. confirms that the long term significant impacts are primarily 
confined to two groups: residential receptors; recreation and leisure 
receptors. A map is appended at ‘H’ to illustrate visual impacts on 
receptor groups. 

 
The residential receptors locations are identified as: settlement at 
Hinwick; The Causeway in Podington; Souldrop; Wymington and 
Higham Park (east of Wymington); isolated residential receptors at 
Hinwick Lodge Farm and Cottages; Tower House; Hinwick Dungee and 
other properties identified within the former Airfield Camp 

  
The recreation and leisure receptors are identified as (i) users of the 
Three Shires Way between Souldrop and south of Bozeat (ii) 
recreational users (pedestrian and horse riders) using five Public 
Rights of Way within or very close to the wind farm site (iii) recreational 
users at the Three Shires Riding Centre and at events held at the 
Santa Pod Raceway (iv)  Long Distance Footpaths Nene Way, Milton 
Keynes Boundary Walk and the John Bunyan Trail (v) Summer Leys 
Nature Centre at Wollaton and Irchester Country Park. 
 
Harrold and Odell Country Park is not considered a significant 
recreation and leisure receptor by the applicant due to the fact that the 
only upper parts of some turbines are likely to be seen over existing 
landscape features and due to topography as visitors pass through 
some parts of the park. This impact is lessened also by the distance of 
the turbines which are approximately 3km away from the park. The 
Borough Council’s landscape consultant own photomontage supports 
the validity of the applicant’s conclusion on this impact and on balance 
officers conclude that this impact is not unacceptable.  

 
Whilst the judgements of the type, sensitivity, magnitude, level and 
significance of the impacts are of necessity subjective ones, the E.S. 
generally appears to have provided a fair and accurate summary and 
rationale of the significant visual impact residential receptors. There is 
likelihood of there being wider impacts on a range of receptors. These 
are likely to vary in terms of their scale of impact although they will 
generally be low magnitude given that distance will diminish the 
apparent magnitude of the turbines and the fact that they will occupy a 
small proportion of broad panoramas. This leads officers to conclude 
that these wider visual impacts would not be unacceptable. 

 
Residential receptors 

 
The ES suggests that these receptors will only be a small proportion of 
overall potential visual receptors within the Zone of Theoretical Visual 
Influence (ZTVI) and that given the tight morphology of the nearest 
settlements (Podington and Hinwick) which mean that residents 
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primarily have inward and screened views. Therefore any ‘significant’ 
visual effects will be experienced by a small number of residents.  

 
The Environmental Statement tabulates the properties that may suffer 
visual effects from the proposed development. The sensitivity of the 
properties to such effects is universally recorded as “high” and, for the 
most part, these effects are stated to be “negative”. After further 
analysis, each property or group has then been ranked in the 
Environmental Statement according to whether the visual effect would 
be “significant” or “not significant”, with 10 of the properties or groups 
falling within the “significant” category. This general form of appraisal 
closely follows the “Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment” published by the Landscape Institute and IEMA in 2002, 
and prepared in order to bring an informed and systematic approach to 
the subject of landscape impact assessment. However, in a recent 
appeal relating to a wind farm proposal in Devon 
(APP/Q1153/A/08/2017162) this method of assessment has to be 
treated with some caution.  
 
In assessing this issue the Inspector commented: 

 
”This is because the planning system functions to regulate the 
use and development of land in the public interest, not to protect 
the private interests of one person against the activities of 
another. Thus, while many people may choose to purchase or 
live in a house because of the view that can be enjoyed from it, 
they cannot claim to have purchased the property or chosen to 
live there with the view or, more specifically, an inalienable 
entitlement to have that view protected. In most cases, the view 
from a private property is a private interest, not a public one, and 
the public at large (which may include travellers through the 
area or any of the other range of “receptors” referred to in the 
Landscape Institute/IEMA guidelines) may attach very different 
value judgements to the visual qualities of wind turbines than 
those who face living close to them.” 

 
The Inspector went onto say that “Private interests can coincide 
with the public interest, for example where there is a particularly 
attractive view open to both, but in that case it is impact on the 
landscape (which I consider separately below) rather than 
impact on the view from the particular property that is important. 
Similarly, it may be the case that development is proposed 
of such a scale, design or proximity that it would be so 
visually intrusive as to turn an otherwise satisfactory 
dwelling into one that is an unsatisfactory place in which to 
live. That would compromise the aim of ensuring that everyone 
has the opportunity of a decent home (paragraph 23 (vii) of 
Planning Policy Statement 1 – “Delivering Sustainable 
Development” refers). From the standpoint of those affected, 
this is a different test than simply judging whether the view 
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would be significantly affected or not, because (as with other 
non-visual impacts, such as noise and un-neighbourliness in 
general) it is the resulting adequacy of living conditions 
within dwellings and their gardens that is determinative, not 
the view in itself. In essence, being able to see the turbines 
is one thing but not, in itself, sufficient to demonstrate 
unacceptable harm in a land use planning context. Indeed, 
to adopt visibility alone as the decisive criterion would potentially 
represent an arbitrary and unduly stringent restraint on 
development of many kinds in many locations. It would also be a 
stronger restraint than avoiding “significant adverse 
impact….upon the conditions of those living and working 
nearby…” (Officer emphasis) 

 
The guidance offered by this earlier appeal decision 
appears to officers to be appropriate when assessing the 
impact  upon nearby residential properties  within the 
specific context of this proposal. 

 
The following is a summary from the E.S. of the properties considered 
to be significantly affected and the level of impact they are likely to 
experience. Officers consider this list to accurately reflect the 
significantly affected properties and have given an individual 
conclusion for each as to whether the impact is acceptable or 
unacceptable in terms of the living conditions from those properties. 

 
(1)  Hinwick Lodge Farm – owned by the Bromborough Estate an 

objector to the proposal. Located due north east of the application 
site, this farm consists of two properties which will both 
experience uninterrupted views of the group of three turbines to 
the east of the site. The group of six turbines will be partially 
viewable over the Airfield Farm buildings and vegetation. Overall 
the applicant considers the impact on these two properties is likely 
to be high. The approximate distance from residential curtilage to 
nearest turbine is 1km. On balance because of the separation 
between the turbines and the property officers consider this 
impact to be acceptable. 

 
(2)  Hinwick – approximately 10 properties are identified by the 

applicant as likely to experience medium to high level of change 
although these are likely to be restricted to upper views of some of 
the six nearest turbines due to the presence of a woodland copse. 
The approximate distance from nearest residential curtilage to 
nearest turbine is 0.75 km. Officers consider the impact to be 
overbearing and unacceptable for some of the properties as 
illustrated in the Borough Council’s Landscape Consultants 
photomontage, and not capable of mitigation. 

 
(3)  The Causeway in Podington – a small group of properties leading 

westwards out of the village towards Hinwick are, in the opinion of 
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the applicant, likely to experience low to medium changes similar 
to that of Hinwick residents albeit at a greater distance. The 
approximate distance from nearest residential curtilage to nearest 
turbine is 1.8 km.  Officers consider this impact to be 
acceptable. 

 
(4)  Souldrop – located due north east of Airfield Farm, the applicant 

confirms that there are a number of properties that are likely to 
experience medium level of change although these are likely to be 
restricted to a mixture of fully exposed views of the turbines and 
restricted views due to intervening woodland. The approximate 
distance from nearest residential curtilage to nearest turbine is 3 
km. Officers consider this impact to be acceptable. 

 
(5)  Wymington and Higham Park (east of Wymington) – the density of 

buildings and the location of the village in a valley makes it likely 
that views of the turbines will be limited (above buildings and 
through gaps). This is a fragmented collection of dwellings on the 
A6 forming part of a settlement known as Higham Park 6 of which 
will have extensive partially interrupted views of all nine turbines 
across relatively flat countryside. The distance of dwellings from 
the site mitigates their impact with a medium magnitude of 
change. The approximate distance from nearest residential 
curtilage to nearest turbine is 4.2 km. Officers consider this 
impact to be acceptable. 

 
(6)  Tower House, and two additional properties at Airfield Farm – the 

applicant considers that all four properties are likely to experience 
a high magnitude of change with open and mostly uninterrupted 
views of different pairs of turbines. The approximate distance from 
nearest residential curtilage to nearest turbine is 0.5 km. All these 
properties have a financial interest in the site. Officers consider 
these impacts to be unacceptable and would significantly 
effect the living conditions in these properties. 

 
(7)  Gorerong Farm - the farm is orientated such that views of the 

single group of three turbines will be readily seen. Whilst there is 
some mitigation provided by hedges surrounding the property the 
applicant considers that the occupiers are likely to experience a 
medium magnitude of change. Approximate distance from 
residential curtilage to nearest turbine 1.2 km.  Officers consider 
this impact to be acceptable. 

 
(8)  Granary Farm - located adjacent the Odell plantation south east of 

the turbines will have uninterrupted views of the group of six 
turbines due to the open field immediately to the north of the 
property. The upper parts of the remaining turbines are likely to be 
seen above the adjacent Forty Acre Wood. The applicant predicts 
the occupiers are likely to experience a high magnitude of change. 
The approximate distance from residential curtilage to nearest 
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turbine is 0.625km.  Officers consider this impact to be 
significant and unacceptable.  

 
(9)  Grange Farm and Cottages – these properties lie due south of the 

site accessed off the Odell Road. They are likely to experience a 
similar impact as the residents of Granary Farm albeit from a 
greater distance in respect of the group of six turbines to the west 
and a mixture of full and partial views of the group of three 
turbines in the east. Approximate distance from residential 
curtilage to nearest turbine 1.1km. Officers consider this impact 
to be significant but acceptable.  

 
(10)  Hinwick Dungee (also known as Chestnut Grange) - the applicant 

considers that this property is likely to experience a high 
magnitude of change with open and mostly uninterrupted views of 
the group of six turbines. The approximate distance from nearest 
residential curtilage to nearest turbine is 0.4 km. Officers 
consider this impact to be significant and unacceptable. 

 
Other residential properties identified in the E.S. certain to experience 
visual impacts albeit ‘less significant’ and considered acceptable by 
officers are: 
 
Dwelling at junction opposite Dungee Plantation, Newlands Farm, 
Three fields Farm, Glebe Farm, Poplar’s Farm, Lodge Farm, Harrold 
Park Farm, Dungee Farm. 

 
Leisure, Recreation and Road receptors 

 
The significant leisure and recreation receptors identified in the E.S. 
are (i) users of the Three Shires Way between Souldrop and south of 
Bozeat (ii) recreational users (pedestrian and horse riders) using five 
Public Rights of Way within or very close to the wind farm site (iii) 
recreational users at the Three Shires Riding Centre and at events held 
at the Santa Pod Raceway.  

 
In considering the impacts on horses and their riders using the network 
of BOATs and bridleways, the companion guide to PPS22 suggests 
that the British Horse Society’s 200 metre exclusion zone around bridle 
paths to avoid wind turbines frightening horses is desirable but not a 
statutory requirement and that negotiation should be undertaken if it is 
difficult to achieve this. Four of the nine turbines (3, 6, 7 and 8) breach 
this recommended minimum distance with separation distances of 
between 80 and 160 metres.  

 
(i) users of the Three Shires Way between Souldrop and south of 

Bozeat – this 111km route crosses the site in between the two 
groups of turbines and runs in a east/west direction. The Bozeat 
to Souldrop stretch of the route is approximately 7 km in length. 
The approaches to the site from Bozeat in the west and 
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Souldrop in the east will entail the mid to upper parts of the 
turbines being seen above and through trees. However, the 
primary and high magnitude impacts will be from within the site 
as users pass very close to the turbines. Due to the route and 
the location of the turbines, users are likely to assimilate the 
turbines early from the south western and north eastern 
approaches.  However within the site there will be high 
magnitude impacts as users pass very close to the 
turbines.  Given the importance of this route and its 
popularity such high magnitude impacts are considered to 
be unacceptable and will seriously reduce the recreational 
value of this countryside route. 

 
(ii) recreational users (pedestrian and horse riders) using five Public 

Rights of Way within or very close to the wind farm site –  
Hinwick to Grange Farm – running north to south this footpath 
will provide full views of the group of 6 turbines and partial views 
of the group of three giving a high magnitude of change. The 
short approaches along this route are likely to provide startling 
impacts to users. Officers consider these impacts to be 
unacceptable, and to seriously reduce the recreational 
value of these routes.  
  
Airfield to Grange Farm Bridleway – users are likely to 
experience a high magnitude of change of varying scales as 
they pass north to south arriving very close to the group of 
turbines 7, 8 and 9.   Officers consider these impacts to be 
unacceptable, and not capable of mitigation. 
 
Yelnow Lane Byway – linking Sharnbrook in the south east to 
the application site, users are likely again to experience a 
varying scale of impact from medium to significant views of both 
groups of turbines but particularly 7, 8 and 9. Officers consider 
these impacts to be unacceptable. 
 
Podington to Hinwick Lodge Farm to the Three Shires Way – 
this path runs south easterly away from Podington village and 
does not benefit from any tree screening. Therefore the group of 
three turbines in the east will be highly visible although over a 
distance of over 2 km. There are also likely to be longer views of 
the group of six turbines westwards as users leave Podington 
village. On balance, officers consider these impacts to be 
acceptable. 
 
Odell Road to Airfield Farm Byway – running south to north into 
the site, users will experience varying views and a high 
magnitude of change similar to that on the Airfield to Grange 
Farm Bridleway. On balance, officers consider these impacts 
to be unacceptable. 
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(iii) recreational users at the Three Shires Riding Centre and at 
events held at the Santa Pod Raceway –  

 
Three Shires Riding Centre – full views of the group of three 
turbines in the east and partial views of the group of 6 turbines 
in the west are likely giving a medium to high magnitude of 
change to visitors. Officers consider these impacts to be 
acceptable. 
 
Santa Pod Raceway – full views of the group of three turbines 
are likely giving a high magnitude of visual change. However, 
given the nature of this business and the likely travel/user 
patterns of its visitors, officers consider these impacts to 
be acceptable. 

 
Other leisure and recreation receptors certain to experience visual 
impacts albeit ‘less significant’ and acceptable are: 
 
Long Distance Footpaths Nene Way, Milton Keynes Boundary Walk 
and the John Bunyan Trail, Summer Leys Nature Centre at Wollaton 
and Irchester Country Park.  

 
Roads likely to experience less significant visual impacts: 
A509 (between Wollaston and Bozeat), A45, A6, B569 (between 
Higham Ferrers and Wollaston), Hinwick to Wollaston, Hinwick to 
Bozeat, Hinwick to Podington, Podington to Wymington, Three Shires 
Way to Harrold, Harrold to Sharnbrook (via Odell). 

 
Summary 

 
The E.S. in part comes to conclusions on visual impacts without 
either illustration or through thorough explanation within the text. 
However, notwithstanding these shortcomings it is considered 
that due to the scale, number and proximity of the turbines to 
dwellings the proposal would cause unacceptable visual harm to 
the living conditions of two groups of properties and two 
individually identified properties. The scale, number and proximity 
of the turbines would also have a harmful impact on the 
recreational users of footpaths, bridleways and PROW in the 
locality, and reduce the value of the rural access network. 

  
Other landscape and visual considerations: 
 
In addition to the turbines, the application seeks permission for 
associated infrastructure in the form of crane pads, an anemometry 
mast, a control building, tracks and roads and cabling and grid 
connection. Much of this low level infrastructure will be mitigated by 
either the surrounding woodland or agricultural and industrial buildings 
previously described. 
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Crane pads, one for each of the turbines, will measure 23 x 40 metres 
in area (920 square metres) and will be 400 to 500 mm deep. Although 
these will be seen in isolation to the other existing industrial elements 
of the site they will be temporary for the duration of construction. The 
applicant confirms that they will be removed and the land reinstated 
following completion of construction works. The material removed from 
the crane pads will be used for tracks. 

 
The anemometry mast is proposed be the same height as the turbine 
hubs (80 metres) and will monitor wind conditions on the site. It will be 
a lattice design with a 4.5 metre wide base tapering out at the top of 
the mast. It will be located immediately east of Hinwick Dungee north of 
the Three Shires Way. A temporary 70 metre high mast albeit of a 
simpler design was granted permission in August 2004. Given the 
matters discussed above in relation to landscape character and the 
lattice design of the mast, it is unlikely to be seen as an imposing or 
strident feature in the landscape and should not look out of place to the 
recreational users of the footpaths, bridleways and byways that run 
through the site.   

 
The control building will house all the control and metering equipment 
will measure 160 square metres in area (20 x 8) and will have a ground 
to ridge height of approximately 4.5 metres. It will be located adjacent 
existing large modern agricultural barns near the centre of the site. The 
external finish and appearance would need to be subject of a condition. 
Given the location next to existing agricultural buildings and its 
scale/height, the control building is unlikely to have any adverse 
landscape or visual impacts. Cabling will be laid in trenches 
approximately 1 metre deep and 0.75 metre wide and will be covered 
by soil. There are no long term landscape or visual issues arising from 
these works. 

 
Although not part of this application, advice has been sought from the 
electricity infrastructure company (Central Networks) responsible for 
connecting the wind farm to the grid. This is to ascertain the likelihood 
of there being any additional above ground landscape or visual impacts 
from new overhead lines. Issues and details relating to grid connection 
are explained in appendix B (see ‘Central Networks’). 

 
The tracks are required to give access to the site and will involve 2.4km 
of upgraded tracks and 3.6 km of new track all of which will be a 
minimum of 4.5 metres wide. The new tracks are more likely to be 
visually imposing to the west of the site where there are no existing 
tracks although this is not thought to be a significant adverse 
landscape or visual impact. The tracks serving the three turbines to the 
east of the site will be seen in juxtaposition with the other existing 
former airfield and farm tracks surrounding and linking to the old 
runway and are therefore unlikely to look out of place having regard for 
the long term visual and landscape terms. 
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A temporary construction compound is required for temporary offices 
and storage of materials, car parking and messing facilities. It will be 
approximately 2500 square metres in area and will be located adjacent 
the previously mentioned agricultural buildings located in the centre of 
the site. The construction work is likely to last for a period of 
approximately 12 months.  
 
The short term visual and landscape impacts could be significant 
depending on the details of the buildings and structures to be placed 
within the compound. A condition to control this would be appropriate 
as would a condition to ensure the land is reinstated following the 
cessation of construction work. 

 
Summary 

 
The additional ancillary infrastructure associated with the 
development in the form of crane pads, an anemometry mast, a 
control building, tracks and roads and cabling and grid 
connection will not give rise to any substantially harmful 
landscape or visual impacts. However, the following conditions 
are suggested in the event Members are minded to grant planning 
permission:  

 
• reinstatement of the land following the cessation of 

windfarm 
• details of the compound and temporary buildings and 

their removal following completion of construction 
work 

• details of the external finishes to the permanent 
control building 

 
4.3 Cultural Heritage 
 

Key issues to be addressed: 
 

• Impacts on Schedule Ancient Monuments 
• Historic Parks and Gardens 
• Sites of Archaeological Interest 
• Listed Buildings and 
• Conservation Areas 

 
This is a particularly difficult aspect to assess, mainly because the 
nature of the proposed development, principally its size, prominence 
and modernity, mean that the potential zone of visual influence / impact 
on the historic environment is wide ranging. 

There are five broad groups of cultural heritage assets that need to be 
considered: Schedule Ancient Monuments; Historic Parks and 
Gardens; Sites of Archaeological Interest; Listed Buildings and: 
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Conservation Areas. These are assessed in the immediate and the 
wider context/environment. 

 
General findings  

 
The Environmental Statement (ES) submitted with the application is for 
some purposes useful, although it is considered to have some key 
shortcomings: 
 
Immediate environment 

 
1. The ES fails to establish the nature of the current settings 

of listed buildings concerned. It also fails to establish what 
aspects of such settings are important and how exactly the 
proposed development will affect them. 

2. The photomontages and wire frames for nos. 8 and 9 
(Hinwick Hall and Hinwick House respectively) are not of 
assistance when assessing the impact on site.  

3. No noise assessment has been carried out at locations 
where there are historic constraints. 

 
Wider environment  

 
(as identified by the Borough Council’s Landscape Consultant) 

 
4. Few places of historic interest within the wider study area 

have been considered. The report should have provided a 
schedule of all places of historic interest within the study 
area, and give reasons for their exclusion from the study 
area  

5. Consideration should have been given to the fact visitors 
pass through a landscape on their way to or passing near 
to an historic house or garden, and that the landscape 
setting will be diminished by the presence of the turbines, 
even though the turbines may be screened from the house 
or garden themselves. These impacts should have been 
assessed within the study area.  

It is accepted that the associated structures and buildings will be of a 
fairly small nature and at such a distance that there will be no impact 
on the historic environment features mentioned above. Therefore only 
the turbines themselves are being considered here. None of the 
identified assets is within the application site or control of the applicant. 
 
Impact and setting considerations 

 
There are no direct physical impacts on the historic assets from the 
turbines or any associated infrastructure. However, due to the scale of 
the development both in terms of the height and number of turbines 
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proposed, the issue of setting, immediate and wider, requires careful 
consideration.   

 
In assessing whether the impact is harmful, one must consider whether 
the existence of turbines within views from areas or properties is 
harmful to their setting. Also it is must be considered, is there a 
distance at which there is either limited or no harmful impact or is it 
purely the existence of the turbines in a view or vista that is harmful to 
historic assets. 

 
Given the modern, man-made character of the proposed turbines, 
combined with their scale there is always an impact where they can be 
seen from historic properties or their grounds, especially where there is 
a rural character to the area. However, it is felt that in some 
circumstances there could be a neutral impact, i.e. where there is 
considerable distance between. The level of impact will also be 
determined by the importance of the asset, its location and what can 
reasonably be determined as its setting. Clearly the desirability of 
preserving the setting of isolated country houses could have more of 
an influence over greater distances than for smaller listed cottages set 
well within a village. 

 
The issue of setting was considered in a recent appeal decision 
relating to a similar wind farm proposal in Devon. Here the Inspector 
comments that a historic setting of a ruin designated as a scheduled 
ancient monument: 

 
“may extend as far as those who are engaged in scholarly investigation 
of the remains can demonstrate a significant past or present visual or 
functional interaction with the landscape at the time of construction or 
at any other important event in their history.” He goes onto state ”To 
my mind, it requires the now existing landscape setting to be preserved 
only inasmuch as this facilitates understanding and appreciation of the 
relationship between the monument and its historic setting. As with 
investigation of the buried remains themselves, this may mean having 
to conceptualise how the remains might once have looked above 
ground, whether as originally constructed or in their former setting. The 
historic setting could, I consider, thus be preserved even though the 
presence of new structures may encroach upon some aspects of the 
view of their current surroundings. Any other approach would, in my 
judgment, potentially and unnecessarily sterilise whole areas of 
countryside, extending over many kilometres, from any new upstanding 
development at all.” 

 
English Heritage’s publication “Wind Energy and the Historic 
Environment” (2005) sets out six particular factors to be taken into 
account in considering the impact of turbines on the setting or visual 
amenity of historic sites: visual dominance; scale; intervisibility; vistas 
and sight lines; movement, sound or light effects and; unaltered 
settings. 
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Cultural Heritage Impacts: 
 

Schedule Ancient Monuments 
 
One Scheduled Ancient Monument (SAM) was identified approximately 
170 metres from the nearest turbine and this is known as Wold Farm 
Moated Enclosure. This SAM is largely within an area of woodland and 
any view into it is presently restricted.   However a view out of it to the 
east is likely to be dominated by turbine no 7.  There are no above 
ground remains of this monument. Whilst there is no direct impact on 
the SAM, English Heritage have confirmed that ”management 
agreements for moated sites such as Wold Farm endeavour to remove 
tree cover in most cases as this is considered to be archaeologically 
damaging as well as intrusive. This affects the ability to understand and 
interpret the form of the moated enclosure.” 

 
English Heritage go on to confirm that they object to the turbines, 
particularly the nearest turbine, on the grounds of proximity to the moat 
which they contend will result in significant damage to the setting of the 
monument. The tree cover and 25 year life span of the wind farm are 
not considered to be adequate mitigation.  

 
Officers have considered the aforementioned guidance from English 
Heritage and take the view that it represents an appropriate response 
in the light of national policy and guidance. Officers have formed the 
following views as to the impact of the proposal in relation to each of 
the elements set out.  With regard to the first factor, the guidance says 
that turbines might be inappropriate where an historic feature (such as 
a hilltop monument or fortification, a church spire or a plantation 
belonging to a designed landscape) is the most visually dominant 
feature in the surrounding landscape. That is not the case here 
because the remains are not visually dominant, so the turbines would 
not compete with them for prominence. Scale is the second factor.  
Due to the absence of any above ground elements to the monument, 
the turbines cannot be considered to be damaging.   Whilst there are 
no above ground elements to the monument the scale and 
proximity of turbine no 7 would be visible from within the SAM 
and would dominate the skyline to the east even above the 
existing trees.  The third criterion relates to intervisibility which is not 
strictly relevant in this situation as the SAM of interest here is not a 
monument in the literal sense of the word (i.e. a prominent structure or 
feature that is intended to be seen or viewed from the surrounding 
landscape). There is nothing in English Heritage’s response that 
suggests that the moat would have had a relationship with any other 
local historic sites. The fourth factor concerns designed landscapes 
(such as historic parkland). This is not relevant here, and there is no 
suggestion that the fifth, relating to movement, noise and 
overshadowing, is applicable to the remains either. The sixth criterion 
relates to unaltered settings of ancient sites which in this case has 
undergone significant internal change since it became a commercial 
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fishing business, but its external setting would be compromised by 
the visual presence of turbine no 7. 

 
Whilst the desire to restore historic landscapes and improve the 
settings of historic assets is creditable, English Heritage have not 
advised of any firm intentions to implement such a management plan at 
this site. The question of the extent to which the setting, if improved 
through any implemented management scheme would be 
compromised by the proposed wind farm is academic at this time.   
 
English Heritage are recognized as having an authoritive view in 
these matters and Officers consider having assessed all the 
relevant issues, that its view should be given significant weight in 
this instance.  

 
Historic Parks and Gardens 
 
Two Historic Parks and Gardens (HPGs) were identified within the 
500m study area. These are Hinwick Hall and Hinwick House. One was 
identified within the wider study area – Castle Ashby. Hinwick Hall and 
Hinwick House are Grade II listed and Castle Ashby is Grade I listed. 

 
The impact on these HPGs is discussed in the listed building section 
below due to the over lapping nature of the considerations. 

 
Sites of Archaeological Interest 

 
The application and supporting information in more detail the coverage 
of archaeology in the ES is thorough up to a point in that it identifies the 
known archaeological remains from the Historic Environmental Record 
(HER) in the area of search, although it does miss out some surviving 
areas of ridge and furrow earthworks. From this it rightly identifies that 
the impact on known archaeological sites and features is fairly small 
scale. However, the E.S. analysis of the archaeological context is 
rather limited in relation to as yet unidentified archaeological remains. 
Based on an examination of the wider context of the boulder clay 
plateau of north Bedfordshire one would expect there to be a significant 
density of later prehistoric and Roman occupation in this area; there 
are indications of this from the HER information from the area of 
search. There is also growing evidence for Saxon and medieval 
occupation outside the existing settlement pattern; these sites are often 
difficult to identify from surface indications. On this basis it is highly 
likely that the proposed development will have an impact on presently 
unknown archaeological remains of later prehistoric, Roman and 
medieval date. 

 
The nature and scale of the proposed development means that its 
impact on buried archaeological remains, whether known or as yet 
unidentified, will be fairly small scale and relatively localised. This is not 
considered to be an over riding constraint on the proposal provided that 
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adequate provision is made for the investigation and recording of 
remains that are affected. In order to secure this a condition will need 
to be attached to any permission. Although archaeological investigation 
is an adequate mitigation strategy for this development there is some 
concern that the detailed proposals contained in the ES are not 
adequate and this will need to be  addressed through the agreed 
programme of investigation should permission be granted. 

 
Summary: 
 
No harmful impacts on archaeological remains is likely although a 
condition to secure a programme of investigation is 
recommended should permission be granted.  

 
The size of turbine no 7 and its proximity to the SAM are material 
considerations and officers accept the expert opinion of English 
Heritage that it will be significant and harmful to the setting of the 
SAM. 

 
Listed Buildings 
 
Members will be aware that buildings are graded to show their relative 
architectural or historic interest: Grade I buildings are of exceptional 
interest; Grade II* are particularly important buildings of more than 
special interest and; Grade II are of special interest, warranting every 
effort to preserve them. 

 
The E.S. confirms that there are 29 listed buildings/structures, one 
grade I and two grade II*, within 500 metres of the site. In the wider 
setting, only 1 grade I listed building is identified as being within a 
possible zone of visual influence. Of the buildings referred to the 
following are considered as having likely or certain significant risks to 
their setting or structural/physical integrity:  

 
Hinwick Hall: 

 
The Hall and its garden entrance gates are both grade II* listed 
buildings and therefore represent very important historic assets. The 
gate piers at the site entrance are also grade II listed. Hinwick Hall sits 
in a small hollow North of the village with the land rising away from the 
buildings in a westerly and easterly direction. There is a substantial 
treed area between the house itself and the proposed development.  

 
English Heritage have commented that “the scale of the turbines and 
their proximity to these historic sites mean they would have a very 
dominant visual impact”. In respect of Hinwick Hall, there are concerns 
that there has been a lack of detailed analysis of the setting of the 
buildings and how the turbines will impact on the landscapes or the 
upper storeys of the house. 
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In judging the impact on the setting of the building reference is again 
made to English Heritage’s published advice “Wind Energy and the 
Historic Environment” (2005) and the six factors used to assess the 
setting or visual amenity of historic sites. 

 
With regard to the first factor, it says that turbines might be 
inappropriate where an historic feature (such as a hilltop monument or 
fortification, a church spire or a plantation belonging to a designed 
landscape) is the most visually dominant feature in the surrounding 
landscape. Although the building is substantial in footprint, it is not the 
most visually dominating building due to its height and its position in a 
hollow. Scale is the second factor and there is not considered to be any 
direct visual dominance of the turbines on the building and its curtilage 
due to the separation distances and intervening tree screening. The 
third criterion relates to intervisibility. Although there is a relationship 
between the Hinwick Hall and the grade I listed neighbouring property 
known as Hinwick House (they are of the same style and were built at 
a similar time), the location of the turbines do not interfere with this 
relationship.  The fourth factor concerns designed landscapes (such as 
historic parkland). This is possibly the most delicate issue. Whilst the 
existing treed area immediately fronting the building is not of historic 
significance, as English Heritage correctly point out, in allowing the 
proposal it would preclude any landscape restoration schemes in the 
future.  The fifth, relating to movement, noise and overshadowing, is 
applicable although limited to potential noise impacts. Due to distance, 
topography and separation any noise impact is unlikely. The sixth 
criterion relates to unaltered settings of historic sites which in this case 
has undergone some change both in terms of the newer extensions 
attached to the building, surrounding curtilage buildings, a new 
educational use and changes to the landscaped setting.  

 
Looking at the existing boundary of the HPG, we can see that the 
setting of the building is not what it once was, nor as it was originally 
intended – it would have been set in carefully set-out grounds and 
planting. However, this landscape has been altered by the growth of, 
seemingly, self-set trees and shrubs. It would be usual for the LPA to 
consider any development impacts, in this case historic setting, based 
on the status quo unless other circumstances indicated otherwise.  The 
weight to be attached to English Heritage’s objection that the turbines 
will have an adverse impact on the setting of Hinwick Hall if the 
landscape is restored at sometime in the future is diminished by the 
absence of any short or medium term plans for such landscape 
restoration scheme. In the circumstances, officers consider that it may 
be difficult to sustain an objection on these grounds.   The life span of 
the wind farm is expected to be 25 years at which time the turbines 
would be removed and the restoration of the historic landscape and 
setting of this building could then be reconsidered.  

 
 
 



Item 6(1) – page - 33 - 

Hinwick House: 
 

The House is a grade I listed building, signifying it is of considerable 
importance to the historic environment. It also contains five separately 
listed grade II buildings within its curtilage.  

 
Hinwick House appears to have a greater relationship to the proposed 
development than Hinwick Hall. It is closer and it has an obvious direct 
intervisibility with the turbines on its two primary elevations facing east 
and south. Lines of trees separate the front of the house and its 
grounds from considerable views of the proposed turbines.  

 
English Heritage objections are similar to those for Hinwick Hall 
referred to above. 

 
Using English Heritage’s guidance once again to assess the impact 
that the development will have on the setting of the building, the first 
factor considers visual domination. Like Hinwick Hall, the building is 
substantial in footprint. It is a prominent building in the landscape when 
approaching from the south from Hinwick and to a lesser degree from 
Podington due to the more significant tree screening. It was clearly built 
with the intention of being a significant building in the immediate locality 
although its significance has diminished over time due to the presence 
of significant tree cover to the primary elevation and the street trees. 
Scale is the second factor and there is not considered to be any direct 
visual dominance of the turbines on the building. However, the 
assessment on the wider setting of the building is difficult to judge 
without photographic montages or wireframes. Using a photomontage 
prepared by the Borough Council’s landscape consultant to illustrate 
the impact from a footpath in the settlement of Hinwick, one can only 
estimate the visual impact. Officers conclude that due to the scale and 
proximity of six of the turbines they would to varying degrees be seen 
from south facing positions within the grounds or the property itself and 
these views would be both significant and harmful. The third criterion 
relates to intervisibility. There is some visual relationship between the 
building and Hinwick hamlet although the turbines do not directly 
interfere with this relationship due to their location beyond the hamlet.  
The fourth factor concerns designed landscapes (such as historic 
parkland). Like Hinwick Hall, English Heritage point out that the existing 
treed area is not of historic significance and the presence of a ha-ha to 
the front of the house would have meant that there would have been 
views from the house looking out towards Airfield Farm. Once again, if 
the proposal were allowed it would preclude any landscape restoration 
schemes in the future.  The secondary elevation facing south appears 
to have the remains of a more traditional and open historic landscape. 
Here, the impact is more direct and partial views of 6 of the turbines 
would be likely from parts of the house and its grounds. The fifth, 
relating to movement, noise and overshadowing, is applicable although 
limited to potential noise impacts. Again, due to distance, topography 
and separation any noise impact is unlikely. The sixth criterion relates 
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to unaltered settings of historic sites and in this case the setting, with 
the exception of changes to the landscaping and tree growth as 
occurred at Hinwick Hall, has undergone little if any change retaining 
both the original curtilage buildings in their original condition and its 
residential use.  

 
As already stated in respect of Hinwick Hall, it would be usual for the 
LPA to consider any development impacts, in this case historic setting, 
based on the status quo unless other circumstances indicated 
otherwise.  Any weight to be attached to English Heritage’s objection 
that the turbines will have an adverse impact on the setting of Hinwick 
House if the landscape is restored at sometime in the future is 
diminished by the absence of any short or medium term plans for such 
landscape restoration scheme. However, given the presence of a 
more traditional and open landscape when viewed from the 
southern aspect of the site, officers have concluded that there is 
clearly a harmful impact on the setting of this Grade 1 listed 
building.  

 
Also, the same footpath referred to as a key viewing point for Hinwick 
Hall runs southwards to the west of Hinwick House and passes through 
historic landscape reinforced by historic buildings. It is likely that the 
turbines will be seen in this setting particularly when approaching the 
settlement of Hinwick from the north.   Such an impact would be 
harmful and unacceptable. 

 
Knapwell Farm: 
 
This is small farmstead, whose origins are medieval, located just south 
of Podington. It is mentioned here (although it is excluded from mention 
in the E.S.) because it, and its surrounding landscape, is important in 
historic landscape terms and views to the south would feature the 
proposed development. Using the six criteria it can be concluded that 
the farm is not visually dominant in the landscape; the scale will result 
in all the turbines being partially visible from the surrounding farm land; 
the building has no intervisibility with other historic structures in the 
south; vistas and sight lines are not affected; movement, sound or light 
effects are possible although are unlikely to be significant; whilst there 
have been some more modern buildings added to the farm the setting 
generally remains unaltered. The setting is considered to have been 
altered but to a minimal extent. In conclusion, it is considered that 
the setting of the farm would be preserved. 

 
Hinwick Bridge: 

 
Due to the more subservient scale of the bridge and its positioning 
between Hinwick Hall and House, there is not considered to be any 
adverse impact on its setting. However, there is clearly a real risk of 
impact damage to the bridge given that, unlike many of the other listed 
buildings, it is a structure that will be physically used by traffic during 
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the construction phase of the development. In this respect there are 
two issues to consider: the suitability of the bridge to take the weights 
of numerous long and heavy construction vehicles and (ii) whether the 
above ground elements of the bridge are at risk from physical damage. 
Firstly, the County Engineer has confirmed that as it is a short span 
bridge there should be no significant difficulties in terms of weight. The 
bridge has no current weight limit and therefore permits HGV's of 44 
tonnes and this is further mitigated by the fact that the front axles and 
rear axles of vehicles will not be on the bridge at the same time so this 
will in effect lessen the load on the bridge. As the HGV's delivering the 
turbine blades will be steerable at the rear axles as well there is 
unlikely to be any potential damage. Although it is anticipated that 
deliveries would be supervised by the County Engineer from a highway 
safety point of view, the historic integrity of the bridge will need to be 
protected also. A condition requiring any structural damage to the 
bridge to be made good following the completion of construction work 
would deal with this issue. Turning to the second issue, it is suggested 
that a condition is imposed to ensure that some impact protection is 
afforded to the bridge parapet walls during the period of construction.  

 
Hinwick: 
 
Although not a conservation area, Hinwick is a small hamlet consisting 
of 24 significant grade II listed buildings. Of those buildings, there are 
16 separate listings, and several of those remaining may be classed as 
curtilage-listed structures (for example the large barn north-west of 
Park Farm has been established as such in previous applications). 
Though not designated as a Conservation Area, the character of a 
significant proportion of the village is protected by virtue of the fact that 
any significant development will be required to preserve the setting of 
the listed buildings (see policy BE21, sections 16 and 66 of the 1990 
Act). In this case the general character of the listed buildings in the 
village is a harmonious collection of traditional rubble stone buildings, 
many with agricultural characteristics, in an open rural landscape.  The 
guidance (PPG15) may be interpreted such that any development 
having an effect on so small a village of such definite character, will 
have an effect on the setting of all the listed buildings within that village 
- the closest turbine will be some 700m away and at a height of 125m 
will be visible both in views across the village from distance as well as 
from some points within the settlement. What is clear is that certain 
listed buildings will be more greatly and harmfully affected than 
others – in particular those buildings on the eastern side of the 
village where the turbines will sit closest and be quite prominent 
in certain sight-lines due to their scale. In no particular order of 
magnitude, these are Quietways, Rose Cottage, Park Farm and 
numbers 1 - 4 Wheatsheaf Lane. 
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Castle Ashby: 
 
No adverse impact on the building or the listed historic park are 
likely due to intervening topography, landscape and distance from 
site (approximately 8 km). 

 
Summary 
 
Knapwell Farm, Hinwick Bridge and Castle Ashby will not be 
unduly adversely affected. However, Hinwick House and seven 
properties in Hinwick (Quietways, Rose Cottage, Park Farm and 
numbers 1 - 4 Wheatsheaf Lane) will be substantially adversely 
affected. 

 
The impact in respect of Hinwick Hall is more difficult to assess 
because of the lack of detailed analysis of the setting in the E.S., 
but the resultant harm is spelt out by English Heritage and it is 
therefore considered reasonable to accept their expert advice. 
 
Conservation Areas 

 
Podington village (including listed church): 
 
Podington conservation area occupies a large amount of the 
settlement. Both are characterised by the numerous listed buildings 
including the church, interspersed with other historic buildings that give 
the village a unique and valuable identity. The partial use of ironstone 
in some buildings separates it from most other villages in Bedford 
Borough. Many of the listed buildings seem to be set within the central 
body of the village, with some later residential development 
surrounding (unlike the listed buildings at Hinwick).  

 
Clearly the presence of wind turbines of such considerable scale will 
have some impact on the setting of the conservation area. The 
mitigating factor is that there are unlikely to be views of the turbines 
directly from within the conservation area. The turbines will be seen 
from the Wymington Road and thus they will have an impact on the 
setting of the conservation area and the church. However, these 
views are glimpsing and limited due to buildings, topography and 
landscape and on balance therefore officers conclude that the 
setting will be reasonably preserved.   

 
Harrold and Sharnbrook: 
 
Both these conservation areas lie at the core of large villages. Due to 
their size and the presence of more modern development at the outer 
edges, the historic areas are somewhat protected, for the most part, 
from a direct relationship with the proposed development. Both 
conservation areas look inward around their respective High Streets 
and secondary lanes etc.  
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Green/ wooded areas exist at the edge of each conservation area (the 
grounds of The Mansion in NW Harrold, and in Sharnbrook, the land 
East of the Upper School). However, from each of these areas it is 
likely that existing buildings and/or the distance from the 
proposed development will prevent harm to the setting of the 
conservation areas. 

 
Odell: 
 
Odell conservation area is not identified by the applicant in the ES. 
Odell differs from Harrold and Sharnbrook in that its conservation area 
occupies the majority of the village, having a direct relationship with the 
countryside beyond it. However, the topography between the 
conservation area and the proposed development should mean 
that there is little intervisibility. 

 
Farndish: 
 
Farndish is a small village with a predominance of traditional rubble-
stone properties. There are 8 listed buildings in the settlement with the 
Grade I listed Church of St Michael and All Saints being of particular 
interest. The closest turbine is some 3.5km from the village and, due 
both to the distance and general layout of the village (it is fairly 
enclosed with the land rising immediately to the north-east therefore 
giving limited views across the village towards the turbines). It is not 
considered that the proposed development would be harmful to the 
setting of the conservation area. As regards the Church, it is situated in 
a relatively enclosed part of the village, and its setting will be 
preserved. Grange Farm, which includes the Grade II listed farmhouse 
and dovecote, will, due to its position, have limited views of the 
development. However, due both to distance and topography, it is 
considered that the setting of the buildings will be preserved by 
the development. 

 
Wollaston and Grendon (within Wellingborough District Council’s area): 
 
Both have designated Conservation Areas and a further one is 
proposed at Easton Maudit. In the absence of any specific 
objections from Wellingborough District Council on conservation 
grounds, the impact on these Conservation Areas is not 
considered adverse.   
 
Summary 
 
None of the identified Conservation Areas will be harmfully 
affected by the proposal. 
 

4.4 Noise 
 
Key issues to be addressed: 



Item 6(1) – page - 38 - 

• Construction noise 
• Operational Noise 

 
The proposal is likely to generate a variety of noises which are likely to 
have an impact on the amenity of nearby villages and settlements, 
particularly the occupiers of residential properties, as well as on the 
wider environment generally. 
 
The EA sets out the correct noise policy issues relevant to the 
proposal. Once again, the proposal is assessed in terms of the noise (i) 
from short term construction activities (including decommissioning) and 
(ii) during the 25 year operational period of the wind farm. 
 
For the avoidance of doubt, the applicant carried out a background 
noise survey to obtain representative noise data from the nearest noise 
sensitive premises. These survey points were (i) Gereong (ii) Granary 
Farm (iii) Hinwick Dungee (iv) Tower House and (v) Walnut Cottage.  
These properties ranged between 560m and 840 m from the nearest 
turbine. Survey points (iii) and (iv) are all within the Airfield Farm site. 
 
A summary of the baseline background noise levels is set out below. 
Wind speeds during the measurement period were in the range 2 -16 
metres per second (force 1-7, near gale). The higher Dba levels are 
probably due to wind induced noise. 
 
Receptor  Quiet Daytime Night time Construction Hrs  

LA90dB  LA90dB  LAeqdB 
Gereong  21-59   19-61   30-82 
Granary Farm 22-54   21-55   35-78 
Hinwick Dungee 20-55   20-59   32-71 
Tower House  21-59   20-63   28-87 
Walnut Grove 25-57   19-62   34-70 
 
Figure N1 (above) 
 
Note:   
LA90 is the A weighted noise level exceeded for 90% of the specified measurement period. It is 
used to define background noise 
LAeq,T is the equivalent continuous sound level- the sound level of a notionally steady sound 
having the same energy as a fluctuating sound over a specified measurement period (T). 
LAeq,T is used to describe many types of noise and can be measured directly with an 
integrating sound level meter.  
 
The following table is from the Companion Guide to PPS22 and gives 
an indication of the noise generated by wind turbines compared with 
other everyday activities: 
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Source/Activity   Indication noise level dB(A) 
 
Threshold of pain    140 
Jet aircraft at 250m    105 
Pneumatic drill at 7m   95 
Truck at 30mph at 100m   65 
Busy general office     60 
Car at 40 mph at 100m   55 
Wind farm at 350m    35-45 
Quiet bedroom    20 
Rural night-time background  20-40 
Threshold of hearing   0 
 
Construction and decommissioning noise 
 
The possible impacts were summarised as being of a temporary nature 
and varied over the 12 month construction and decommissioning 
period. Main sources of noise will be construction operations on site 
and from the traffic delivering materials and turbine parts. Both sources 
of noise have potential to cause nuisance to residential premises on 
the site and those located on the local road network. The applicant 
proposes to mitigate noise impact by applying best practice (British 
Standard: 5228 “Noise and Vibration Control on Construction and 
Open Sites (1997)), well maintained plant and machinery, route 
restrictions for construction traffic and restricting the hours of operation 
of construction/deliveries. 
 
The comments made by the Borough Councils Environmental Health 
Officer (see appendix B) suggest that with the exception of the hours of 
operation, the measures should mitigate noise impacts during 
construction.  
 
There are a number of key phases of construction proposed during the 
concrete delivery period and when the turbines are transported to the 
site and these could have particular impacts on noise levels. With the 
exception of the few residential properties located off Airfield Road, the 
site is largely sited away from residential properties and it is therefore 
likely that any harm caused will be limited to noise from passing 
construction traffic. However, it is recommended that a condition 
requiring detailed reports assessing the likely on site noise levels at the 
nearest noise sensitive premises be submitted prior to the 
commencement of development.  
 
In relation the hours of operation, those proposed are considered to be 
contrary to advice given on other sensitive developments and the 
recommendation is that hours of construction be limited to 08.00 until 
18.00 Monday to Friday and 09.00 -13.00 Saturday with no work on 
Sundays or Bank Holidays.  
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Operational noise 
 
The Companion Guide (CG) to PPS22 clarifies that the report ‘The 
Assessment and Rating of Noise from Wind Farms’ (ETSU-R-97), 
describes the framework for the measurement of wind farm noise and 
gives indicative noise levels calculated to offer a reasonable degree of 
protection to wind farm neighbours, without unduly placing 
unreasonable restrictions on wind farm development.  
 
There has been some criticism by objectors to this wind farm that this 
methodology was devised for smaller turbines some ten years ago and 
is therefore out of date. PPS22, published in 2004, re-states that the 
ETSU-R-97 is the correct methodology for measuring noise from wind 
farms. 
 
In 2004 the DTI commissioned a report on claims that infrasound or 
low frequency noise (LFN) emitted by wind turbine generators (WTGs) 
were causing health effects. The report concluded that there is no 
evidence of health effects arising from infrasound or low frequency 
noise generated by wind turbines.  
 
In November 2006 the Department for Communities and Local 
Government (DCLG) wrote to all Local Planning Authorities and the 
Planning Inspectorate to confirm that the advice in PPS22 and its 
Companion Guide that ETSU-R-97 should be used for the assessment 
and rating of noise from wind farms should continue to be followed.  
 
The report noted that a phenomenon known as Amplified Modulation of 
Aerodynamic Noise (AM) was in some isolated circumstances 
occurring in ways not anticipated by ETSU-R-97. The report stated that 
concerns apparently relating to this phenomenon have been expressed 
in relation to only 5 out of 126 wind farms in the UK. Government has 
taken the view that more work is required to determine whether or not 
AM is an issue which may require attention in the context of the rating 
advice in ETSU. To assist with this work Government has brought 
together an advisory group (the NWG) drawn from acoustic experts, 
including former members of the Noise Working Group, to provide a 
peer review and guidance in the issue of AM. It is not within the terms 
of reference of the NWG to examine the assessment and rating advice 
in ETSU-R-97 beyond the issue of AM  
 
There are two distinct types of noise associated within a wind turbine. 
The mechanical noise produced by the gearbox and other parts of the 
drive train; and the AM produced by the passage of the blades through 
the air otherwise known as AM. 
 
A background survey was conducted to obtain representative noise 
data from the nearest noise sensitive premises (NSP) for comparison 
with predicted noise levels generated by the wind turbines using 
modelling. The results of this background survey is set out at Figure N1 
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General Issues and observations 
 
ETSU (Page 63) advises: 
 
    “The Noise Working Group has therefore concluded that in low noise 
environments the daytime level of the LA90,10min of the wind farm noise 
should be limited to an absolute level within the range of 35-40dB(A). 
We believe that limits within this range offer a reasonable degree of 
protection to wind farm neighbours without placing unreasonable 
restriction on wind farm development. The levels are low compared to 
some of the advisory documents reviewed and this is because of our 
concern to properly protect the external environment. 
As the night-time lower fixed limit is greater than the day-time limit, the 
night-time limit could become superfluous unless background noise 
levels are less during the night than during the quiet day-time periods. 
Where the local authority and the developer are in agreement that the 
background noise levels do not vary significantly ( see note 
below)between the quiet day-time periods and the night-time, then a 
single lower fixed limit of 35-40dB(A) can be imposed based upon 
background noise levels taken during quiet day-time periods and the 
night analysed together.” (LPA emphasis). 
 
The background measured levels are extremely low, during quiet day 
time periods 21—22 LA90 10min, night-time 19--21 LA90 10min.  
 
Careful study of the best fit curves E.S. (Vol 2  Figs 8.3i—8.3v) shows 
that the daytime and night-time background levels do not vary by more 
than a maximum of 5dBA .This is not considered to be” varying 
significantly “.      
 
Regarding night time noise, it is obvious that this is the most crucial 
issue from the receptors point of view. Wind farms are often built in 
rural locations where the background levels are extremely low. In this 
case, lower than 30dBA. ETSU-R-97 does not take account of this with 
its recommended criteria of 43dBA at night (external). Stating the 
obvious, it must be remembered, that the day time standards are 
based on the ability of noise to provoke complaints i.e. 5dBA above 
background is of marginal significance. The night time level is based on 
WHO recommended noise levels to preserve the restorative process of 
sleep. 
 
Although ETSU decided (P54) that it is not necessary to use a margin 
above background approach in such low noise environments, it still 
recommends a daytime limit of 35—40 LA90 10 min. It would, therefore, 
not seem unreasonable to apply a fixed limit of 37.5 LA90 10 min for 
“nearby” properties. “Nearby” shall be defined as within 1.5km of Wind 
Turbine Farm site boundary and would include the nearest settlements 
of Hinwick and Podington. 
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It can be seen from the above that the use of the lower limit i.e. 37.5 
LA90 10min will obviate the need for a different night time level. 
 
Calculations using data supplied and undertaken by the Borough 
Council’s Environmental Officer indicate that noise from the wind farm 
is unlikely to be heard (less than 23dBLA90) in the villages in excess of 
1.5km i.e.  Sharnbrook and Wymington and Odell. 
 
Gearbox noise 
 
The potential for gearbox noise can be mitigated by using Direct Drive 
Machines. These are the latest design concept in turbine technology. 
Direct drive turbines are therefore much quieter than gearbox 
machines, they do not cause mechanical or tonal noise (one of these 
Swaffham, Norfolk installed September 1999).This will not deal with 
aerodynamic modulation noise which is discussed below.  It is 
essential that any Planning Permission granted requires that only 
Direct Drive machines are permitted for use. 
 
Amplified Modulation of Aerodynamic Noise 
 
In recent years considerable thought/discussion/research has been 
given to “Blade Swish” or as sometimes manifested “Blade Thump”, 
known technically as Amplified Modulation of Aerodynamic Noise. 
(A.M.) 
 
A recent Noise Working Group has been established to provide clear 
technical advice and guidance on the issue surrounding A.M. Its aim is 
to give clear guidance to Local Authorities and inspectors when 
considering Wind Farm applications. 
 
In this case, low frequency noise is of general concern. It is well 
established and beyond all reasonable doubt that low frequency noise 
can travel considerable distances. To accurately predict these 
distances in all weather conditions and wind directions is an impossible 
task. The provision of a Noise Reduction Management Scheme 
(NRMS) would address this potential noise problem. This is a computer 
programme designed to switch off individual turbines according to wind 
speeds and directions in order to reduce noise levels. This would 
enable unforeseen or unpredictable problems associated with AM to be 
mitigated or controlled. (E.S. discusses NRMS at P169 8.9.8. Volume 
1). 
 
The findings demonstrated that all the sites monitored would comply 
with the guidance within the ETSU-R-97 document.  
 
Other noise issues 
 
Details of the site compound and control building indicated on the site 
layout plan have not been specified in terms of plant emitting noise that 
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may affect noise sensitive premises on and nearby to Airfield Farm. 
Plant being installed and prediction of noise levels emitted from any 
transformers and cooling fans should be controlled by a condition. 

Mitigation 
 

The Borough Council’s Environmental health officer has suggested the 
following conditions be included in any permission to mitigate any 
potential for noise nuisance:  

 
• Noise from the wind farm when measured at all nearby 

noise sensitive properties (including financially involved 
properties) shall not exceed 37.5LA90 10min free field during 
any 24 hour period, and when the wind speed at such 
properties does not exceed 10m/s (ETSU pg53)10m 
height.  “Nearby” shall be defined as within 1.5km of Wind 
Turbine Farm site boundary. 

 
• All turbines shall be Direct Drive machines. 

 
• Before the development hereby permitted is commenced, 

details of a Noise Management Reduction System NMRS 
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. The development shall be thereafter 
implemented in accordance with the approved details and 
maintained in a condition to the satisfaction of the Local 
Planning Authority.  

 
• During the first 12 months of the operation of the windfarm, 

a noise monitoring programme be instigated. Details and 
findings of the programme shall be submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

 
• Before the development hereby permitted is commenced, 

full details of proposed method of and construction of the 
site compound and control building indicated on the site 
layout plan and shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. Also, details of 
plant being installed and the predicted noise levels emitted 
from any transformers and cooling fans should be 
submitted and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. The development shall thereafter be carried out 
in complete accordance with the approved details. 

 
Summary 

 
Advice for assessing noise impacts from wind farms is set out in 
PPS22 and PPG24. This confirms that the methodology to be used 
is ETSU-R-97. Although the methodology was adopted ten years 
ago, in November 2006 the Department for Communities and 
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Local Government (DCLG) confirmed that the advice in PPS22 and 
its Companion Guide that ETSU-R-97 should be used for the 
assessment and rating of noise from wind farms should continue 
to be followed. Officers can confirm that this approach has been 
followed in the E.S. and the findings have been checked by the 
Borough Environmental Health Officer. Whilst increased noise 
levels are likely at the nearest noise sensitive premises, these 
levels are within the ETSU-R-97 guidelines.  

 
Noise impacts from both construction and operational activities 
are likely. However, conditions to mitigate these impacts as set 
out above are thought an appropriate and adequate form of 
control. 

 
 4.5 Ecology and Nature Conservation 
 

Key issues to be addressed: 
 

• Impact of species/fauna 
• Impact on habitats 

 
The proposal has the potential to have impacts on ecology and nature 
conservation both on the site and on adjacent land. The presence of 
protected species and habitats is a material consideration when 
considering a development proposal. To enable assessment of 
possible impacts, identify mitigation measures and predict residual 
effects, the E.S. includes details of a number of habitat and species 
surveys. 

 
These surveys reveal the presence of a number of protected species 
including badgers, bats, water voles, great crested newts, reptiles and 
birds and national and local habitats such as Sites of Special Scientific 
Interest (SSSI), Potential Special Protection Areas (pSPAs), local 
nature reserves, regionally important Geological Sites and County 
Wildlife Sites all in or close to the site (within 2km). Advice on nationally 
protected species and designated habitats are the responsibility of 
‘Natural England (formerly English Nature, the Countryside Agency and 
the Rural Development Service). Locally designated sites are the 
responsibility of the Wildlife Trust for Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire, 
Northamptonshire and Peterborough. 

 
The E.S. confirms that the construction works is likely to result in the 
small loss of agricultural land with negligible impacts on habitat and 
nature conservation. Due to the overlapping nature of impacts during 
the construction and operational periods, these are explained together 
below. 
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Habitats: 
 
The majority of the site consists of arable land although there are areas 
of broad leaved woodland, improved grassland, scrub, hedgerows with 
standard trees, a number of watercourses and ponds. 

 
The E.S. identifies two nationally important assets both SSSIs – Odell 
Great Wood and Dungee Corner Meadow near to the site that could 
potentially be affected. The proposal has been designed to ensure that 
there will be no direct impact on these protected sites. Following 
consultation with Natural England, the range of on site mitigation 
measures suggested in the E.S. will ensure that there is negligible 
impact on these designations and can be dealt with by condition 
requiring the contractor to provide method statements. In addition to 
the above two sites, Natural England identified an additional SSSI site 
outside the search area at upper Nene Valley Gravel pits that may 
affect wintering birds. Following discussions between Natural England 
and the applicant’s agent, Natural England have confirmed that this 
designation will not be compromised and is satisfied that the issue has 
been fully considered.  

 
There are some locally designated County Wildlife sites and local 
nature reserves which maybe affected by the proposal. These are 
Great Hayes Wood, Colmworth Thicket, Berwick Wood, Louse Acre 
Wood, Yelnow Plantation, Little Catsey Wood, Forty Acre Wood, 
Cockle Spinney, Park Wood, Odell and Harrold Country Park and 
Dungee Woods.  It can be confirmed that the proposal does not involve 
any development on any of these sites. The Wildlife Trust has 
confirmed that the range of on site mitigation measures identified 
in the E.S. will ensure that there is negligible impact on these 
designations. This could be dealt with by condition and would 
require the contractor to provide method statements. 

 
Fauna: 

 
Badgers  
 
Work undertaken is acceptable although mitigation should be subject of 
a suitably worded condition. 

  
Water Voles 
 
Work undertaken is acceptable although mitigation should be subject of 
a suitably worded condition. 
 
Birds 
 
The ecological assessment report did not take account of any use of 
the site by migratory or wintering birds. Further information was 



Item 6(1) – page - 46 - 

submitted. The main risk identified is one of collision causing death of 
birds, but this has been assessed as low risk. 

 
Bats 
 
Further survey work needs to be undertaken to collect baseline 
information during the spring and summer months. This survey and its 
results are not required prior to deciding the planning application but 
should be undertaken prior to any construction. There should be a 
condition to ensure that this is undertaken. 
 
Great Crested Newts 
 
Work undertaken is acceptable although mitigation should be subject of 
a suitably worded condition. 
 
Reptiles 
 
Work undertaken is acceptable although mitigation should be subject of 
a suitably worded condition. 
 
Other issues: 
 
Further monitoring work is required to enable baseline appraisal data to 
be collected to enable the long term impacts of wind farm proposals to 
be monitored. 
 
Summary: 
 
Ecology and nature impacts from both construction and 
operational activities are likely. However, conditions to mitigate 
these impacts through additional pre-development and post 
development phases are thought an appropriate and adequate 
form of control: 

 
• Bird monitoring scheme  
• Bat monitoring scheme 
• Water Vole and badger surveys 
• Habitat and fauna mitigation measures and plans 
• Ecological Enhancement Plan 
 

4.6 Traffic and Transportation 
 

Key issue to be addressed: 
 
• Construction traffic and associated impacts 

 
The proposal will generate additional traffic to the locality and this has 
the potential to affect aspects of the local transportation network. This 
is considered by the applicant in Chapter 10 of the E.S. 
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The E.S. sets out the correct traffic and transportation issues relevant 
to the proposal using a recognised methodology to assess impacts – 
Institute Of Environmental Management and Assessment (IEMA) 
‘Guidelines for the Environmental Assessment of Road Traffic’. The 
applicant clarifies that the primary transportation impacts will occur 
during the construction phases of the development. The impacts on 
traffic and transportation during the operational period of the wind farm 
is not considered as they are likely to be very minimal. This is 
confirmed in the CG of PPS22  which states that “Once turbines are in 
operation, traffic movements to and from the site will be very light, 
probably averaging two visits a month by a light commercial vehicle or 
car” (pg179). The County Engineer (Bedfordshire) is in agreement with 
this view as are your officers.   

 
The potential for drivers to be distracted by the turbines and therefore 
constitute a safety hazard is not founded. The CG to PPS22 confirms 
that drivers are faced with a number of different distractions whilst 
driving and wind turbines should not be treated any differently. It 
concludes “there are now a large number of wind farms adjoining or 
close to road networks and there has been no history of accidents at 
any of them” 

 
The decommissioning impacts are not considered in the E.S. as the 
baseline data against which any changes are considered, will be out of 
date at the end of the 25 year life span of the wind farm. Your Officers 
are of the opinion that the impact from decommissioning on traffic and 
transportation at the end of the 25 year life span of the wind farm can 
be dealt with by condition.  

 
The E.S. confirms that Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs), will be required 
for the delivery of materials for access tracks, hard standings, turning 
areas, geotextile surfaces, cabling and trech sand, concrete and 
reinforced steel, base rings, mobile crane delivery and removal, turbine 
delivery. The applicant’s anticipated distribution of two way trips would 
be as follows: 

 
Month1 - 558, month 2 - 452, month 3 - 450, month 4 - 438, month 5 - 
842, month 6 - 902, month 7 - 546, month 8 - 98, month 9 - 140.  

 
The E.S. identifies a route for HGV construction vehicles as being A45, 
A509, B570, B569 and the minor road to Hinwick from the B569. The 
majority of the roads lie within Northamptonshire County. However, 
Bedfordshire County Council Engineers have confirmed that 
construction traffic impacts have been the subject of numerous pre-
application discussions between themselves, Northamptonshire County 
Council and the Highways Agency. Of the policies contained in 
Northamptonshire’s Local Transport Plan, the rural strategy confirms 
that traffic management programmes should be considered to reduce 
traffic speeds, traffic noise and the risk of accidents. The applicant 
confirms that the Northampton County Council would favour the use of 
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such TMP to control routing and timings of deliveries to mitigate the 
aforementioned impacts. This approach is considered acceptable 
from the highways authorities.  

 
The E.S states that the A45 already has high traffic flows. The more 
minor roads A509, B570 and B569 are not known to have any 
elements which would restrict additional regular sized HGVs. Officers 
would advise that the existing industrial and business uses at Airfield 
farm already attract HGV vehicles on a regular basis. The route is not 
considered to be ‘sensitive’ as defined under the Institute of 
Environmental Management and Assessment (IEMA). Hinwick Hall is 
home to a college for young people with disabilities and special needs. 
Although this site is on the preferred construction vehicle route, 
Officers consider that the potential for impacts on visitors/pupils are 
limited due to enclosed nature of the grounds and the low level of 
pupils likely to be arriving on foot or bicycle.  

 
The E.S confirms that the actual delivery of the parts of the turbines is 
likely to result in a number of abnormal HGV loads. The County 
Engineer has confirmed that this will necessitate some limited works to 
the highway – removal of street signage and infrastructure at 
roundabouts and removal of some grass verges. Details of these works 
and any reinstatement measures are matters that can be dealt with by 
condition. The applicant suggests that police escorts and the timing of 
abnormal loads within quiet periods would mitigate any adverse impact. 
Any road diversions or closures required to facilitate abnormal loads 
are likely to occur in months 5, 7 and 8. Officers suggest that these 
matters could be dealt with by imposing a condition requiring a 
Traffic Management Plan. 

 
In the absence of any traffic count data for the minor roads (A509, 
B570 and B569), the E.S. has assumed that traffic increases will be 
significant. Similarly the applicant has confirmed that no personal injury 
accident data has been collected. Bedfordshire County Council 
Engineer has confirmed that in the last 3 years there have been 5 
accidents on the road leading from Wollaston to Hinwick. 

 
The E.S. has confirmed that the number of construction workers 
employed at the site is likely to vary between 30 and 50 per day and 
due to the variety of locations they will travel from and the fact that they 
will travel outside peak times, impact on the locality is likely to be 
minimal. 

 
The applicant identifies four key traffic and transportation effects: (i) 
disturbance and delays due to highway improvement works (ii) 
disturbance due to timing and routing of abnormal loads (iii) 
disturbance due to concrete deliveries (iv) delays on nearby roads and 
junctions. Officers suggest that a traffic management plan is required 
by condition to deal with issues (i) (ii) and (iv). Issue (iii) relates to 9 
days on which concrete will be poured. These 9 days will be spread 



Item 6(1) – page - 49 - 

equally over a 3 month period which effectively means that in any 
month there will be 3 days when there is likely to be noticeable 
increase in volume of construction traffic. Officers do not consider this 
unreasonable. 

 
The Highways Agency have directed that if permission be granted a 
condition be included requiring their agreement to any temporary works 
needed to facilitate the delivery if the turbines or construction goods. 

 
Summary 

 
Traffic and transportation impacts are primarily during the 
construction and decommissioning phases are likely. However, 
conditions covering the following issues should mitigate these 
impacts and are thought an appropriate and adequate form of 
control: 

 
• Off site highway works to be agreed with Highways 

Agency and County Engineer 
• Junction details to be submitted and agreed 
• Traffic Management Plan 
• Vehicular surface areas to be agreed 
• Wheel cleaning facility to be provided 

 
Advisory note to applicant: 

 
An agreement under Section 278 under the Highways Act will be 
required.  

 
4.7 Hydrology and Hydrogeology 
 

Key issues to be addressed: 
 

• Impacts on hydrology 
• Impacts on hydrogeology 

 
This element of the report concerns itself with the impact that the 
development potentially will have on underground water resources 
(hydrology) and particularly on ground water (hydrogeology). 

 
For the avoidance of doubt the site is not within a floodplain. The E.S. 
clarifies that water run off rates from the development are therefore 
likely to have no obvious impact on flood risk. 
 
The E.S. deals with a number of specific constraints – impact on 
surface hydrology, geology, soils and land use, groundwater, water 
quality and abstractions and discharges. The applicant identifies nine 
private water extractions on or within 2km of the site. Due to the 
presence of a number of water courses, and field drains on and near 
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the site and the underlying Major Aquifer the applicant concludes that 
the local environment is water sensitive. 

 
The E.S. confirms that the access road construction and watercourse 
crossings, electric cable laying, the wind turbine and crane pad 
construction, the control building and contractors temporary 
construction compound are all likely to have impacts during the 
construction period. A variety of controls and management measures 
are identified in the E.S. to mitigate any adverse impacts. During the 
operation of the wind farm, the impacts are less although the access 
roads and watercourse crossings will retain the mitigation measures 
undertaken during the construction period.  

 
As can be seen at Appendix B, the Environment Agency have no 
objections in principle to the proposal subject to two conditions. On the 
basis of their response, Officers are content that the applicant has 
adequately addressed hydrology and hydrogeology matters. An 
additional condition requiring the mitigation measures and 
environmental controls cited in the E.S. to be implemented would be 
necessary. 

 
Summary 

 
Impacts on hydrology and hydrogeology from both construction 
and operational activities are likely. However, conditions covering 
the following areas are thought to mitigate these impacts and are 
considered an appropriate and adequate form of control. 

 
• Pollution control plan 
• Control and storage of oil and chemicals in bunded 

areas 
• Surface water drainage 

 
4.8 Existing Infrastructure, Telecommunications, Television, Aviation 

Safety and Shadow Flicker 
 

Key issues to be addressed: 
 

• Impact on telecommunication systems 
• Television signal impact 
• Aviation safety 
• Military aviation safety 
• Shadow Flicker 
• Infrastructure safety 

 
This part of the report concerns itself with the potential impacts the 
proposal is likely to have on existing infrastructure consisting of utility 
structures and services, telecommunications, television, aviation safety 
and shadow flicker. The turbines due to their size have the ability to 
interfere with electromagnetic signals particularly television and radar. 
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The CG to PPS22 confirms that ‘provided careful attention is paid to 
siting, wind turbines should not cause any significant problems of 
electromagnetic interference’ 

 
Officers are content that the E.S. has considered all relevant potential 
impacts. These are discussed in more detail below. 

 
Telecommunications systems including public services 

 
Consultations were carried out with a number of organisations 
including Ofcom (Office of Communication), British Telecom, Arqiva, 
CSS Spectrum Management Services (water industry radio operator), 
Joint Radio Company (energy industry radio operator). A summary of 
comments can be found at Appendix B.  

 
BT, CSS Spectrum and the Joint Radio Company have raised 
objections to the proposal due to likely interference on 
telecommunication networks. However, these impacts can be 
mitigated by condition at the expense of the applicant.  

 
Television 
 
As with any electrical machine, wind turbines can cause interference to 
television and radio reception. However, the CG of PPS22 confirms 
(pg174) that ‘most wind turbines and their components comply with the 
European Commission Directive on Electromagnetic Compatibility and 
the turbine should not give rise to any unusual problems’. The applicant 
confirms that pre-application consultations with organisations raised no 
specific concerns. Television and radio infrastructure providers to the 
broadcasting industry, Arqiva and National Grid Wireless, have 
confirmed that they have no concerns. However, it is normal practice to 
include a condition requiring the applicant to mitigate any interference 
once the wind farm is in operation. 

 
Aviation safety 

 
The CG to PPS22 (pg 181) clarifies that there are two potential 
adverse impacts on air traffic safety – risk of collision with low flying 
aircraft and impact on radar systems. The Civil Aviation Authority, 
National Air Traffic Control, Cranfield Airport and the owner of an 
unlicensed but promulgated aerodrome at Tower Farm, Wollaston were 
all consulted on the proposal. None of the aforementioned consultees 
raised objections to the proposal. Cranfield Airport initially objected to 
the application although they have since confirmed that they would 
withdraw their objection if the applicant provided a plan illustrating the 
location of the turbines. A small unlicensed grass airstrip close to 
turbine 8 used by a flying club is identified in the E.S. The E.S. 
concludes that following consultation with the club the turbines are 
unlikely to significantly affect flight safety. Due to the scale and informal 
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use of this airstrip, Officers do not consider the proposal to 
adversely affect the use of the airstrip.   

 
Military aviation safety 

 
Defence Estates raised no objection to the application although in the 
event of planning permission being granted they have requested that 
they are advised of construction periods, maximum height of 
construction equipment, if the turbines will be lit and the latitude and 
longitude of every turbine. This matter can be dealt with by 
condition in the event of permission being granted. 

 
Shadow Flicker 

 
Using the advice set out in the CG to PPS22, the applicant identifies 
six properties as potentially being affected by shadow flicker. These 
are Granary Farm, Dungee Bungalow, nearest house in Hinwick, 
Gorerong Farm, Hinwick Dungee and Tower House. The latter two 
have a financial interest in the site. Potential impacts would last 
between 23 to 37 hours per year. The conclusions confirm that the 
potential for shadow flicker to become a major source of nuisance is 
limited. However, the applicant agrees that in the event of shadow 
flicker becoming a problem, then the relevant turbines can be shut 
down when flickering effects are most likely. Officers are content that 
this approach is both reasonable and acceptable to mitigate any 
impacts and can be controlled by condition. 
 
Infrastructure safety 

 
The applicant identifies a number of minor safety issues likely to occur 
during the construction period. These will be mitigated by standard site 
management practices. Any potential threat to health and safety from 
the wind farm is unlikely. The CG to PPS22 (page 171) confirms that 
“properly designed and maintained wind turbines are a safe 
technology”. In respect of the possible health and safety impacts from 
blade icing, the CG states “the build up of ice on turbine blades is 
unlikely to present problems on the majority of sites in England. For ice 
to build up on wind turbines particular weather conditions are required, 
that in England occur for less than one day per year” (page 178). 

 
Summary 

 
The proposal has potential to cause adverse impacts on television 
and telecommunications reception primarily during the operation 
of the development. However, these can be mitigated by 
condition. Aviation safety is not compromised by the 
development. Possible health impacts from shadow flicker are not 
proven. Conditions covering the following areas should mitigate 
these impacts and are thought an appropriate and adequate form 
of control. 
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• Telecommunications systems interference 
• Television interference  
• Shadow flicker 
• Construction notice to Defence Estates 
 

5.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

As is frequently the case with large scale developments, the planning 
policy context against which this proposal has to be assessed and 
measured includes a range of policies which are not decisive. Also, the 
large scale nature of wind farm developments means that rarely is it 
possible to reconcile all the constraints that a developer is faced with. 
The proposal therefore needs to be determined on the basis of the 
weight to be attached to the competing issues and the variety of 
constraints within the national, regional and local policy framework. 

 
National and regional policies emphasise the need to reduce the 
emissions of greenhouse gases and thereby reduce the potential for 
the environment to be affected by climate change. They also recognise 
the wider benefits of renewable energy projects regardless of their 
scale, stating that these are material considerations which should be 
given significant weight when determining applications for renewable 
energy. In relation to wind as an energy resource, there is no doubt 
about its technical feasibility.  Due to technical advances, it is also now 
viable across UK.  

 
The 2010 regional target for renewable energy generation of 14% 
indicates that at least 4.5% (or 5.9% using the latest available 
electricity consumption statistics) has been achieved to date. However, 
this leaves a regional short fall of between 8.1 and 9.5%.  

 
In considering the detailed issues of the scheme, officers have 
concluded that adverse impacts to noise, ecology and nature 
conservation, traffic and transportation, hydrology and hydrogeology, 
existing infrastructure, telecommunications, television, aviation safety 
and shadow flicker issues can all be reasonably mitigated by 
conditions. 

 
However, officers conclude that the proposal will cause significant 
harmful and adverse impacts to the landscape character, visual 
amenity and recreational value of the rural area and cultural heritage 
which cannot be reasonably mitigated.  

 
Commercial wind energy developments by their very nature are highly 
visible and therefore often cause an inevitable significant change to the 
landscape and visual / recreational amenity. The topography of the 
area around this site is such that the landscape impacts will be less 
significant in more distant surrounding locations but significant locally.  
The localised impact of the turbines would be conspicuous and out of 
place due to their scale and location within or with their proximity to the 
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Wooded Wolds Landscape and they are therefore considered harmful 
to its small scale landscape and character. 

 
In assessing the impact on visual amenity, officers conclude that the 
proximity and height of the turbines are likely to be so dominant and 
obvious that they would render the enjoyment and living conditions of a 
number of nearby residential properties unsatisfactory. The scale, 
number and location of the turbines are also likely to have a harmful 
impact on the users of a number of footways and bridleways.  

 
The site is located close to a number of nationally and locally protected 
heritage assets. The impact on Hinwick Hall, Hinwick House and the 
Scheduled Ancient Monument are identified to be significant and 
harmful.  Similarly, the proximity and scale of the turbines to the 
settlement of Hinwick will have a harmful impact on the collective 
historic setting of listed properties in the settlement.  

 
Neither the regional shortfall in meeting the target for energy 
generation from renewable resources, or the proximity of the target 
date are considered to be factors of such compelling importance that 
the cumulative harmful impacts identified should be subservient to 
them. Officers conclude that these cumulative adverse impacts that 
cannot be reasonably addressed by mitigation are so significant that 
they outweigh the benefits of renewable energy generation as 
advocated by national/regional policy. 

 
6.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

REFUSE for the following reasons: 
 

1. In the opinion of the Local Planning Authority the scale and 
number of turbines will be conspicuous and out of place in 
the rural landscape and would result in a significant harmful 
impact on landscape character (Wooded Wolds LCA and 
the Clay Tributaries LCAs) and the Area of Great 
Landscape Value. The proposal would therefore be 
contrary to Bedfordshire Structure Plan policies 1, 7, 8, 13, 
18, 70, Bedford Borough Local Plan policies BE6, BE7, 
NE14, BE21, BE26 and policies CP2, CP13, CP24 and 
CP25 contained in the Bedford Borough Core Strategy and 
Rural Issues Plan (Submission Version July 2006). 

 
2. In the opinion of the Local Planning Authority the scale, 

number of turbines and their proximity to residential 
properties would result in an unacceptable and significant 
harmful impact on the living conditions of the nearby 
residential properties. The proposal would therefore be 
contrary to Borough Local Plan policy BE30 and policy CP2 
contained in the Bedford Borough Core Strategy and Rural 
Issues Plan (Submission Version July 2006). 
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3. In the opinion of the Local Planning Authority the scale, 
number of turbines and their proximity to public footpaths, 
bridleways and Public rights of way would result in an 
unacceptable and significant harmful impact on the users of 
these networks reducing their value as a recreational asset 
and their function to provide enjoyable access to the 
countryside. The proposal would therefore be contrary to 
Bedfordshire Structure Plan policies 30 and 70, Bedford 
Borough Local Plan policies BE30 and LR10.  

 
4. In the opinion of the Local Planning Authority the proximity, 

scale and number of turbines will result in significant 
harmful impact on the setting of listed buildings known as 
Hinwick Hall, Hinwick House and listed Quietways, Rose 
Cottage, Park Farm and numbers 1 - 4 Wheatsheaf Lane). 
The proposal will also have an adverse impact on the 
setting and appearance of the historic park and garden at 
Hinwick House. The proposal would therefore be contrary 
to Bedfordshire Structure Plan policy 13 Bedford Borough 
Local Plan policies BE21 and BE26 and policies CP24 
contained in the Bedford Borough Core Strategy and Rural 
Issues Plan (Submission Version July 2006). 

 
5. The proximity, scale and number of turbines with particular 

reference to turbine 7 will result in a significant harmful 
impact on the setting of the schedule ancient monument 
known as Wold Moated Enclosure.  The proposal would 
therefore be contrary to Bedfordshire Structure Plan policy 
13 Bedford Borough Local Plan policies BE23, BE24, BE25 
and policies CP24 contained in the Bedford Borough Core 
Strategy and Rural Issues Plan (Submission Version July 
2006). 

 
Background Papers:   Those representations received in 
     response to consultations 
      
Previous Relevant Minutes: None 
 
File Reference No:   05/02589/FUL 
 
Contact Officers:   David Bailey  ext 2720 
     dbailey@bedford.gov.uk  
 

  Paul Rowland ext 2721 
  prowland@bedford.gov.uk 
 
  Peter Bull ext 2856 
  pbull@bedford.gov.uk   
 

P2425 
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Appendix A – Planning Policies 
 
National  
 
Energy White Paper – Our Energy Futures 2003 
This document sets out the Governments position on energy production 
which forms the backbone to Planning Policy. The Paper identified three 
guiding principles which should be the basis of other policies:- 
 

• The need to address climate change 
• Security of energy supply 
• Affordability and effective market for energy 

 
This follows on the back of the Government’s commitment to reduce CO2 
emissions by 60% by 2050. This would be achieved by seeking 10% of all 
electricity production from renewables by 2010, 15% by 2015 and 20% by 
2020. Under other legislation, electricity suppliers are required to provide 
10% of their electricity from renewables by 2010. 
 
The Department of Trade and Industry (DTI) published an energy review 
in July 2006 entitled ‘The Energy Challenge’. The review restates the 
commitment to generate 20% of the country’s electricity from renewable 
resources by 2020 and ‘confirms the need for renewable projects, of all 
sizes, to meet our climate change ambitions’ (143). Annex ‘D’ of the 
review acknowledges that renewable projects do not always convey any 
particular local benefits but provide ‘crucial national benefits’ particularly 
reduced emissions and more diverse energy supplies and that this is a 
material consideration which should be given significant weight when 
considering renewable energy proposals (205). 
 
National Planning Policy Guidance and Statements –  
 
PPS1 (Delivering Sustainable Development) – aims to facilitate and 
promote sustainable and inclusive patterns of urban and rural   
development. It confirms that the Government is committed to protecting 
and enhancing the quality of the natural and historic environment, in both 
urban and rural areas. It also aims to ensure that everyone has the 
opportunity of a decent home. 
 
Draft PPS1 supplement - Planning and Climate Change – sets out how 
spatial planning, in providing for new homes, jobs and infrastructure 
needed by communities, should contribute to reducing emissions and 
stabilising climate change (mitigation) and take into account the 
unavoidable consequences (adaptation).  
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PPS7 (Sustainable Development and Rural Areas) – aims to promote 
more sustainable patterns of development by protecting the countryside 
for the sake of its intrinsic character and beauty, the diversity of its 
landscape, heritage and wildlife, the wealth of its natural resources and so 
it may be enjoyed by all [para 1 (iv)]. It advises that, in determining 
planning applications, authorities should provide for the sensitive 
exploitation of renewable energy sources in accordance with the policies 
set out in PPS22 - ‘Renewable Energy’. 
 
PPG8 (Telecommunications) –This Planning Policy Guidance Note gives 
guidance on planning for telecommunications development including the 
control of radio and television interference. This will be a material 
consideration when assessing applications for tall structures. 
 
PPS9 (Bio-diversity and Geological Conservation) - sets out planning 
policies on protection of biodiversity and geological conservation through 
the planning system and the Government’s vision for conserving and 
enhancing biological diversity in England, together with a programme of 
work to achieve it. It includes the broad aim that planning, construction, 
development and regeneration should have minimal impacts on 
biodiversity and enhance it wherever possible. 
 
PPG15 (Planning and the Historic Environment) - provides a full statement 
of Government policies for the identification and protection of historic 
buildings, conservation areas, including their settings and other elements 
of the historic environment which should be valued and protected for their 
own sake, as a central part of our cultural heritage and our sense of 
national identity. Also, English Heritage as the Government’s adviser on 
the historic environement have published (October 2005) guidance 
entitled ‘Wind Energy and the Historic Environment’  to help developers 
and local planning authority planners. 

PPG16 (Archaeology and Planning) - sets out the Government’s policy on 
archaeological remains on land, and how they should be preserved or 
recorded both in an urban setting and in the countryside. This includes the 
protection and setting of Scheduled Ancient Monuments (SAMS). 
 
PPG24 (Planning and Noise) - this gives guidance on the use of planning 
powers to minimise the adverse impact of noise including considerations 
to be taken into account in determining planning applications both for 
noise-sensitive developments and for those activities which will generate 
noise; introduces the concept of noise exposure categories for residential 
development, encourages their use and recommends appropriate levels 
for exposure to different sources of noise; and advises on the use of 
conditions to minimise the impact of noise. 
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PPS22 (Renewable Energy) – aims to increase the development of 
renewable energy resources. The key principles are identified as: 
 

• Renewable energy developments should be capable of 
being accommodated throughout England in locations where 
the technology is viable and environmental, economic and 
social impacts can be addressed satisfactorily. 

 
• The wider environmental and economic benefits of all 

proposals for renewable energy projects, whatever their 
scale, are material considerations that should be given 
significant weight in determining whether proposals should 
be granted planning permission. 

 
• Small scale projects can provide a limited but valuable 

contribution to overall outputs of renewable energy and to 
meeting energy needs both locally and nationally. Planning 
authorities should not therefore reject planning applications 
simply because the level of output is small. 

 
• Development proposals should demonstrate any 

environmental, economic and social benefits as well as how 
any environmental and social impacts have been minimised 
through careful consideration of location, scale, design and 
other measures. 

 
The Companion Guide to PPS22 identified the key issues in determining 
planning applications. At para 5.10 the guide advises local planning 
authorities to come to an objective view on: 
 

• The extent to which the project is in conformity with the 
development plan. 

 
• The extent to which the reasons for any area based 

designations maybe compromised. 
 

• The extent of any positive or negative impacts, and the 
means by which they may be mitigated, if negative; and 

 
• The contribution towards meeting the regional target, but 

recognising that a small contribution cannot be in itself a 
reason for refusal of permission. 
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The Development Plan 
 
The development plan for Bedford Borough is made up of the following 
documents: 
 

• The regional spatial strategy, which currently is the Regional 
Planning Guidance for the South-East (RPG9), March 2001, 
as revised by the Milton Keynes and South Midlands Sub-
Regional Strategy, March 2005.  RPG9 is in the process of 
being replaced by the East of England Plan (RSS14) which 
is expected to be finally issued this summer.    

 
• The Bedfordshire Structure Plan 2011, March 1997 and  

 
• The Bedford Borough Local Plan, October 2002.  

 
The Bedford Borough Core Strategy and Rural Issues Plan (Submission 
Version), July 2006 has not been the subject of public examination to date 
and therefore does not carry full weight in the determination process. It is 
nevertheless a material consideration. 
 
Regional  
 
Regional Policy Guidance 9 (RPG9) 
 
This is the current regional guidance for the Bedford area. However, it 
does not contain any specific relevant policies to this proposal. The 
emerging RSS14 will replace this guidance in summer 2007. 
  
Regional Spatial Strategy 14 (RSS14)  
 
The regional spatial strategy guides the spatial development of the region. 
It sets a framework for district-level spatial development policy and 
proposals. The emerging East of England Plan is the draft regional spatial 
strategy to guide development in the East of England until 2024.  

  
Following an examination in public, the Secretary of State published 
Proposed Changes to the draft RSS for consultation in December 2006.  
The draft RSS now contains two relevant policies, ENG1 and ENG2.  
 

• ENG1 seeks to provide a framework to monitor objectives on 
mitigating climate change with the development of regional 
trajectories for the carbon performance of new residential 
and commercial development. It states that new 
development should be located and designed to optimise 
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carbon performance with a particular emphasis on on-site 
and decentralised renewable or low carbon energy sources.  

 
• ENG2 sets regional targets for energy creation from a variety 

of renewable sources with a 2010 target of at least 1192 
Megawatts of installed capacity (14% of total electricity 
consumption in the East of England) and a 2020 target of at 
least 4250 Megawatts of installed capacity (44% of total 
electricity consumption in the East of England). 

 
Renewables East 
 
Renewables East (RE) is a not for profit company established by a wide 
range of stakeholders, from both public and private sectors, funded by the 
East of England Development Agency. Its role is to champion renewable 
energy in the East of England - Norfolk, Suffolk, Essex, Hertfordshire, 
Bedfordshire and Cambridgeshire. One of its functions has been to 
monitor progress towards meeting the region’s renewable energy targets. 
In September 2006 it published renewable energy statistics for the region. 
This confirmed that of the 14% required by the 2010 target in draft RSS14, 
at least 4.5% (or 5.9% using the latest available electricity consumption 
statistics) has been achieved. At present, none of the regional targets 
have been disaggregated into adopted sub-regional or county targets. 
 
In November 2005, RE prepared a paper for The East of England 
Regional Assembly looking at the links that draft policy in the East of 
England Plan had to the Regional Economic Strategy for the region and 
which was presented at the examination in public. RE anticipated that 
taking into account the planning applications for on shore wind projects 
already in the system (including Podington and Nunn Wood) and those at 
an advanced pre-application stage only 340MW (52%) of the 647MW 
target is likely to be installed by 2010 (EERA Matter 5C Supplement: Parts 
1-3).  

 
Local  
 
Bedfordshire Structure Plan 2012 was adopted in March 1997. The 
following policies are thought relevant to the application: 
 
Policy 1 – Strategy – this is an overarching policy which seeks to support 
sustainable levels, locations and forms of development in the county. 
 
Policy 2 – Agricultural Land – this policy recognises the need to conserve 
and protect agricultural land for their resource and amenity value.  
 
Policy 3 – Water – this policy seeks to protect of water resources and 
prevent development which maybe susceptible to flood risk. 
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Policies 4 and 5– Conserving and Enhancing Wildlife – the aims of this 
policy are the protection, conservation and enhancement of wildlife and 
their habitats.  
 
Policy 7 – Areas of Great Landscape Value – the Upper Ouse Valley is 
considered valuable and important locally and is protected from 
unsympathetic development by this policy. 
 
Policy 8 – New Development – this is an over arching policy which seeks 
to protect and enhance natural landscaping when considering 
development proposals 
 
Policy 10 - Quality in Town and Country – seeks protection and 
enhancement of the built environment  
  
Policy 13 – Preserving Features – this seeks to preserve, protect and 
manage historic features. 
 
Policy 18 – Renewable Energy/Landfill Gas – supports the exploitation of 
renewable energy sources providing they are compatible with other 
resource conservation policies. 
 
Policy 29 – Rural Economy – supports in principle the diversification of the 
rural economy. 
 
Policy 30 – Tourism – supports the expansion and development of the 
tourist industry providing there are no adverse impacts. 
 
Policy 70 – Access to the Countryside - recognises the importance of 
public access to the countryside and the protection and provision of public 
rights of way network. 
 
Bedford Borough Local Plan 2002   
 
BE6 and BE7 (Renewable Energy) - these policies support the principle of 
renewable energy schemes subject to no adverse impacts on the 
landscape or cultural, historic or archaeological interest. 
 
NE6 (Woodland) – seeks the protection and creation of woodland areas. 
 
NE8 (Replacement Provision) – seeks to replace natural habitats, features 
or sites affected by development. 
 
NE12 (Landscaping in association with development) and NE13 
(Landscape management and protection) – both policies seek to provide, 
retain, protect, manage and maintain landscape features. 
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NE14 (Area of Great Landscape Value) - the Upper Ouse Valley is 
considered valuable and important locally and is therefore protected from 
unsympathetic development. 
 
BE21 (Setting of Listed Buildings) – seeks to preserve and enhance the 
setting of listed buildings. 
 
BE26 (Historic Parks and Gardens) – this policy seeks to protect the site, 
setting and enjoyment of historic parks and gardens. 
 
BE23, BE24, BE25 (Archaeology) – seeks to protect scheduled ancient 
monuments and other important archaeological sites and monuments and 
their settings. 
 
BE30 (General Policy) – seeks to have regard for all material 
considerations - the visual impact of a development, the quality of the 
buildings, the quality of public spaces, additional traffic attracted to the 
site, accessibility of the site in terms of transport methods, noise, odour or 
health impacts, impact on the natural environment, waste matters and the 
adequacy of infrastructure. 

 
BE38, BE39, BE40 (Landscaping) – this policy requires consideration of 
landscaping to mitigate the visual impact of development. 
 
LR10 (Access to Countryside) – seeks to protect and enhance footpaths 
and bridleway links in the rural area. 
 
Bedford Borough Core Strategy and Rural Issues Plan (Submission 
Version July 2006) 
 
CP2 – Sustainable Development Principles – deals with issues relating to 
use of resources, infrastructure, biodiversity, climate change, renewable 
energy, drainage, townscape character and their setting, preservation and 
enhancement of landscapes, protection of historic features, promotion of 
public transport, walking and cycling, opportunities for leisure recreation 
and tourism. 
   
CP13 – The Countryside – seeks to protect the open countryside from 
development. 
 
CP24 – Heritage – recognises and seeks to protect historic designations 
such as conservation areas, listed buildings, historic parks and gardens, 
scheduled ancient monuments and archaeological features. 
  
CP25 – Landscape protection and enhancement – seeks to protect and 
enhance landscapes of distinct character, including the Ouse Valley. 
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CP26 – Biodiversity – seeks to protect habitats, species, and geodiversity 
features. 
 
CP28 – Climate Change and Pollution – seeks to minimise pollutants, 
protect air quality, minimise consumption of energy, promote sustainable 
construction techniques, encourage efficient use of water and reduce 
waste, minimise the risk of flooding.  
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Appendix B – Technical consultee responses 
 
Arqiva  
 
This organization is responsible for providing transmission services for television 
and radio broadcasters and also infrastructure systems and services to cellular 
operators, transport and interior public space businesses. 
 
They have commented that the proposed turbines are sufficiently away from 
point to point radio links such that they have no objections or concerns 
 
Bedford Borough Council (Environmental Health)  
 
Noise has been assessed using the methodology set out in Energy Technology 
Support Unit-R 1997 guidance document as recommended in PPS22. Whilst 
concerns were raised about the character of the noise i.e. frequency content, the 
ETSU procedure specifies the use of what are known as weighted (A) noise 
measurements. Planning Guidance Statement 22 (published 2004) states that 
this method should be used to assess noise from wind farm developments.The 
use of this method was reiterated by the Department for Communities and Local 
Government in November 2006. 
 
A background survey was conducted to obtain representative noise data from the 
nearest noise sensitive premises for comparison with predicted noise levels 
generated by the wind turbines using modelling. The background measured 
levels provided are generally very low during both quiet day and night time 
periods. 
 
There are two broad areas of likely impact from the development: (1) 
construction noise (2) operational noise. Dealing with each in turn: 
 

(1) Construction noise – there are reservations about the proposed 
hours of general construction work proposed by the applicant 
(07.00 until 19.00 Monday to Saturday). This is contrary to advice 
given on other sensitive developments and the recommendation is 
that hours of construction be limited to 08.00 until 18.00 Monday to 
Friday and 09.00 -13.00 Saturday with no work on Sundays or 
Bank Holidays. During intensive construction periods, there is 
unlikely to be any adverse impact on residential properties. 
However, a condition requiring a report on expected noise levels at 
the nearest noise sensitive properties and mitigation measures is 
recommended as a safeguard if Members are minded to approve 
the application.  

 
(2) Operational noise - due to the similar background noise levels 

during quiet daytime and night time periods, the most crucial issue 
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from receptors point of view is any night time noise caused by the 
operation of the wind farm.  The night time noise level is based on 
WHO recommended noise levels to preserve the restoration 
process of sleep. Using the ETSU methodology, it would seem 
reasonable to apply a fixed limit of 37.5 LA90 10 min up to wind 
speeds of 10m/s at 10m height as a maximum noise level at 
“nearby” properties. “Nearby” shall be defined as within 1.5km of 
Wind Turbine Farm site boundary and would include the nearest 
settlements of Hinwick and Podington. Calculations, using data 
supplied, undertaken by the Borough Council’s Environmental 
Officer indicate that noise from the wind farm is unlikely to be heard 
in the villages in excess of 1.5km i.e.  Sharnbrook and Wymington 
and Odell. In addition to a condition fixing the maximum noise level 
at nearest noise sensitive premises, conditions requiring direct 
drive machines, a Noise Monitoring Reduction Scheme, a noise 
monitoring programme and details of the plant and equipment in 
the control building and any mitigation measures are suggested if 
members are minded to approve this application. 

 
Bedford Borough Council (Conservation and Heritage) 
 
There are serious concerns that the proposal will have adverse impacts on the 
setting of a range of listed buildings (grade I, II* and II) including Hinwick House 
and the settlement of Hinwick. There is not thought to be any adverse impact on 
the setting of Conservation Areas. 
 
Beds County Council (Rights of Way)  
 
The proposal has no direct impact on the existing rights of way network although 
omitted from the applicant’s submission is any mention of FP35 as a permissive 
bridleway. Access to the northern part of the site would involve use of a small 
length of Byway Open to All Traffic (BOAT) although as this is already a hard 
unsealed farm track it would not be greatly altered by the work needed to make it 
suitable for site access. 
 
The indirect visual and noise impacts on the rights of way network is more 
difficult to quantify. Equestrian users are the group most likely to be adversely 
affected by these aspects. The British Horse Society have recommended 
guidelines regarding the distance between wind turbines and horse routes 
although these do not seem to take account whether the turbines are hidden 
from view from the bridleway or in open country. Although turbine 7 is close to 
BW37 this route is little if ever used at present. Of more concern is the proximity 
of turbine 8 to both BOAT 2 (White Lane) and bridleway five. Relocation of this 
turbine to the SSE in the centre of the triangle formed by these routes and BOAT 
4 (Yelnow Lane) would lessen its impact. 
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BOAT 34 (Forty Foot Lane) forms part of the Three Shires Way long distance 
horseriders route. Whilst local riders’ horses may eventually become accustomed 
to the sight and sound of the turbines, those travelling the entire length of the 37 
mile route are unlikely to be familiar to these machines. 
 
Discussions have taken place between County Rights Of Way and the applicants 
to secure improvements to the rights of way network to make them more 
attractive to users, easier to use and enhance their landscape and wildlife value. 
This would involve restoring parts of BOAT 2 (White Lane) and BOAT 34 (Forty 
Foot Lane) to their original width and ‘green lane’ appearance. If approval were 
given a condition requiring this improvement is recommended.  
 
Beds County Council (Planning) 
 
There are three topic areas on which comments are made: (i) ecology (ii) 
archaeology (iii) landscape. 
 

(i) Ecology  
 

 The wildlife mitigation measures in the Ecological Report 
should be included as conditions if permission is granted. 

 The issue of connection to the National Grid is not 
addressed in this application, but this would need to avoid 
negative impact on the nearby SSSI, County Wildlife sites 
etc. 

 
(ii) Archaeology  

 
 Buried Archaeological remains – it is highly likely that the 

proposed development will have an impact on presently 
unknown archaeological remains of later prehistoric, Roman 
and medieval date. Model condition CM16 should be applied 
if consent is granted and a mitigation strategy will need to be 
agreed. 

 Setting of Important sites – there is particular concern about 
the affect on the setting of the Wold Farm Moat SAM and 
Registered Parks at Hinwick House and Hinwick Hall. 
Maintenance of the screening of these sites is needed – 
however this maybe difficult to achieve if the land is outside 
the applicant’s control. 

 
(ii) Landscape  

 
 The structures will alter the landscape (including the Area of 

Great Landscape Value) and some of these changes will 
have a significant detrimental effect. 



Item 6(1) – page - 67 -  

 The turbines will totally change the experience of using Forty 
Foot Lane – a historic and very popular path. The rights of 
way are an important element of this landscape; they gain 
shelter and a sense of continuity by being largely ‘green 
lanes’. 

 The structures will also detract from the views of the blocks 
of ancient woodland – one of the most valued features of this 
landscape. Introducing dominant vertical features will conflict 
with the horizontal lines of the woodland canopies and 
detract from the landscape quality. 

 The woodlands and church spires are in scale with the 
landscape and the community. Turbines of 125m to blade tip 
greatly exceed this scale. 

 Local landscape enhancement should be an essential part of 
the proposed development, and yet no mitigation is 
proposed. Additional hedge planting would help assimilate 
the turbines, ancillary structures and the tracks into the 
landscape. If this cannot be achieved by condition or through 
legal agreement it is suggested that finance for this purpose 
should be secured through a Section 106 Agreement to be 
used to fund a farmland enhancement project in the vicinity 
of the windfarm. 

 A scheme for reinstatement post decommissioning will be 
required. 

 The effects on the landscape from cumulative impact of this 
and other proposals in the vicinity is of concern. 

 
Beds County Council (Highways) 
 
The highway implications are only an issue during the construction phase of the 
development. Once operational, traffic generation is not thought to be significant. 
There is a need for considerable off site works needed to get the large vehicles 
delivering the turbines to the site. There is a need for a separate agreement 
under the Highways Act (Section 278) to deal with this issue.  
 
No objection is therefore raised subject to four conditions dealing with off site 
highway works, junction details, surfacing of vehicular areas and wheel cleaning 
facilities. Four advisory notes are also suggested. 
 
British Horse Society 
 
Strongly objects to the application on following grounds:  
Turbines will breach the minimum separation distances between bridleways and 
turbines as recommended by PPS22, BHS and Countryside Agency. 
The turbines will cause a hazard to equestrians and other users due to turning 
motions, noise, flicker, turbine start up and ice build up. 
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It is likely to result in the permissive bridleway FP35 being withdrawn 
Adverse impact on equestrian tourism. 
Obstruction and damage of bridleways during construction of development. 
 
Recommends conditions to deal with these issues in the event of planning 
permission be granted. 
 
British Telecom 
 
The proposal should not cause interference to BT’s current and presently 
planned radio networks. 
 
Countryside Agency 
 
Due to inadequate resources, does not comment on individual planning cases. 
 
CSS Spectrum 
 
CSS Spectrum is responsible for operating a private business radio systems for 
the water industry which involves collecting data for the industry. There are two 
scanning telemetry systems nearby that could suffer interference from the 
development. Objects to the application as submitted.  
 
Council for the Protection Of Rural England 
 
Objects to the application on the following grounds: 
The height and number of turbines would have a serious adverse visual impact 
over a wide area including the Ouse Valley, the AGLV, Podington Conservation 
Area, Hinwick, Hinwick House and its curtilage structures, Hinwick Hall, the 
Registered Gardens at Hinwick House and Hall and the historic landscape 
generally. Concern also expressed about cumulative impact. 
 
The proposal would also be contrary to Regional Planning guidance, and Local 
Plan wildlife protection policies. The turbine design is also considered 
inappropriate, unreliable and dated. 
 
Central Networks (Grid Connection) 
 
No definite decision on how the windfarm will be connected to the grid has been 
made as yet as studies are still being undertaken. There are two possible points 
of contact to the grid via either the Irchester or Bozeat overhead lines.  The 
Harrold connection would probably be underground and the Sharnbrook one 
overhead. Any underground cables are generally be routed along the public 
highway although where this is not possible, across private land following where 
possible private tracks and accesses are used often along straight field 
boundaries.  
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With regard to this proposal, it is anticipated that it will be possible to follow the 
established highway or public right of way and with the owners permission, 
private roads and access tracks. There is no thought of crossing open land 
where sensibly it can be avoided. 
 
Civil Aviation Authority 
 
Recommends that Ministry of Defence, National Air Traffic Control, Cranfield 
Airport and the owner of an unlicensed but promulgated aerodrome at Tower 
Farm, Wollaston are consulted.  
 
Aviation obstruction lighting maybe be required if requested by another members 
of the aviation industry.  
 
All structures over 300 feet in height need to be plotted on aviation maps. If 
permission is granted for the development, the Defence Geographic Centre 
should be advised. 
 
Cranfield Airport 
 
Original objection withdrawn providing a site plan is provided. 
 
Defence Estates 
 
No objection to the application although in the event of planning permission being 
granted they have requested that they are advised of construction periods, 
maximum height of construction equipment, if the turbines will be lit and the 
latitude and longitude of every turbine. 
 
Environment Agency 
 
Recommends two conditions requiring details of pollution control and surface 
water drainage to be submitted and approved. Comments made about some 
ecology issues and the need for funding for and a condition requiring habitat 
mitigation and enhancement. 
  
English Nature (now Natural England) 
 
Comments made on three areas: (1) protected species, (2) designated sites and 
(3) ecological enhancements. 
 
Protected Species 
 

(i) Badgers – satisfied with the approach and work undertaken to date 
although a condition requiring monitoring/survey work is required 
prior to the commencement of any works. 
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(ii) Water voles - satisfied with the approach and work undertaken to 
date although a condition requiring monitoring/survey work is 
required. 

(iii) Great Crested Newts – satisfied with the approach although needs 
to be the subject of a suitably worded condition to ensure mitigation 
measures identified are carried out. 

(iv) Reptiles – satisfied with the approach although mitigation works 
need to be controlled by condition. 

(v) Birds – there is not thought to be any loss of habitats from the 
turbines. Displacement of birds is likely to occur but will be minimal 
and to adjacent fields. Collision risks with turbines are thought to be 
low with range of birds avoiding the turbines. 

(vi) Bats – further assessment of bat use across the site is required 
prior to construction of turbines to provide base line information. 
Post construction monitoring should also be undertaken. This 
should be subject to a condition. 

 
Designated sites  
 
Proposals will ensure negligible impact on statutory designated features of Odell 
Great Wood SSSI or Dungee Corner Meadow SSSI. 
 
Ecological enhancements  
 
Quite distinct from the mitigation works, the ecological enhancements are to be 
welcomed.  A condition requiring a habitat enhancement strategy to be produced 
and implemented is suggested. 
 
Future monitoring work should be a requirement of any planning permission and 
should be secured through a planning obligation. 
 
English Heritage 
 
Proposal would have a significant detrimental impact on the setting of Wold Farm 
moated enclosure (Scheduled Ancient Monument) Hinwick House (Grade I 
listed) and Hinwick Hall (grade II* listed). 
 
The location of the turbines so close to Wold Farm Moated Enclosure would 
result in significant damage to the setting of the monument. In particular, turbine 
7 which is the closest to it. 
 
The landscape to the south of the village of Podington has high landscape value 
with earthworks and a shrunken medieval village. The impact of the turbines on 
the landscape would, due to their height, be considerable. 
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Hinwick Hall and Hinwick House lie 1.5km and 1km respectively within the 
proposed site.  Their listing grades put them in circa the top 6% of all listed 
buildings in the country. The application fails to analyse fully the setting of the 
buildings (particularly from upper floors), their landscapes, key views into and out 
of the sites particularly views eastwards Although there is some mature tree 
cover around the buildings which screen views of the wind farm not all of this tree 
cover is historic planting. There is some evidence of a ha-ha along the road to 
the east of Hinwick House. Ha-has were designed to allow uninterrupted views 
out into the wider landscape and would not have been planted along. Given the 
planting is unlikely to be historic, relying on this to screen the turbines would 
make the restoration of the historic landscapes in these locations undesirable as 
it would increase the visual impact of the turbines.   
 
They cannot support the application in its submitted form. 
 
Highways Agency 
 
The Agency is satisfied that the development is acceptable subject to a condition 
requiring all temporary works required on the trunk road network to 
accommodate the delivery to the site of abnormal loads associated with this 
development to be agreed and implemented with the Agency. 
 
Joint Radio Company (Fuel and Power Network) 
 
The Joint Radio Company Ltd. (JRC) is an industry-owned independent 
Spectrum Management Organisation primarily responsible for the radio spectrum 
used by the UK Energy Industry. 
 
They have commented that the development will under certain conditions 
interfere and consequently reduce the availability of one particular radio link. 
However, agreement has been reached between the developer and JRC that this 
link can be mitigated at the cost of the developer. A condition to deal with this is 
therefore suggested. 
 
National Air Traffic Services 
 
Does not conflict with safeguarding criteria. Therefore, no objection to the 
proposal. 
 
NationalGrid Wireless 
 
National Grid Wireless is the leading provider of transmission infrastructure to 
television and radio organizations as well as mobile telecommunications 
operators.  
 
No observations to make on the proposals. 
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OFCOM 
 
Ofcom is the independent regulator and competition authority for the UK 
communications industries, with responsibilities across television, radio, 
telecommunications and wireless communications services. 
 
One licensed link (British Telecom) was identified as being possibly effected. 
Confirmation should be sought from the operator directly as to possible impact 
from the development (see British Telecom for details). 
 
Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 
 
No comments to make on the application except the Society endorses English 
Nature’s views and recommendations. 
 
Wildlife Trust 
 
Deals with wildlife issues on non-statutory designated wildlife sites.  
 
Recommends that mitigation measures identified in Chapter 9 of the E.S. are 
included as conditions. Monitoring of fauna, bird and bat impact is recommended 
throughout the life of the windfarm and any subsequent impacts should be 
mitigated. 
 
Care needs to be taken during construction to ensure that County Wildlife Sites 
are not adversely affected.  
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Appendix C – District, Town and Parish Council Responses 
 
 

Summary of representations LPA comments Recommended 
action/mitigation if minded to 

approve 
 
Bozeat Parish Council 
Concerns and issues raised on the 
following issues: (i) there is already a 
wind farm approximately 2 miles from this 
proposed site (ii) no public rights of way 
survey has been undertaken although 
these are known to be well used by local 
people (iii) all routes for construction 
traffic appear to be minor roads passing 
through villages and this could cause a 
noise nuisance to residents (iv) although 
construction traffic would be controlled by 
a Traffic Management Plan the Parish 
Council would be required to monitor 
traffic levels to ensure noise is kept to a 
minimum (v) disturbance to Forty Foot 
Lane (vi) the proposal would cause 
shadow flicker (vii) what is the procedure 
to secure the shutting down of a turbine 
(viii) if shadow flicker occurs then how 
quickly can a turbine be shut down.  

 
 
 
(i) not valid objection - the presence of 
other wind farms in the locality does not 
automatically preclude the consideration of 
other wind farm proposals although 
cumulative impacts are considered (ii) valid 
objection - consideration of impacts on 
designated rights of way has been 
undertaken by the applicant and some 
discussion has taken place with the County 
Council Rights of Way Officer on these 
impacts and how to mitigate them (iii) valid 
objection - construction traffic will pass 
through some of the villages and there will 
be potential for noise nuisance (iv) valid 
objection - some voluntary monitoring by 
Local Parish Councils may be necessary to 
help ensure compliance with Traffic 
Management Plan (v) valid objection - 
some disturbance to some of the 
designated footpaths and bridleways within 
or close to the site are likely (vi) valid 
objection - PPS22 confirms that shadow 

 
 
 

(i) no action required 
(ii) condition details of 

any temporary 
footpath or 
bridleway diversions 

(iii) condition requiring a 
traffic management 
plan and restriction 
of construction 
hours 

(iv) no further action 
required 

(v) see (ii) above 
(vi) condition for 

mitigation of shadow 
flicker 

(vii) as (vi) 
(viii) condition as part of 

(vi) above 
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flicker has been proven to occur only at a 
distance of 900 metres (10 x diameter of 
blades (90 metres in this instance)).As 
Bozeat is over 900m from the nearest 
turbine no impact is likely. However, it is 
normal practice to impose a condition to 
deal with possible impacts (vii) valid 
objection - in the event of there being any 
shadow flicker issues, some form of control 
and mitigation would be required (viii) valid 
objection - a reasonable time period for 
shut down would need to be discussed and 
agreed with the applicant.   

 
Carlton & Chellington Parish Council  
Objects to the proposal as it will (i) be of 
no direct benefit to the community (ii) 
wind speeds  insufficient for these 
turbines (iii) an airfield would not have 
been built where high winds are expected 
(iv) the height of the turbines are 
overwhelming (v) turbines are out of 
proportion with the landscape and would 
be very detrimental to the area (vi) these 
are the highest turbines in the UK (vii) 
proposal is not economically viable (viii) 
already blighted landscape is poor 
justification for allowing the proposal (ix) 
the proposal will cause disruption before, 
during and after construction (x) hours of 
construction too long and will involve 

 
 
(i) partially valid objection – the community 
fund and community owned turbine are 
benefits which are not considered 
necessary to make the development 
acceptable in planning terms. However, 
the Government’s Energy Review in 2006 
confirms that whilst renewable projects do 
not always convey any particular local 
benefits but they provide ‘crucial national 
benefits’. Appendix A refers (ii) Not valid 
objection - commercial viability is not a 
planning matter. PPS22 states that due to 
technological advances and changes to 
the renewable electricity markets wind 
farms in lower lying areas maybe viable. 
(iii) not valid objection - the fact that the 

 
 

(i) no further action 
(ii) no further action 
(iii) no further action 
(iv) mitigation not 

possible 
(v) mitigation not 

possible 
(vi) no further action 

necessary 
(vii) no further action 

necessary 
(viii) mitigation not 

possible 
(ix) condition through 

Traffic Management 
Plan 
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HGVs through villages. Only one day a 
week will construction not be occurring 
(xi) would allow further blighting of 
landscape easier.  

site is an airfield does not mean that there 
is no wind. ‘High’ winds are not necessarily 
required to make a scheme viable (iv) 
Valid objection - the turbines will be out of 
place (v) valid objection - the turbines will 
have a detrimental impact on the 
landscape (vi) noted - turbines are high 
although the ones proposed at this site are 
similar to a number of other inland 
locations now being proposed in the region 
(vii) not valid objection – PPS22 confirms 
that LPAs should not make assumptions 
about the commercial viability of a 
proposal (viii) noted - agree that the 
existing blighted areas is poor justification 
for allowing the proposal (ix) valid objection 
- the construction work is likely to cause 
some disruption to residents in surrounding 
villages (x) valid objection - the hours of 
construction are too long (xi) noted – 
however, each proposal needs to be 
considered on its merits.      

(x) condition hours of 
construction as per 
Environmental 
Health response 

(xi) no further action 
necessary 

 
Eastern Maudit Parish Council  
Objects to the application on the grounds 
that (i) such technology is inefficient and 
it will not result in the closure of any fossil 
fuel power stations. (ii) it will not deliver 
the identified savings in Co2 emissions 
(iii) parishioners are concerned about low 
level vibration and flicker caused by the 

 
(i) not valid objection - PPS22 re-affirms 
the need for the national energy supply to 
come from a mixture of sources including 
wind. (ii) not valid objection - the savings in 
Co2 emissions are calculated in 
accordance with recognized methods. The 
average consumption for Bedford is 
4700kWh per household (DTI, 2005). The 

 
 

(i) no further action 
(ii) no further action 
(iii) no further action 
(iv) mitigation not 

possible 
(v) no further action 
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development (iv) inappropriate location 
for such a development (v) alternative 
renewable energy sources offer more 
environmentally friendly power 
generation.  
 

capacity factor cited is 27% some 3% 
higher than the average for England (REF, 
2006). Even using this lower capacity 
factor figure, the project would create 
enough electricity for 9300 households (iii) 
not valid objection - low level vibration is 
thought to occur but these are so small 
that they are not detectable by humans 
(iv)valid objection – development will 
cause harm to the character of the 
landscape and rural area (v) not valid 
objection – see (i) above. 
 

 
East Northants District Council  
Objects to the application as it will (i) 
have an adverse impact on the 
surrounding area and (ii) additional 
vehicular traffic during construction 
period. 

 
 
(i) valid objection – the proposal will have 
an adverse impact on the surrounding area 
(ii) valid objection– a Traffic Management 
Plan will be submitted by the applicant 

 
 

(i) mitigation not 
possible 

(ii) condition Traffic 
Management Plan to 
be submitted 

 
Felmersham Parish Council  
Recommends application be refused. 
Main concern relates to impact on the (i) 
Area of Great Landscape Value and the 
policy objective to seek to protect and 
enhance the landscape. The proposal 
would damage the river valley (ii) such 
large renewable projects should be 
located off shore (iii) the turbines will be 
in use 24 hours a day and will be seen 

 
 
(i) valid objection – the turbines will be 
harmful to the Area of Great Landscape 
Value and parts of the river valley (ii) not 
valid objection - PPS22 deals with on 
shore renewable energy policy and 
confirms that rural locations will need to 
accommodate projects if the nations future 
energy supply is to be met (iii) valid 
objection – the turbines will be an intrusive 

 
 

(i) mitigation not 
possible 

(ii) no further action 
(iii) no further action 
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from a number of villages in a wider area 
and will change the landscape in a more 
intrusive manner than that illustrated.  

feature in the landscape. 

 
Harrold Parish Council  
Objects to this proposal on the grounds 
that (i) the turbines will dominate the 
landscape and destroy the essential 
nature of the area (ii) the rural amenity 
value of Harrold and Odell Country Park 
will be degraded by the turbines (iii) the 
health effects of continuous low 
frequency vibration noise and 
disturbance has not been addressed (iv) 
the integrity of the SSSI at Odell Great 
Wood is likely to be compromised by the 
proximity of construction and operation of 
the windfarm (v) the area has a low wind 
speed (vi) a more appropriate 
contribution to renewable energy would 
be through bio fuel production. 

 
 
(i) valid objection – the turbines will have 
an adverse impact on the landscape 
character (ii) valid objection– some of the 
turbines will be viewable from the Park and 
are likely to have an adverse impact (iii) 
not valid objection– the Borough Council’s 
Environmental Health Officer has 
assessed all noise issues fully (refer to 
noise chapter at Appendix G) (iv) not valid 
objection - Natural England have 
confirmed that there is no adverse impact 
on nearby SSSI’s including Odell Great 
Wood. (v) not valid objection - Commercial 
viability is not normally a planning matter. 
However, PPS22 states that due to 
technological advances and changes to 
the renewable electricity markets wind 
farms in lower lying areas maybe be viable 
(vi) not valid objection– the proposal must 
be considered on its merits. 

 
 

(i) mitigation not 
possible 

(ii) mitigation not 
possible 

(iii) condition a Noise 
Reduction 
Management System 
and particular 
turbine type 

(iv) no further action 
required 

(v) no further action 
required 

(vi) no further action 
required 

 
 

 
Higham Ferrers Town Council  
Objects on the grounds that (i) general 
opposition to wind farms wasteful of 
resources in construction (ii) proposed 
turbines will be over large and will lead to 

 
 
(i) not valid objection - PPS22 re-affirms 
the need for the national energy supply to 
come from a mixture of sources including 
wind. (ii) valid objection – the turbines due 

 
 

(i) no further action 
required 

(ii) mitigation not 
possible 
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a loss of rural amenity (iii) inappropriate 
site selection as turbines will be seen 
over a wide area and are taller than any 
currently in area. 

to their height will be harmful to the rural 
area (iii) valid objection – however, the 
nature of the wind energy technology 
means that turbines will often be taller than 
any other existing structures and will 
therefore be seen from a greater distance. 

(iii) mitigation not 
possible 

 

 
Irchester Parish Council 
Objects to the application on the grounds 
that (i) the construction will cause 
disruption to the surrounding villages (ii) 
problems may arise because of the 
continuous heavy flow of traffic through 
villages on roads that are not suitable 
(narrow) and which it is felt would 
represent a health and safety hazard (iii) 
it will cause problems to the environment 
(iv) potential noise (v) proposed height of 
the turbines. 

 
 
(i) valid objection - the construction work is 
likely to cause some disruption to residents 
in surrounding villages. However, this can 
be mitigated by condition (ii) valid objection 
- construction traffic will pass through 
some of the villages and there is likely to 
be more health and safety hazards. 
However, this can be mitigated by 
condition (iii) valid objection – specific 
environmental impacts are not mentioned 
in the Parish’s response so it is difficult to 
specifically comment (iv)valid objection – 
noise disturbance from the turbines are 
possible and needs to be mitigated through 
a variety of conditions (refer to Noise 
section of the main report) (v) valid 
objection – the heights of the turbines will 
be harmful to the locality  

 
 

(i) condition Traffic 
Management Plan to 
be submitted 

(ii) condition Traffic 
Management Plan to 
be submitted 

(iii) condition survey 
work as per Natural 
England response 

(iv) condition a Noise 
Reduction 
Management System 
and particular 
turbine type 

(v) mitigation not 
possible 

 
Knotting and Souldrop Parish Council  
Objects to the application on the grounds 
that (i) it will have a significant adverse 
impact on the AGLV due to its central 

 
 
(i) & (ii)valid objection – the turbines will be 
harmful to the Area of Great Landscape 
Value and parts of the river valley (iii) 

 
 

(i) mitigation not 
possible 

(ii) mitigation not 
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and elevated location (policy NE14 
refers) (ii) the height of the turbines will 
mean that they will dominate the 
character of the AGLV (iii) inadequate 
wind speeds in the locality (iv) contrary to 
policy NE17 in so far as it will restrict 
access to the important open space (v) 
also contrary to policy LR2 in so far as 
the proposal will create unacceptable 
noise impact to users of the nearby 
footpaths and bridleways 

Commercial viability is not normally a 
planning matter. However, PPS22 states 
that due to technological advances and 
changes to the renewable electricity 
markets wind farms in lower lying areas 
maybe be viable (iv) not valid (v) valid 
objection – however, prolonged exposure 
to noise is unlikely to footpath and 
bridleway users. Noise conditions will 
mitigate impacts. 

possible 
(iii) no further action 

required 
(iv) no further action 

required 
(v) no further action 

required 
 

 
Newton Bromswold Parish Council 
No response received 
 

  

 
Odell Parish Council  
Objects strongly due to (i) adverse 
impact on AGLV contrary to development 
plan (ii) the turbines will tower over the 
Odell Great Wood, Odell village and 
destroy the natural landscape (iii) 
suggests biomass would be a more 
appropriate form of energy production   

 
 
(i) valid objections – the turbines will be 
harmful to the Area of Great Landscape 
Value and parts of the river valley (ii) 
partially valid objection – the turbines will 
be significantly taller features in the 
landscape and will be located near to Odell 
Great wood and will be seen from parts of 
Odell village. Harm will be caused to the 
landscape. (iii) not valid objection – the 
preclusion of certain types of renewable 
energy sources is contrary to advice in 
PPS22. The proposal must be considered 
on its merits. 

 
 

(i) mitigation not 
possible 

(ii) mitigation not 
possible 

(iii) no further action 
required 
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Pavenham Parish Council  
Objects to the proposal and questioned 
whether Podington was the most 
effective site in the Borough for the 
operation of wind turbines. 

 
Comments noted. 

 
No further action required 

 
Podington Parish Council  
Objects to the proposal on the grounds 
that (i) it will have an adverse impact on 
the AGLV due to their number and size of 
turbines proposed and would be contrary 
to policy NE14 (ii) adverse impact on the 
historic environment including Podington 
and other Conservation Areas and listed 
buildings contrary to policies BE11, BE15 
and BE21 (iii) harmful to the countryside 
and contrary to policies S6 and NE18 (iv) 
proximity to dwellings (v) adverse effect 
on nationally and locally designated 
wildlife and nature sites contrary to 
policies NE1 and NE3 (vi) site has low 
wind speeds and is therefore unsuitable 
for the development of a wind farm (vii) 
proposal will cause noise, vibration, 
flicker and strobing impacts on residents 
(viii) adverse impacts on local roads 
during construction and decommissioning 
contrary to policy T4 (ix) adverse impacts 
on horses and riders and other people 
using footpaths and bridleways in the 
vicinity of the site and loss of open space 

 
 
(i) valid objection - harm caused to the 
Area of Great Landscape Value and parts 
of the river valley (ii) valid objection - harm 
will be caused to historic assets (iii) agree -
harm will be caused to countryside (iv) 
valid objection - harm caused by proximity 
of turbines to dwellings (v)not valid 
objection – Natural England and the 
Wildlife Trust have confirmed that there is 
no direct impact on these designated sites 
although conditions dealing with mitigation 
are recommended (vi)  not valid objection - 
commercial viability is not a planning 
matter. However, PPS22 states that due to 
technological advances and changes to 
the renewable electricity markets wind 
farms in lower lying areas maybe be viable 
(vii)valid objection – noise nuisance from 
the turbines are possible and need to be 
mitigated through conditions. Strobing is 
also a valid concern which can be 
mitigated - PPS22 confirms that shadow 
flicker has been proven to occur only at a 
distance of 900 metres (10 x diameter of 

 
 

(i) mitigation not 
possible 

(ii) mitigation not 
possible 

(iii) mitigation not 
possible 

(iv) mitigation not 
possible 

(v) conditions as per 
Natural England and 
Wildlife Trust 
recommendations 

(vi) no further action 
required 

(vii) condition a Noise 
Reduction 
Management 
System, particular 
turbine type and 
strobing mitigation 
measures 

(viii) condition Traffic 
Management Plan to 
be submitted 
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contrary to policies LR2 and LR13 (x) 
creation of a precedent (xi) additional 
pollution created by the construction of 
the development contrary to policies 
NE25, NE28 and NE29 (xii) possible 
impact on limestone ridge and maybe 
contrary to policy NE3 (xiii) inadequate 
screening contrary to policy NE12 (xiv) 
contrary to policy BE30 (xv) concerns 
about impact on air traffic (xvi) intrusive 
features in the countryside contrary to 
policy U5 (xvii) proposal will undermine 
the objectives of the local plan review 
preventing development outside 
settlement envelopes, protecting open 
spaces and enhancing areas of 
landscape quality, prevention of pollution 
(xviii) the cumulative impact of the 
proposal with other built or proposed 
wind farms has not been adequately and 
fully considered (xix) the development is 
not reversible as claimed (xx) an 
economic impact assessment should 
have been undertaken to explore how 
local businesses might be impacted upon 

blades(90m)).Although properties in the 
settlement area are over this distance, 
some impacts on properties in the parish 
notably Hinwick is possible. This matter 
could be mitigated by condition (viii) valid 
objection – a Traffic Management Plan will 
be submitted by the applicant (ix) partially 
valid objection – there will be some 
adverse impacts on horse riders and 
footpath users although there is no actual 
loss of open space (x) not valid objection – 
each proposal needs to be considered on 
its merits (xi) valid objection – construction 
impacts due to their short term nature are 
not considered harmful although conditions 
are suggested to mitigate impact  (xii) not 
valid objection – not identified as a specific 
concern by Borough Council’s consultant 
or technical consultees (xiii) valid objection 
– however the nature of development will 
mean that screening to mitigate impact will 
have limited effect (xiv)valid objection – the 
development will in part be contrary to 
policy BE30 although other policies over 
lap these issues (xv) not valid objection – 
statutory aviation consultees have raised 
no objection to the proposal (xvi) not valid 
objection – this policy relates to 
telecommunications development. The 
issues of impact are covered by other 
policies. (xvii) valid objection – these are 

(ix) no mitigation 
possible 

(x) no further action 
required 

(xi) no further action 
required 

(xii) no further action 
required 

(xiii) no mitigation 
possible 

(xiv) conditions already 
suggested 

(xv) no further action 
required 

(xvi) no further action 
required 

(xvii) conditions already 
suggested 

(xviii) no further action 
required 

(xix) no further action 
required 

(xx) no further action 
required 
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valid concerns although they are already 
considered as current development plan 
issues (xviii) not valid objection – the issue 
of cumulative impact appears to have been 
given full consideration (xix) partially valid 
objection – whilst the above ground works 
can be removed at the end of the 25 year 
life of the windfarm the removal of below 
ground works is not proposed. (xx) valid 
objection – impacts on local businesses 
are considered in this report in the section 
entitled ‘Planning Considerations’.  

 
Rushden Town Council  
Objects on the grounds that that the 
visual impact of the turbines will be 
unacceptable. 

 
 
Valid objection - the turbines will have an 
adverse impact on the landscape. 

 
 
No further action required. 

 
Sharnbrook Parish Council  
After careful consideration by Members 
of the Parish Council it was felt that 
Councillors were unable to represent 
the views of Parishioners due to local 
support and objection to the proposal. 
However, in accordance with local and 
national policy considerations, permission 
should be granted for projects where it 
can be demonstrated that the objectives 
of the designation would not be 
compromised and where the adverse 
effects will be outweighed by the benefits.

 
 
Comments noted. 

 
 
No further action required. 
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Wellingborough District Council  
No objection providing there are no 
adverse impacts on nearby properties in 
terms of noise and acceptable mitigation 
measures being agreed for nature and 
archaeological interest and contributions 
are sought from developers for road 
damage caused by construction traffic. 

 
 
Comments noted. Mitigation measures to 
address noise, nature, archaeological 
impacts are to be dealt with by conditions. 
Conditions relating to reinstatement of 
damaged roads are to be included in the 
event of the Highways Agreement not 
covering issues.  

 
 
Conditions on noise, nature 
and archaeological mitigation. 

 
Wollaston Parish Council  
Objects on the grounds that (i) there will 
be a large visible impact on the rural area 
(ii) the development is not viable (iii) it will 
cause significant damage to wildlife and a 
survey of current wildlife should be 
undertaken (iv) there will be significant 
low velocity noise emitted and further 
information should be gathered regarding 
this (v) flickering will impact on wildlife 
and public and if approved the turbines 
should be conditioned to be closed down 
during low sun periods. 

 
 
(i) valid objection - the turbines will have a 
detrimental impact on the rural area (ii) not 
valid objection – PPS22 confirms that ‘local 
planning authorities should not make 
assumptions about the technical and 
commercial feasibility of renewable energy 
projects’ (iii) invalid objection – Natural 
England have confirmed that the proposal 
is unlikely to have any adverse impact on 
wildlife subject to further survey work being 
undertaken. A condition could deal with 
this matter (iv) partly valid objection – the 
Borough Councils Environmental Health 
Officer has confirmed that some low 
frequency noise is likely although this can 
be mitigated  through conditions. (v) 
partially valid objection – Natural England 
have raised no objections to the proposal 
on these grounds. PPS22 confirms that 
shadow flicker has been proven to occur 

 
 

(i) no mitigation 
possible 

(ii) no further action 
(iii) condition survey 

work as per Natural 
England response 

(iv) condition a Noise 
Reduction 
Management System 
and particular 
turbine type 

(v) condition for 
mitigation of shadow 
flicker 
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only at a distance of 900 metres (10 x  
diameter of blades (90m). As Wollaston is 
over 900m from the nearest turbine no 
impact is likely. However, a condition could 
be imposed to deal with this eventuality. 

 
Wymington Parish Council  
Strongly objects to the proposal on the 
grounds (i) that the site is in an Area of 
Great Landscape Value which would be 
harmed (ii) that wind turbines are 
inefficient (iii) the proposal will have an 
adverse impact on wildlife and their 
habitats due to noise (iv) house prices 
would be devalued 

 
 
(i) valid objection - the turbines will be 
harmful to the Area of Great Landscape 
Value (ii) not valid objection - PPS22 re-
affirms the need for the national energy 
supply to come from a mixture of sources 
including wind (iii) invalid objection – 
Natural England have confirmed that the 
proposal is unlikely to have any adverse 
impact on wildlife subject to further survey 
work being undertaken. A condition could 
deal with this matter (iv) invalid objection – 
potential of property prices falling is not a 
material planning consideration as it is 
based on private not public interests. 

 
 
(i) no mitigation possible 
(ii) no further action 
(iii) condition survey work as 
per Natural England response 
(iv) no further action 
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Appendix D – Neighbours objections 
 
 

Summary of representations 
 

LPA Comments  
 

Recommended action/mitigation  
if minded to approve 

Damage to Amenity – 
The proposed windfarm will damage the 
visual amenity of all who live in the 20 
villages nearest to the site.  
 

 
Partly agree - the proposed turbines 
will damage the visual amenity of the 
rural area generally but not all 
residents living in the nearest villages. 

 
Mitigation not possible 

The proposed windfarm will damage the 
recreational amenity of all the people 
who regularly use the footpaths and 
bridleways alongside and crossing the 
proposed site. 
 

Agree - the proposed turbines will 
cause harm to the appearance of the 
rural area and reduce its enjoyment by 
some recreation users. 

Mitigation not possible 

The turbines which are 125m high will 
dominate the countryside for many miles 
around and intrude into an Area of Great 
Landscape Value (AGLV) - which is 
Bedford Borough Council’s only 
designated AGLV 
 

Agree - the turbines will dominate the 
nearby countryside and have an 
adverse impact on the AGLV. 

Mitigation not possible 

This development will have a significant 
adverse effect on the landscape 
character of North Bedfordshire 
 

Agree - the turbines will change the 
character of the landscape. 

Mitigation not possible 

The effect on the landscape would be 
detrimental to local residents and 
tourists. 

Partly agree - the turbines will have a 
detrimental impact on the landscape. 

Mitigation not possible 

Nine wind turbines at 125 metres in Agree  Mitigation not possible 
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height cannot be absorbed into the local 
topography without undue visual impact. 
 
The massive turbines will tower above 
Odell Great Wood – the remains of an 
ancient forest. 

Agree - the turbines will be of a 
greater scale than anything else in the 
locality but the proposal will not have a 
direct impact on the Wood 

Mitigation not possible 

This is one of only eight local areas with 
the national designation of Site of 
Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) for its 
unique flora and fauna. 
 

Not valid - the SSSI is not considered 
to be directly affected. 

No further action  

The additional traffic attributable to the 
construction of the wind farm may 
involve widening small country lanes. 

Noted - road improvements are 
proposed although these will be 
restricted to minor works. Traffic 
management conditions and 
agreements will seek to deal with this 
point. 

Condition to mitigate impact 

Transporting components and 
construction materials through small 
villages, which already carry a 
disproportionate volume of traffic to 
Santa Pod and Podington Garden 
Centre, impacts on normal useage.  
 

Agree - it is anticipated that 
construction will take approximately 9 
months. There will be construction 
periods which will involve an intensive 
use of the road network. However, this 
short term impact will be controlled by 
conditions restricting construction and 
delivery to certain days and times and 
routes to minimise impact on nearby 
villages and the road users. 

Condition to mitigate impact 

The impact during construction and 
operation will be extensive and 
damaging to residents. 

 As above. Condition to mitigate impact 



Item 6(1) – page - 87 - 

 
It is not acceptable that a rural landscape 
should be used to site a conspicuous 
and inappropriate industrial 
development. 
 

Not valid - PPS22 advises that the no 
sites should not be excluded from 
renewable energy proposals and this 
includes rural areas 

No action required 

The foundation depth needed for the 
turbines is likely to cause damage to the 
infrastructure of the land and hydrology 
i.e. ditches, water courses 
 

Not valid - The Environment Agency 
have confirmed that the proposals are 
unlikely to cause harm to hydrology, 
ditches and water courses. 

No action required 

Loss of Wildlife:- 
Birds and bats will be killed by the 
turbine blades, breeding grounds 
seriously disrupted, and their habitats 
destroyed.  
Badger setts will be destroyed 
 

 
Disagree - English Nature have 
confirmed that there is unlikely to be 
adverse impact on wildlife although it 
recommends further survey work is 
undertaken before any construction 
work commences. 

 
Condition to mitigate impact as 
per Natural England and Wildlife 
Trust responses 

Wind turbines produce low frequency 
noise day and night which can travel 
many miles in the quiet countryside of 
this area. 
 

Agree - noise assessment has been 
carried out in accordance with 
guidance contained in PPS22. 
Conditions are suggested to mitigate 
against any low frequency noise 

condition a Noise Reduction 
Management System and 
particular turbine type 
 

   
Health and Safety:- 
The combined noise from the blades 
turning on 9 wind turbines may affect the 
health and welfare of local residents.  
 

Agree - noise issues (including 
cumulative noise) were considered by 
the Environmental Health Officer 
Conditions referred to above should 
mitigate these issues. 

condition a Noise Reduction 
Management System and 
particular turbine type 
 

Health effects from windpower stations 
have been recognized by the Welsh 

Comment noted – the Environmental 
Health Officer has confirmed that 

No further action 
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Office for over 10 years. 
. 

health effects that may be associated 
with low frequency noise or infra 
sound have not yet been proven. The 
audibility and frequency range of 
hearing will also vary in the population. 
It is impossible to prove that a person 
who claims that they are suffering 
health effects due to exposure to low 
frequency noise or infrasound is 
making false claims. 

The effects of increased air pressure, 
flicker and shadow and the health risks 
associated with wind turbine impact such 
as headaches, nausea, loss of balance, 
migraines and depression.  
 
 

Noted - PPS22 confirms that shadow 
flicker and light reflection can occur 
although this is usually limited to a 
limited number of properties within 
900m of the site and a single window 
in a building is only ever likely to be 
affected for a few minutes at certain 
times of the day during short periods 
of the year. However, a condition 
could be imposed to mitigate impact. 

Condition to mitigate shadow 
flicker.  

The need for security lighting and aircraft 
warning beacons will cause light 
pollution. 
 

Disagree – PPS22 confirms that 
“Lights are only required on structures 
that are over 150m high” (PPS22, 
page 181). No such requests have 
been made by any aviation 
consultees. 

No further action 

Turbine accidents, fragmented blades, 
ice build-up on blades and fire risk are 
unacceptable hazards to people using 
the amenities of the area such as horse 
riders and the thousands of campers 

Disagree - PPS22 confirms that 
providing turbines are properly 
designed and maintained and 
manufacturer’s instructions are 
followed, they are a safe technology.  

No further action 
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who enjoy recreation in the immediate 
area at Santa Pod. 
 

Blade failure is unlikely due to their 
composite form (PPS22,171) 

The increase in the size and number of 
large lorries carrying abnormal loads of 
concrete and turbine parts on the narrow 
country lanes will pose a considerable 
risk to other road users especially 
accident and emergency vehicles, 
pedestrians and horse riders. 
 

Agree - the construction period is likely 
to last 9 months. Whilst there will be 
both abnormal and high volume 
construction traffic during this time, 
these are likely to be only for a limited 
number of days. A condition requiring 
a traffic management plan to be 
submitted and agreed would deal with 
this issue.  

Condition to mitigate 

The risk to horse riders using the 
bridleways if a horse is startled by the 
noise of the turbines or movement of the 
blades 

Agree - PPS22 notes that it is 
desirable to have a 200m exclusion 
zone around bridle paths to avoid 
frightening horses. Four of the turbines 
breach this distance. (note: this 
separation distance is recommended 
but not statutory).(PPS22, CG page 
172) 

Mitigation not possible 

   
Proximity to housing:- 
Infrasound has been detected at 
distances up to 10km from a wind 
turbine. Although the measurements 
might be small the effect on structures 
within that radius is still an unknown 
factor and no measures are proposed to 
mitigate concerns. 
 

Not valid - PPS22 states that there is 
no evidence that ground transmitted 
low frequency noise from wind 
turbines is at a sufficient level to be 
harmful to human health. (PPS22, CG 
page 170) 
 

No further action 

The effect of noise is based on simple Noted - noise assessment has been Condition to mitigate 
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noise levels, rather than the complex 
noise pattern emitted by the low 
frequency, low-level aerodynamic and 
mechanical sound from gearbox, turbine 
and blades. 
 

carried out in accordance with 
guidance contained in PPS22. Some 
noise impact is likely although any 
harm caused can be mitigated by a 
Noise Reduction Management System 
and careful selection of turbine type 

TV interference for residents of many 
villages. 
 

Agree - any TV interference can be 
rectified at the applicant’s cost using a 
condition as part of any permission.  

Condition to mitigate 

A reduction in the value of surrounding 
village properties 
 

Not valid -  this is not considered to be 
a material planning consideration 

No further action 

Heritage and Local Environment:- 
Hinwick House, a Grade 1 listed building 
is within 1/2mile of this industrial 
development 
 

Noted. No further action 

Hinwick Hall, a residential college of 
further education for young people with 
disabilities is within ½ mile of this 
industrial development 
 

Noted. No further action 

St Mary's Parish Church Podington, a 
Grade 1 listed building will be over 
shadowed by turbines. 
 

Valid – the turbines will cause some 
diminishment of the prominence of the 
church spire in the landscape.  

Mitigation not possible 

   
Viability of the development:- 
The area has one of the lowest wind 
speeds in the country. 
 

Not valid – PPS22 states that  “…local 
planning authorities should not make 
assumptions about the technical and 
commercial feasibility of renewable 

No further action 
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energy projects (e.g. identifying 
generalised locations for development 
based on mean wind speeds). 
Technological change can mean that 
sites currently excluded as locations 
for particular types of renewable 
energy development may in future be 
suitable.” (PPS22, page 22) 

The wind energy will not replace any 
power generating plant. All of the 
existing sources will have to remain 
operational at all times. 
 

Not valid - wind power will form part of 
an overall energy mix in accordance 
with national policy. 

No further action 

Energy crops and Biomass would be a 
more viable and appropriate source of 
renewable energy for this area 
 

Noted - the proposal must be judged 
on its merits not against other possible 
renewable energy technology. 

No further action 

Bedfordshire already generates 
significant quantities of renewable 
energy through land fill and biomass 
 

Partly valid - there is no County target 
set out for renewable energy creation. 
The Regional target for energy 
production using renewables is 
unlikely to be met taking into account 
all the projects that are permitted 
already or which are likely to come 
forward. 

No further action 

Technology  
Wind power is an outdated piece of 
technology 
 

 
Not valid - wind is considered to form 
an important part of the national 
energy mix.  

 
No further action 

Like other energy supplies it is 
subsidised 

Noted No further action 
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Intermittent energy supply 
 

Wind is an established part of the 
national energy mix. 

No further action 

Will not create the electricity intended 
 

Not valid - the likely electricity 
generation is calculated in accordance 
with DTI methodology 

No further action 

Visual 
Turbines will destroy the lives of people 
in the area 
 

Noted - point not elaborated on so 
difficult to comment. 

No further action 

Footpaths would be destroyed 
 
 

Partly valid - the proposal does not 
involve the removal or destruction of 
any footpaths. A condition will be 
included in any approval to deal with 
any damage to footpaths or 
bridleways. 

Condition to mitigate 

Light pollution disruptive to residents and 
wildlife 
 
 

Not valid - proposal does not include 
lighting. However, it is possible that 
some lighting will be installed to 
facilitate access to the control building. 
This can be subject of a condition. 

Condition to mitigate 

Wildlife and nature 
Ancient forests, flora and fauna and 
habitats would be destroyed 

Partly valid - Natural England have 
confirmed that whilst their may be 
some impact on wildlife and nature, 
subject to conditions to deal with 
mitigation and habitat improvement 
the proposal should not have an 
adverse impact. 

 
Condition to mitigate 

Adverse impact on bird, bat and badger 
population and irreversible geological 
damage 

Partly valid - Natural England and 
Wildlife Trust have confirmed that the 
proposal should not have an adverse 

Condition to mitigate 
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impact on wildlife. Some conditions 
requiring further and ongoing wildlife 
survey work are suggested.  

Traffic and Transport 
Adverse impact on local road network, 
road users and pedestrians 
 
 

partly valid - there will some impact on 
the highway network and its users. A 
Traffic Management Plan will be 
submitted by the applicant 

 
Condition to mitigate 

General 
Wind farms should be located off shore 
 

not valid - PPS22 deals with on shore 
renewable energy policy and confirms 
that rural locations will generally need 
to accommodate projects if the nations 
future energy supply is to be met. 

 
No further action 

Supporting wireframes and 
photomontages are inaccurate 

not valid – The Borough Councils 
Landscape Consultant has checked 
and verified the accuracy of 
wireframes and photomontages 

No further action 

Contrary to principles set out in PPS22 
 

Noted – specific issues are dealt with 
in other parts of this report 

No further action 

Inadequate wind resource Not valid - commercial viability is not a 
planning matter. PPS22 states that 
due to technological advances and 
changes to the renewable electricity 
markets wind farms in lower lying 
areas maybe viable. 

No further action 

Other alternative renewable energy 
methods are more viable 
 

not valid – the preclusion of certain 
types of renewable energy sources is 
contrary to PPS22. The proposal must 
be considered on its merits. 

No further action 

Loss of tourism 
 

Partly valid – there may be a possible 
impact on equestrian tourism 

Mitigation not possible  
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Construction impact 
 

Valid concern – there will be some 
short term disruption to residents in 
the locality during construction. 
However, this can be mitigated by 
restricting the periods of construction 
and by requiring a Traffic Management 
Plan.  

Condition to mitigate - traffic 
management plan and restriction 
of construction hours 
 

Distraction to sports users 
 

Not valid – there is no evidence to 
suggest that turbines distract people 
undertaking sporting activities within 
proximity of the site. 

No further action 

Effect on water tables 
 

Valid – however to deal with possible 
impacts the Environment Agency have 
recommend two conditions requiring 
details of pollution control and surface 
water drainage to be submitted and 
approved . 

Condition to mitigate 

Safety for micro light aircraft 
 

valid – however, none of the civil 
aviation consultees have raised any 
objections on these grounds.  

No further action 

Unviable technology 
 

not valid – PPS22 confirms that LPAs 
should not make assumptions about 
the commercial viability of a proposal. 
Also, it confirms the need for the 
national energy supply to come from a 
mixture of sources including wind. 

No further action 

Contrary to policies 
S6, NE1, NE2, NE3, NE12, NE14, NE18, 
NE24, NE25, NE28, NE29, BE6, BE7, 
BE9, BE11, BE15, BE17, BE21, 
BE30,LR10, LR12, LR13, U1, U5,  

Partly valid – policy issues and 
impacts are explored in detail in the 
section entitled ‘Planning 
Considerations’ 
  

Mitigation not possible 



Item 6(1) – page - 95 - 
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Appendix E - Neighbours and third party supporting the proposal 
 
 
 

Summary of representations 
 

LPA Observations 
We have to generate our electricity somehow and 
wind is clean and safe 

Agree – PPS22 confirms 
that more sustainable 
energy creation is needed 
and that wind provides a 
safe and clean option 

The only currently alternatives to wind are fossil 
fuels and nuclear power which causes terrible 
environmental problems 

Partly agree – there are a 
range of different 
renewable technologies 
available not just wind. The 
adverse environmental 
impacts of current fuel 
generation methods are 
well documented. 

The local area suffers from flooding and I want the 
community to show leadership in fighting climate 
change which may make flooding worse 

Comment noted – although 
none of the Podington 
Parish is within the 
floodplain, a known side 
effect of climate change is 
increase risk of flooding. 

The local effects of the site are tiny compared to 
the huge benefit to the wider community 

Comment noted – the 
harmful impacts local or 
otherwise must be weighed 
against the benefits. 

This site will generate electricity for many homes 
but will affect only a few. 

Comment noted – the 
impacts are not only 
confined to residential 
properties. 

The local effects of the site are tiny compared to 
the huge benefit to the wider community 

Comment noted – the 
harmful impacts local or 
otherwise must be weighed 
against the benefits. 

Thus application will reduce Co2 emissions slowing 
down global warming. 

Agree – the proposal is 
likely to help reduce Co2 
emissions 

The electricity generated will be used locally Disagree – the energy 
generated will be fed into 
the national grid 

Wind turbines are attractive and will contribute to 
the landscape positively attracting visitors 

Comment noted – the 
attractiveness of wind 
turbines is a personal and 
subjective matter. 
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However, they do have 
scope to attract visitors. 

The proposal will help the region to achieve the 
renewable energy targets set by the government to 
reduce global warming. 

Agree – the proposal will 
contribute the regional 
target for renewable energy 
generation 

Wind farms are part of the Council and 
Governments renewable energy policy 

Partly agree – the Borough 
Council and Government 
policy supports the 
principle of renewable 
energy. 

The proposal will help maintain the viability of the 
farms involved and businesses that depend on 
farming. 

Agree – the farmer will 
benefit from leasing the 
land to the developer 

Local employment will be created during 
construction boosting the rural economy 

Partly agree – there is an 
opportunity for local job 
creation but no control to 
ensure jobs will be created 
locally. 

Post construction business rates from the proposal 
will contribute significantly to the local economy. 

Partly agree  

They are not noisy as is claimed by some Partly agree -  noise 
impacts are likely although 
these can be mitigated by 
conditions  

We have to urgently promote alternatives to fossil 
fuels  

Agree – Central 
Government guidance 
promotes alternative the 
need for energy supply to 
be derived from a variety of 
sources to reduce 
dependence on fossil fuels 

UK has a valuable wind resource which should be 
exploited 

Agree – Central 
Government confirm that 
the UK is well served in 
terms of wind resource 

Renewables is a better option than nuclear power Noted – the Borough 
Council only has before it a 
proposal for a wind farm. 

The project will produce electricity for equivalent of 
10,000 local homes 

Noted 

The project will avoid 42,000 tonnes of Co2 per 
year 

Noted 

The recreational land uses and ecology will not be 
compromised by the proposal 

Partly agree – subject to 
further survey work 

Trees and terrain will limit the views of the turbines. Partly agree -  
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The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
Report 2007 revealed that: 
It is very likely that human activities are causing 
global warming 
Probable temperature rise by the end of the 
century will be between 1.8c and 4c 
Possible temperature rise by the end of the century 
ranges between 1.1C and 6.4C 
Sea levels are likely to rise by28cm-43cm 
Artic summer sea ice is likely to disappear in 
second half of century 
It is very likely that parts of the world will see an 
increase in the number of heatwaves 
Climate change is likely to lead to increased 
intensity of tropical storms 
This planning application will make an important 
contribution to tackle accelerated climate change. 

Noted 
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Appendix F - Other interest groups responses  
 
 

Organisation and comments 
 

LPA Comments  
 

Recommended action/mitigation if 
minded to approve 

The Bromborough Estate Company 
Ltd (including agent Hepher Dixon/Savills). 
Grounds for objection to the 
proposal: 
(i) Environmental Statement is not 
complete  
(ii) Assessment is inadequate 
understating impacts 
(iii) Landscape and Visual Impact 
incomplete 
(iv) Heritage Assets and their setting are 
not fully or properly considered. 
(v) The ZVI maps included in the ES are 
confusing and simplistic and do not 
conform to current recommendations. 
(vi) Photo visualisations need to be 
checked for accuracy and presentation in 
accordance with Best Practice. 
(vii) It is contended that electricity 
production and wind speeds are a 
planning consideration. 
(viii) Research suggests that the 
proposal will have a minimal expectation 
for electricity output. 
(ix) Grid connection is a material 
planning consideration which is excluded 

 
 
 
 
 
(i) Disagree – although it understates 
impacts in some areas, the E.S. is 
considered complete 
(ii) Partly agree – the E.S. understates 
some impacts 
(iii) Disagree – landscape and visual 
assessment is complete although it 
contains some weaknesses 
(iv) Disagree – the historic impacts are 
adequately considered although some 
arguments and conclusions are weak  
(v) Disagree – the LPA’s Landscape 
consultant has confirmed that the 
visual work is generally carried out in 
accordance with current best practice 
and guidelines. 
(vi) Noted – checked by LPA’s 
Landscape consultant. 
(vii) Partly agree – electricity 
production from a renewable resource 
is an environmental benefit which is a 

 
 
 
 
 
(i) No further action 
(ii) Mitigation not possible 
(iii) Mitigation not possible 
(iv) Mitigation not possible 
(v) No further action 
(vi) No further action 
(vii) No further action 
(viii)No further action 
(ix) No further action 
(x) Mitigation not possible 
(xi) No further action 
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from the ES. 
(x) E.S. and Supporting Statement are 
inconsistent in its assessment and 
impact on Landscape Character 
Tributaries (xi) cumulative impact has not 
been fully considered in light of similar 
recently submitted proposals  
 

material consideration. However, on 
the matter of wind speed PPS22 
clarifies that “…local planning 
authorities should not make 
assumptions about the technical and 
commercial feasibility of renewable 
energy projects (e.g. identifying 
generalised locations for development 
based on mean wind speeds). 
Technological change can mean that 
sites currently excluded as locations 
for particular types of renewable 
energy development may in future be 
suitable.” (PPS22, page 22) 
(viii) Disagree - The data used to 
calculate the amount of electricity 
generation from the project has been 
checked by officers. The average 
electricity consumption per household 
for Bedford is 4700kWh (DTI, 2005). 
The capacity factor cited is 27% some 
3% higher than the average for 
England (REF, 2006). Using the 
average lower figure of 24%, the 
project would create enough electricity 
for 9300 households not the 10,000 
claimed. 
(ix) Disagree – PPS22 advises that 
“Where the works required to connect 
the wind farm to the local electricity 
distribution network are not permitted 
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under the General Development Order 
it will be necessary to submit either a 
separate planning application or, in the 
case of an overhead line, an 
application for consent of the 
Secretary of State for Trade and 
Industry under Section 37 of the 
Electricity Act 1989 (in which event the 
local planning authorities are statutory 
consultees)” (PPS22, 183) 
(x) Noted – Landscape Character 
Assessment is considered to be 
adversely affected (the ‘Planning 
Considerations’ of this report explains 
this point further). (xi) partially valid – 
the application only takes account of 
similar developments that were 
submitted, approved or built on the 
date of the application. However, this 
approach is considered reasonable 
and fair (the ‘Planning Considerations’ 
of this report explains this point 
further). 
 
 

Odell Residents 
Letter accompanied by 120 signatures 
and representation received. Objections 
to the proposal on the following grounds: 
 
(Summary) 
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(i) The E.S. plays down the importance 
of the landscape, the impact of the 
development on the AGLV and its rural 
nature 
(ii) The E.S. states that the extent of the 
area it will focus on “where…effects may 
be significant…” then omits to focus on 
the whole of that area. 
(iii) The E.S. plays down the wider visual 
impacts on more distant settlements  
(iv) The E.S. exaggerates the amount of 
consultation that has taken place 
(v) Detail on Public attitudes to wind 
farms and Airfield Farm in the EIA should 
be treated with a healthy scepticism. 
(vi) The E.S. does not take into account 
the two other wind farm proposals which 
are at their scoping stage locally: Nunn 
Wood next door to Airfield Farm and 
Petsoe End near Olney. 
(vii) The E.S. is misleading on noise and 
health issues. 
(viii) The E.S. is inaccurate on Ecology, 
Leisure, Historic Buildings and 
Conservation Area impacts. 
(ix) The predicted economic benefits for 
the area are derisory. 
(x) The proposal is likely to have an 
adverse impact on the bat habitats at 
Odell Great Wood. 
 

(i) Partly agree – the development will 
have an adverse impact on the rural 
area and the AGLV 
(ii) Partly agree – there are some 
shortcomings in the E.S. 
(iii) Partly agree – the LPA’s 
Landscape Consultant has identified 
some wider impacts not addressed in 
the E.S. 
(iv) Comments noted – whilst PPS22 
encourages pre-application 
consultation with communities, there is 
no statutory requirement for this to be 
undertaken. 
(v) Comments noted – the LPA are 
aware of the need for information and 
data sources to be impartial.  
(vi) Comments noted – the LPA have 
carefully considered the issue of 
cumulative impact and have 
concluded…. 
(vii) Partly agree – the Environmental 
Health Officer has identified some 
noise impacts not considered by the 
applicant. The health impacts that 
maybe associated with low frequency 
noise have not been proven. The 
sensitivity of human beings exposed to 
low frequency noise or infra sound will 
vary from person to person. 
(viii) Partially agree – the E.S. does 

(i) Mitigation not possible 
(ii) Mitigation not possible 
(iii) Mitigation not possible 
(iv) Mitigation not possible 
(v) Mitigation not possible 
(vi) Mitigation not possible 
(vii) Condition to mitigate impact 
(viii) Mitigation not possible 
(ix) Mitigation not possible 
(x) Condition to mitigate impact 
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not fully identify impacts, and in some 
cases their magnitude, in respect of 
Leisure and Cultural Heritage. 
(ix) Comments noted 
(x) Disagree – Natural England has 
confirmed that there are no direct 
impacts on habitats from the proposal. 
However, further assessment of bat 
use across the site is required prior to 
construction of turbines to provide 
base line information. Post 
construction monitoring should also be 
undertaken. This should be subject to 
a condition.  

Residents at Risk Group (Irchester)  
Proposal fails to meet government’s 
basic criteria for wind speed. Concerns 
about impact on (ii) the local road 
network (particularly the B570) from 
construction vehicles (road widening, 
road closures, road safety) (iii) police 
resources for accompanying wide load 
vehicles (iv) the structural stability of 
properties along the route (v) air quality 
and amenity from noise and odour 
pollution  
 

 
(i) Disagree – wind speed and viability 
of a proposal is not a valid material 
consideration (ii) Partly agree - the 
applicant has not confirmed what 
alterations will be necessary although 
these are not known yet. The County 
Engineer has confirmed that any 
temporary works to the highway will 
involve removal of signage and 
widening of road into some grass 
verges. These matters are to be 
primarily dealt with under provisions 
under the Highway Act (iii) comments 
noted although the issue is the 
responsibility of the County Councils 
(iv) Concerns noted.  

 
(i) no further action 
(ii) condition as per Highway 

Authority 
recommendation 

(iii) no further action 
(iv) no further action 
(v) condition as per Borough 

Council’s Environmental 
Health Officer 
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(v) Partly agree – there is likely to be 
some short term noise impacts during 
the construction period although no 
odour impacts are likely. 

Harrold and Odell Country Park 
Community Liaison Group 
Individual comments: 
“I am Supportive of wind power but this 
is not appropriate for an AGLV. It will be 
an enormous intrusion into an area 
promoted for tourism.” 
“Turbines will dominate the landscape 
and are completely out of proportion with 
the landscape.  Smaller turbines should 
be considered.” 
“As landscape immediately surrounding 
the site is already degraded, surely 
further degradation should be resisted.” 
“Questionable wind speeds.” 
“Proposal should not have an adverse 
impact on the landscape from a park 
users point of view.” 
“Wind power is preferable over nuclear 
power.” 
“Environmental impacts of a wind farm 
are preferable over alternatives such as 
a power station.”  
 
Friends of Harrold and Odell Country 
Park Volunteer Group 
Individual comments 

 
 
Comments noted 
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No objections. The noise will be no more 
an issue than that of Santa Pod. 
I would rather not have the wind farm but 
if we have to have something then the 
footprint of a wind farm is less damaging 
than a nuclear reactor. It is questionable 
whether there is enough wind in this area
No objection. Good clean source of 
energy compared to alternatives. 
 
Harrold and Odell Country Park Users 
Individual comments: 
It’s a bigger intrusion than people think. It 
will scar the countryside. 
Wind farms do not generate enough 
capital return to pay for themselves. 
Waste of money. 
Inappropriate development for an AGLV. 
There are many alternatives that would 
be more suitable. 
I am for them. An excellent return on 
capital and can be moved when not 
needed. 
Noise problems associated with them. 
They do not pay for themselves and are 
generally considered to be an eyesore. 
Although the government is considering 
a new program of nuclear power 
stations, it would be preferable if 
alternatives could be given a chance 
such as wind farms.  
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People in the immediate vicinity should 
have the final say in the matter. 
 
Unilever Colworth 
Proposal will most probably damage 
Atomic Force Microscopy experiments. 
If permission is granted, Unilever would 
request that the LPA require the 
applicant to assist with evaluating the 
exact impact of wind turbines on AFM 
and provide new low frequency isolation 
facilities for AFM room.  

Noted - there are many sources of 
Low Frequency Noise (LFN), apart 
from Wind Turbines, that can travel 
considerable distances e.g. 
transformers, generators, 
compressors, moving plant, large fans 
etc. It is well documented that it is 
extremely difficult to measure, 
evaluate and determine the source of 
LFN. It may, therefore, not be possible 
to determine that any LFN  
experienced at the Unilever Colworth 
site is due solely to the operation of 
nearby wind turbines. There is nothing 
in ‘Assessment and Rating of Noise 
from Wind Farms’ guidance which is 
applicable to these circumstances. It 
would seem that any dispute regarding 
any adverse impact on Unilever 
operations due to wind turbine 
operation, would be a matter for 
private litigation. 
 

No further action 
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Appendix G – Campaign to limit onshore wind development (CLOWD) objections 
 
Socio Economics, Land Use and Public 

Attitude 
(Executive summary) 

 
 

LPA comments 

 
 
Recommended action/mitigation if 

minded to approve 
   
CLOWD contend that there is a 
discrepancy between the opportunities for 
social and economic development claimed 
for the development of Airfield Road Wind 
Factory and the minimal results in practice 

Partly agree – the proposal offers 
possible short terms benefits during 
construction (i.e. creation of local 
jobs and business) and ownership of 
one of the turbines. However, these 
are not material considerations to 
the determination of the application.  

No further action 

CLOWD consider that there will be 
miniscule economic, employment and 
demographic benefits of the wind factory 
for the local population in relation to the 
detriment to our countryside, the 
investment it demands and the subsidies it 
receives. 

Partly agree – (see above) Mitigation not possible 

CLOWD objects to the negative impact of 
the wind factory on traditional land use and 
environmental values, and on socio-
economic initiatives that discourage 
sustainable development, such as rural 
tourism. 

Agree – there will be a negative 
visual impact on the traditional 
agricultural landscape.  

Mitigation not possible 

CLOWD is concerned that private 
economic interests will prevail over the 
public interest in matters concerning 
conservation and use of the natural 

Disagree – private economic 
interests are not relevant to the 
decision making process. The 
proposal will be considered on its 

No further action 
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environment merits having regard for all the 
relevant considerations. 

The lack of rigour and discrepancies in 
preparing and presenting the 
Environmental Statement. 6.1.2 states that 
a range of mitigation measures have been 
incorporated in the scheme design. 
Nowhere in this section are any mitigation 
measures detailed apart from in 6.6.9 
where it is proposed HGV lorries will not 
deliver on Santa Pod race days. 

Disagree – mitigation measures 
relating to Land Use and Public 
Rights of Way are either referred to 
at various points in this chapter or 
are addressed in other chapters in 
the E.S.   

No further action 

CLOWD object to the exaggeration in the 
Environmental Statement of the amount of 
local public consultation undertaken by the 
applicant and the method of collating and 
presenting statistics on the applicant’s 
survey of local public opinion. 

Comment noted by the LPA – Whilst 
the LPA are unable to verify the 
applicant’s findings any consultation 
exercises and findings are not 
statutory requirement and therefore 
carry little weight in the decision 
making process. However, these are 
not reasons for rejecting the 
application. 

No further action 

The way the Environmental Statement 
seeks to play down the usage of the area 
and importance of it as a leisure resource 
for walkers and horse riders. 

Noted Mitigation not possible 

The ES refers to MW of power generation 
and total level of emissions avoided with 
no facts to back up the statements made. 

Partly valid – however, the data 
used has been checked by officers. 
The average consumption for 
Bedford is 4700kWh per household 
(DTI, 2005). The capacity factor 
cited is 27% some 3% higher than 
the average for England (REF, 

No further action 
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2006). Even using this lower figure, 
the project would create enough 
electricity for 9300 households. 

CLOWD object to this proposed 
development – planning application 
05/02589/FUL and maintains that in 
relation to the Socio economics, Land Use 
and Public attitude implications of the 
proposed development, the Environmental 
Statement (ES) shows a consistent 
tendency to treat numerous issues from a 
generic rather than a specific viewpoint. 
The implications for the LOCAL residents 
are continuously understated and in the 
main only generic out of date data is used. 
 
Many implications are understated. 
Mitigation measures that the ES states will 
be considered and implemented are then 
ignored. 
 
CLOWD believe this proposed 
development, for the reasons summarised 
above, and fully detailed below, to be 
wholly inappropriate by virtue of the scale 
of the installation in this rural location. The 
miniscule CO2 emissions that the wind 
factory will supposedly save are 
completely outweighed by the impact of 
the wind factory on the recreational use 
and preservation of a rural area. 

Comments as above.  
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CLOWD recommend to Bedford Borough 
Planning, on behalf of its members and the 
affected local communities, that the 
planning application should be rejected on 
the grounds that the ES is inadequate and 
that the negative impacts of the wind 
factory on an Area. of Great Landscape 
Value and the socio-economic loses to the 
local population far out weigh any saving 
in CO2 emissions.    
 
 

  

 
Cultural Heritage 

(Executive summary) 
 

  

The investigation to identify possible 
harmful effects of the wind factory on the 
cultural heritage of this area is wholly 
inadequate. 

Partly agree – some historic issues 
have either been omitted from the 
E.S. or have not been fully 
assessed. However, the applicant 
has identified key historic constraints 
and attempted to assess the impacts 
that the development will have on 
them.  

Mitigation not possible 

The ES has mis-represented the visual 
impact of the 410’ high turbines, thus 
sweeping aside all other related concerns. 

Partly agree –their are some 
adverse impacts on historic assets 
some which have been understated 
in the E.S.  

Mitigation nor possible 

The turbines will be in place for 25 years. 
This represents almost a generation of 

Partly agree –there will be some 
adverse impact on the setting of 

Mitigation not possible 
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people who will not see the listed buildings 
and in particular Hinwick House Grade 1 
listed in the gentle undulating north 
Bedfordshire countryside which is entirely 
a fit setting for their special architectural 
and historic interest. 

Hinwick House. 

By promoting a development that is 
inconsistent with the overall historic 
character of the area, Nuon have ignored 
national guidelines which take account of 
the importance of wider historic 
landscapes. 

Noted No further action 

The information from the Historic 
Landscape Characterisation project 
required by the Bedford Borough Council 
Scoping response has not been obtained 
and has not been considered within the 
ES. 

Partly agree – this was considered 
as part of chapter 7 “Landscape and 
Visual Impacts” of the E.S..   

No further action 

Although from their desktop and internet 
search, the developers would have been 
made fully aware of the importance of the 
local heritage in the area, they have 
consistently sought to undermine its value 
and on occasion have misstated the status 
of important sites. 

Noted No further action 

By not instigating proper community 
consultation and taking account of local 
sensitivities, they have not complied with 
statutory obligations within the consultative 
process. 

Disagree – although pre-application 
consultation with communities is 
encouraged, the applicant was not 
obliged to undertake any 
consultation prior to the submission 
of the application. Statutory 

No further action 
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consultation processes have 
however been carried out by the 
LPA. 

The developers have exaggerated the 
savings of carbon emissions and the 
amount of energy that the Airfield Farm 
wind factory would generate. In this way, 
they have sought to justify what would 
have be unacceptable damage to the 
cherished and historic landscape of North 
Bedfordshire. 

Disagree – see comments in Socio 
Economics, Land Use and Public 
Attitude section above. 
 

No further action 

The E.S.’s conclusion to the extent of the 
indirect and direct consequences of the 
development of Airfield Farm wind factory 
on designated features is wrong. 

Partly agree – as discussed above, 
the omissions and weaknesses in 
the E.S. lead the conclusions to be 
understated or incomplete. 

No further action 

The developer’s conclusion that the 
Airfield Farm wind factory is not likely to 
have significant effect on the cultural 
heritage resources and future legacy are 
wrong. 

Agree  No further action 

Here in North Bedfordshire, there is a 
community that cares passionately about 
their cultural heritage and is prepared to 
invest huge amounts of time, energy and 
hard earned money to protect it.  

Noted No further action 

CLOWD object to this proposed 
development – planning application 
05/02589/FUL and maintain that in relation 
to the cultural Heritage implications of the 
proposed development, the Environmental 
Statement (ES) shows a consistent 

Comments as above  
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tendency to treat numerous issues 
superficially. Many implications for the 
local heritage and the effect on the many 
listed buildings within the zone of visual 
influence are understated. 
 
CLOWD believe this proposed 
development, for the reasons summarised 
above, and fully detailed below, to be 
wholly inappropriate by virtue of the scale 
of the installation in this rural location. 
 
CLOWD recommend to Bedford Borough 
Planning, on behalf of its members and the 
affected local communities, that the 
planning application should be rejected on 
the grounds that the ES is inadequate and 
that the negative impacts of the wind 
factory on a Conservation Area, an Area of 
Great Landscape Value, many listed 
buildings and the desecration of our local 
heritage far out weigh any saving in CO2 
emissions which have been exaggerated 
by the applicant. 
 
CLOWD request that Bedford Borough 
Council make an independent 
investigation into claims of carbon savings 
and energy generation made by the 
developer. As outlined in CLOWD’s 
response to the Entec/Nuon statement on 
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Socio-Economics, the developers are 
unable to balance the devastating impact 
of the proposed windfarm on the 
community and the county by providing 
any meaningful assurance that it will bring 
overall economic benefit to the area. In 
order to protect the valuable cultural 
heritage of this area, it is essential that 
Bedford Borough Council take the 
necessary steps to implement national 
planning guidelines.  
 
 
 

  

Footpaths and bridleways 
(summarised by LPA) 
 

  

There are three bridleways/byways (BW), 
one footpath (FP) and one byway open to 
all traffic (BOAT) that will all be affected by 
the proposal. The magnitude of change 
will undoubtedly result in a significant loss 
of amenity for the many recreational users 
who currently enjoy the area through the 
use of the well-developed footpath and 
bridleway network. 

Agree – there will be some adverse 
impact for footpath and bridleway 
users. 

 

 
 

  

Ecology and Nature Conservation 
(Executive summary) 

  

The report does not cover all the bird Partly agree – English Nature have Condition as per English Nature 
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species and provides very little information 
on bats. Comprehensive surveys of bird 
and bat populations have NOT been 
undertaken. 

confirmed that more survey work 
needs to be undertaken prior to the 
commencement of any 
development. This should not 
preclude the grant of planning 
permission  

response 

The report does not include several plants 
important to wildlife habitat/food sources 

Disagree – not raised as an issue by 
English Nature or the Wildlife Trust 

No further action 

The report does not make enough 
emphasis on the extra-ordinary good 
habitat for wildlife particularly skylarks, 
which benefit from the areas of suitable 
feeding ground and swallows, which feed 
on the insects found over the damp and 
‘neglected’ woodland area. 

Disagree – not raised as an issue by 
English Nature or the Wildlife Trust 

No further action 

It draws conclusion based on work by 
other authors, which have not been fully 
explained or shown to compare with the 
development at Airfield Farm. 

Partly agree – the applicant has 
clarified areas of concern raised by 
English Nature. 

No further action 

The detrimental effect on certain bird 
species has been given scant attention. 

Disagree - not raised as an issue by 
English Nature or the Wildlife Trust 

No further action 

Readers of this ES should be aware of the 
shortcomings and not be persuaded by its 
length and apparent depth. 

Disagree – any shortcomings in the 
E.S. have been addressed to the 
satisfaction of the statutory 
consultees. 

No further action 

It is inconceivable that the report be 
considered complete when only three 
visits were made in E.S.ch of April, May 
and June 2004 to observe birds and two 
visits in E.S.ch August and September to 
observe bats. 

Partly agree – English Nature have 
confirmed that more survey work in 
respect of bats is required prior to 
development commencing. 

Condition as per English Nature 
response 
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The Environmental Statement does not 
prove that certain bird species or bats will 
not be compromised by the wind farm. 

Disagree – English Nature are 
happy with the approach taken by 
the applicant in assessing impact 
and mitigation on bird and bat 
populations. 

No further action 

 
 

  

Driver Distraction 
(conclusion) 

  

CLOWD’s conclusion is that the proposed 
wind turbine development at Airfield Farm 
poses a significant risk to road safety, 
particularly on a number of roads in the 
vicinity of the proposed site and also a risk 
to the spectators and competitors on 
Santa Pod Raceway. 
 
The applicant neglects to acknowledge 
this risk in its environmental statement and 
hence makes no commitment to any 
mitigation measures. 
 
On these grounds, along with others 
expressed in separate submissions, 
CLOWD objects to the proposal and seeks 
refusal of the Planning Application. 

Disagree – there was no road safety 
concern raised by the County 
Engineer or the Highways Agency. 
PPS22 (pg171) states that ‘Drivers 
are faced with a number of varied 
and competing distractions during 
any normal journey…designed to 
attract attention. At all times drivers 
are required to take reasonable care 
to ensure their own and others’ 
safety. Wind turbines should not 
therefore be treated any differently 
from other distractions a driver must 
face and should not be considered 
to be considered particularly 
hazardously.’ As regards to the 
safety of Santa Pod visitors, the 
Health and Safety Executive 
confirmed that they had no comment 
on the proposals and that normal 
planning procedures were adequate 
to assess the matter. This view is 

No further action 
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shared by the Motor Sports 
Association who do not see there 
being any significant safety concerns 
arising from the development. 

   
Traffic and Transport 
(Summary of issues challenged) 

  

ES neglects many potential impacts due to 
insufficient and inadequate specific 
research. 

Partly agree – the E.S. adequately 
addresses the key issues and 
significant impacts.  

No further action 

The ES fails to highlight the proportion of 
the route (once off A45) that the three 
roads (B569, B570 and a minor road 
between Podington and Wollaston) 
constitute. A509 is only half a mile. The 
remainder is approximately 5 miles. 

Agree –The County Engineer has 
driven the access route and is happy 
that it can adequately accommodate 
the construction HGVs. A limited 
number of HGVs visit the industrial 
activities at Airfield Farm presently. 

No further action 

Nuon should be required to generate traffic 
data (audited) in order to assess impact of 
Nuon transportation traffic as a proportion 
of background traffic on these minor roads, 
on which the relative risks and impacts are 
far more significant. 

Disagree – the highway authorities 
are satisfied with the capacity of the 
road network. 

No further action 

The ES fails to acknowledge the impact 
that temporary works to roads to 
accommodate abnormal loads will have on 
the geological sensitivity of B570 and 
Hinwick Bridge which is grade II listed. It 
appears highly unlikely that HGVs of 
exceptional dimensions, such as the 50 
metre low loaders required to transport the 
turbine components, will be able to pass 

Disagree – the County Engineer has 
confirmed that as it is a short span 
bridge there should be no significant 
difficulties in terms of weight. The 
bridge has no current weight limit 
and therefore is capable of HGV's of 
44 tonnes, and the weight impact will 
be lessened due to the fact that the 
front axles and rear axles will not be 

No further action 



 

Item 6(1) – page - 117 - 

through this section of the proposed route. on the bridge at the same time. As 
the HGV's delivering the turbine 
blades will be steerable at the rear 
axles as well the Engineer’s don't 
foresee any issue with potential 
damage being caused as the more 
hazard loads will be supervised. 

The ES presents inconsistent times of on 
site works. 

Agree – hours of construction will be 
conditioned as part of any 
permission. 

Condition as per Borough Council 
Environmental Health Officer’s 
response 

The ES understates the sensitivity of the 
route in terms of its impact on Podington 
Lower School traffic, Hinwick Hall College 
traffic, and pedestrians, cyclists and horse 
riders which use the unnamed road (there 
is no footpath).   

Partly agree – the delivery route will 
cause some disruption to local road 
users although this will be for the 
construction period only. Any 
abnormal loads are likely to be 
travelling relatively slowly and 
therefore pose little risk to road 
users. Deliveries are likely to be 
spread over a period of time during 
any given day so increases are 
unlikely to be that significant. 

Condition requiring traffic 
management plan 

The ES acknowledges information gaps on 
the significance of increased traffic on 
B569, B570 and the unnamed road and 
states that it requires further evaluation. 
This should be done before planning 
application is considered as it is highly 
likely that the impact will be significant. 

Partly agree – the applicant has 
clarified that there is an absence of 
traffic data on the minor roads. 
However, they assumed that there 
will be a significant increase in traffic 
along these roads and therefore 
assessments and mitigation 
measures are considered on a 
worse case scenario. 

No further action 

The ES acknowledges personal injury Partly agree – no data on accidents No further action 
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accident data not collected or analysed. 
Nuon should be required to do this given 
narrow road leading to Hinwick Road, the 
frequency of incidents from traffic (all 
types) to and from Santa Pod. 

has been provided by the applicant. 
However, the County Engineer has 
confirmed that there have been 5 
number of accidents over the last 3 
years on the Bozeat to Hinwick 
Road. 

Mitigation measures are inadequate and 
the extents of mitigation overstated. 

Disagree – the County Engineer has 
confirmed that through planning 
conditions, planning obligation and a 
highway agreement the mitigation 
measures required can be secured 
and delivered. 

Condition as per Highway 
Authorities recommendation 

It is likely that 350 cubic metres of 
concrete per turbine foundation is not 
sufficient and therefore the overall HGV 
traffic volume will have been significantly 
understated.  

Comment – there is no reason to 
think that these figures have been 
understated. Conditions to mitigate 
impact on residents are to be 
included on any permission.  

Condition as per Highway 
Authorities 
recommendation/direction 

The ES evaluation of traffic and 
transportation effects understates the 
probability and magnitude of effects, in 
terms of disturbance and delays. No 
mention is made at all of personal accident 
risk, nor of road surface, furniture or 
substructure damage risk, nor of potential 
damage to Hinwick Bridge. 

Partly agree – there is no reason to 
think that there will be an undue 
increase danger of personal 
accident or damage to road surfaces 
or substructure. The Highways 
Authority is aware of the need for 
some temporary minor road furniture 
removal and grass verge and the 
possibility of some road closures. 
Whilst precise details are not known, 
the County Engineer has confirmed 
that these are not significant. The 
issue of impact on Hinwick Bridge is 
clarified above.   

Condition as per Highway 
Authorities 
recommendation/direction 
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No disclosure is made in the ES regarding 
dimensions and weights of HGVs 
notwithstanding the fact that part of the 
route is on very minor roads (almost single 
lane in places), with few places for other 
vehicles to pass wide HGVs. Exceptional-
sized HGV journeys are likely to be over 
200 in number. 

Disagree – details of the HGVs and 
the sizes parts of turbine 
infrastructure are provided in the 
submitted documentation. Of the 11 
vehicles required to transport the 
various parts of the turbines, some 
larger parts will constitute abnormal 
loads. Such loads are likely to 
necessitate some disruption to the 
road network although this should be 
kept to a minimum (maximum 2 
months).  

 

Other issues not covered in ES: 
Vague references to a traffic management 
plan do not adequately or specifically 
account for the potential impact on 
emergency services. 
Air traffic impact. 
Farm traffic impact. 
Co2 audit does not cover whole of 
development. 
No contingency has been made for 
unforeseen construction delays. 
Existing Santa Pod traffic generation 
combined with construction traffic has not 
been adequately addressed.   
Other specific hazards on proposed 
transportation route. 

Partly agree – in the event of 
permission being granted, a 
condition could be imposed requiring 
the applicant to notify emergency 
services of any road closures. 

Condition road closures/diversions 
information to emergency services 

   
Noise impacts 
(Executive Summary) 
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Construction Noise –   
There are insufficient restraints cited by 
the applicant to ensure that construction 
noise will not be excessive. 

Partly agree –conditions are 
recommended to mitigate this by 
reducing the days and hours of 
construction 

Condition as per Borough Council 
Environmental Officer 
recommendation 

There are indications that there will be 24 
hour working period (deemed as 
exceptional) but with no control 
methodology or monitoring by the 
Applicant in the ES. 

Agree – this can be mitigated by 
including a condition requiring the 
prior approval of any exceptional 
working occasions contrary to 
condition. 

Condition as per Borough Council 
Environmental Officer 
recommendation 

Sufficient controls are not in place to limit 
noise or restrict working hours during 
construction or the future 
decommissioning. 

Partly agree – some noise impacts 
are likely. However, conditions are 
recommended to mitigate this by 
reducing the days and hours of 
construction  

Condition as per Borough Council 
Environmental Officer 
recommendation 

Operational Noise -   
CLOWD consider this proposal to be an 
experiment in unproven installation 
techniques at the proposed location, the 
environmental impact of which will be 
imposed on the local community to bear 
for many years if the proposal is allowed to 
proceed. 

Disagree – comparable sized 
turbines have been installed 
elsewhere in the country (Coldham, 
Cambs).  

No further action 

A key aspect of concern is the unknown 
noise emissions and noise effects of such 
large scale wind turbines in this proposed 
rural location. 

Noted   Condition as per Borough Council 
Environmental Officer 
recommendation 

Noise emission expectations are based on 
a manufacturer’s “serial” test data at a 
specific wind speed, and then extrapolated 
for a proposed “reference” model turbine 

Noted – the Borough Council’s 
Environmental Health Officer has 
checked Octave Bands sums. Any 
doubts regarding validity of test data 
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as designated. will be met by a condition restricting 
levels to 37.5Dba at NSPs. 
However, it must be noted that data 
does not identify potential “blade 
thump” and is not discussed.  

Noise emissions can only be determined 
as being “excessive” relative to the 
individual turbine noise levels as stated by 
manufacturer and as used in model 
predictions. Any excessive noise level 
effects from the final multiple turbines are 
not covered by warranty or manufacture 
nor the Applicant. 

Noted – noise emissions are difficult 
to predict overall but turbines are 40-
80m apart, distance reduction at 
40m is greater than 30Dba but noise 
limits are at properties and are from 
Wind Farm not individual turbines. 

No further action 

Although being the designers of the 
installation the Applicant disassociates 
itself from the all risks associated with this 
noise level non-compliance, stating this 
responsibility will rest with a turbine 
manufacturer, plus all and any resolution 
measures required achieving such 
compliance.  

Noted – the compliance of any noise 
conditions imposed will be the 
responsibility of the developer. 
Failure to comply with the conditions 
will leave them open to Legal Action.

Condition as per Borough Council 
Environmental Officer 
recommendation 

A specific turbine or manufacturer however 
is not yet firmly nominated within the 
Applicant’s planning submission 
documentation, and yet these elements 
remain central to achievement of all 
mitigating measures ultimately required in 
protection of the local community. 

Noted – it will be the responsibility of 
the developer to ensure that any 
appointed turbine manufacturer is 
aware of the noise mitigation 
conditions to ensure these factors 
considered at the pre-commissioning 
stage. 

Condition as per Borough Council 
Environmental Officer 
recommendation 

The applicant’s ES claims to offer 
guarantees from wind turbine 
manufacturers and contractual 

Noted – notwithstanding the 
agreements between the 
developer/applicant and the turbine 

Condition as per Borough Council 
Environmental Officer 
recommendation 
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agreements from suppliers while 
remaining free from any commitment to 
monitor noise levels or to address 
problems of noise at any stage of the 
development. 

manufacturer, the compliance of any 
noise conditions imposed, relating to 
monitoring or mitigation, will be the 
responsibility of the developer. 
Failure to comply with the conditions 
will leave the developer open to 
Legal Action. 

CLOWD is concerned that even if any 
required noise mitigation responsibility on 
E.S.ch individual turbine is successful 
under any Manufacturers contractual 
obligations to their turbine noise emission 
specification, any remaining noise 
nuisance effects in evidence, due to 
multiple turbine design layout, amongst 
others, may be attributed to neither party 
nor the responsibility for their resolution 
clearly accountable. 

Noted – the compliance any noise 
mitigation conditions imposed will be 
the responsibility of the developer. 
Failure to comply with the conditions 
will leave them open to Legal Action. 
In addition if a “statutory nuisance” 
exists or is likely to exist, then the 
local authority would be obliged to 
take action. 

Condition as per Borough Council 
Environmental Officer 
recommendation 

CLOWD has concerns that the Applicant’s 
ES there is scant attention paid to any 
such effects of the array of turbines, and 
their interactions with E.S.ch other in 
regard to the likelihood of:  

o Low Frequency Noise (LFN) output 
levels 

o Infrasound output levels 
o Sympathetic resonances between 

turbines in the array as their blade 
pass frequencies synchronise in 
and out of phase with E.S.ch other 

o Downwind pressure wave 

Noted - the use of Direct Drive this 
removes some gearbox LFN. 
Infrasound - Leventhall has recently 
stated: “I can state quite 
categorically that there is no 
significant infrasound from current 
designs of wind turbines. To say 
that there is infrasound is one of the 
hares which objectors to wind farms 
like to run. There will not be any 
effects from infrasound from the 
turbines” 
Sym resonances and downwind 

Condition as per Borough Council 
Environmental Officer 
recommendation 
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interactions between turbine 
airstreams  

pressure – these are known as 
Amplified Modulation. The 
government has formed Advisory 
Group including members of the 
Noise Working Group which 
formulated ETSU 97. It is to provide 
a peer review and guidance on the 
issue of AM although the findings of 
the group are not yet known. 
However, at a recent appeal the 
inspector concluded that little was 
known about AM and there is 
infrequent identification of AM in 
existing windfarms.  

Experts report (Leventhall (1), van den 
Burgh (2), et al) that there are real noise 
problems associated with existing wind 
turbine installations in regard to 
unexpected noise effects including low 
frequencies, the sub-aural and pulsations. 
These potential effects have been ignored, 
paid scant regard or dismissed within the 
Applicant’s ES in an unacceptable fashion. 

Partly agree - van den Burgh has 
identified noise due to greater wind 
speeds at high turbine height than 
previously thought. Leventhall work 
was on Low Frequency Noise (LFN) 
not just LFN from windfarms. At 
present there are no tonal 
corrections applied to ETSU noise 
limits, it is possibly unacceptable 
because PPS22 advice is to use 
ETSU. 
 
 

Condition as per Borough Council 
Environmental Officer 
recommendation 

The ES cites that the Applicant’s noise 
designs for this project are based on 
methodology of the ETSU-R-97 (3); a now 
dated document paying scant attention to 

Partly agree – if permission was 
granted planning conditions imposed 
should require: 
• Direct Drive turbines 

Condition as per Borough Council 
Environmental Officer 
recommendation 
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such noise effects with a basis in previous 
installations of smaller turbines in general, 
for onshore application. Doubts continue to 
grow regarding the suitability of this 
document for current large scale Wind 
Factory constructions.  

• Twin speed turbines 
• Use of noise reduction 

management scheme 
• 12 months post operation 

monitoring 
 

The only reference in the Applicant’s ES to 
Low Frequency Noise is seen as 
dismissive; quotes from a reference 
document (Leventhall (1)) have been used 
selectively in the Applicants favour, 
whereas warnings regarding “extreme 
distress” scenarios in the same document 
are ignored. 

Noted – the primary generators of 
LFN is known to be gearbox and 
direct drive machines will remove 
the primary source of LFN.  

Condition as per Borough Council 
Environmental Officer 
recommendation 

Background noise level monitoring was 
only carried out during winter period for 
three weeks only, due to period of low 
wind speed, and is considered by CLOWD 
to be sufficiently representative of overall 
conditions, and perhaps misleading. 

Noted - noise level monitoring was 
carried out as stated. However, this 
identified low back ground day time 
noise levels LA9020dB 
 
 

No further action 

Conclusion: 
Insufficient data and knowledge exists on 
the effects of an onshore wind farm 
development comprised of wind turbines of 
this magnitude, in a rural location with 
villages nearby. 
 
Noise is a very difficult parameter to 
design and model into a new development 
process, and often the results are not as 

 
Disagree – the Borough Council’s 
Environmental Health Officer has 
vetted the E.S. in line with published 
guidance. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Condition as per Borough Council 
Environmental Officer 
recommendation 
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expected. No evidence is provided in the 
Applicant’s ES that comparable 
installations to that proposed have been 
completed in a totally satisfactory manner. 
 
There is however evidence elsewhere that 
noise is considered as a major problem 
with wind technology is by the Government 
is in that: 

o Around 10% of PPG22 planning 
guidance document is dedicated to 
the issue of noise and the design 
process associated with dealing 
with it; 

o The DTI has spent more its budget 
researching noise from wind 
turbines than on all other 
environmental noise problems. 

 
Some types of modern turbine blades 
create significant levels of noise because 
they were designed to cut through the air 
very aggressively following original design 
paths vested in profitable operation in an 
offshore environment. 
 
The wind turbines proposed for Airfield 
Farm have not been proven onshore 
application in the UK, and it is 
unacceptable that such a critical area as 
the impact of noise, in particular the little 
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researched effects of Low Frequency 
sound and Infrasound, on the local 
residents should be dealt with so 
superficially and dismissively. 
 
Proper research into turbine noise and its 
effects is needed before a proliferation of 
wind factories in quiet countryside 
environments such as is proposed for 
Airfield Farm, adversely affects the quality 
of life for even more people. 
 
Bedford Borough Planning is urged to 
require the Applicant to further clarify the 
gaps in the submitted information to a 
satisfactory level before the Application is 
given any further Planning consideration. 
 
In particular the location is far too sensitive 
to be left to speculations. The noise impact 
should be fully investigated with 
contemporary and actual evidence of the 
noise generated by the turbines of the size 
proposed.                                                       
   
 
 




