
Planning Application Reference 09/0544/PA

Wear Point Wind Farm
I would like to formally object to this application and urge its refusal on the grounds that:

1. It is clearly contrary to JUDP Policy 62 and 63.

Whilst these two policies do envisage that the generation of renewable energy will be permitted in the County of Pembrokeshire, there are very clear caveats – in particular:

62(i)
that there will be no significant adverse impact on amenity arising from the scale or appearance of the development;

62(ii)
that there is no significant adverse impact either individually or cumulatively; and

62(iii)
that there will be no significant adverse impact on the amenities of local residents arising from either the scale, appearance or layout of the development.

2. Whilst there are other caveats, these three in themselves are sufficient to justify refusal of this application as contrary to JUDP Policy.

3. Welsh Assembly Government Policy as set out in Tan 8 would also support refusal, for while it also states that outside of the Strategic Search Areas designated across Wales there may be scope in some urban industrial brown field sites identified in a 2003 strategic assessment, it emphasised that these should, however, take full account of local circumstances and amenity.

4. Taken together, these two policy statements very clearly identify that the local amenity impact remains critical.

5. It is also a critical fact that both policy documents outline the need for local authorities to prepare detailed assessments of where such developments of small or medium sized wind farms may be appropriate and include consideration of issues of acceptable scale, visual impact and site specific evaluation.  The JUDP states that such advice will be published as supplementary planning guidance.  To date, no such guidance has been prepared.

6. We are therefore asked to rely on the applicant’s own submitted environmental statement and unfortunately this document, though lengthy and detailed, is flawed and compromised in addressing the issue of local impact.

7. Specifically, the report in all its many pages fails to spell out that within a 4km radius of this proposal lie the settlements of Hakin, Milford Haven, Neyland, Waterston, Llanstadwell, Pembroke Dock and Monkton.

Together these settlements have a population of:

(2007 estimates)

Pembroke Dock
  9,150

Monkton

  1,720

Milford Haven
13,200

Neyland

  3,750

Llanstadwell
     425

Waterston

     220
Total

28,465

This represents 22% of the total population for Pembrokeshire.  All of these people as they move around their locality will be very aware of the scale and visual impact of these massive and constantly moving structures.

8. The Environmental Statement, whilst undertaking a substantial analysis of 43 viewpoints in a 20km radius based on theoretical zones of visibility generated by computer based digital mapping, nevertheless, singularly fails to state the number of properties within a 4km distance that will have a significant and direct unimpeded view of the turbines.  An actual survey on the ground produces the following results:

	Viewing Area
	Number of Properties

	Hakin and Hakin Point
	65

	Milford Haven Marina (Lock)
	16

	Milford Haven – The Rath
	20

	Milford – Vicary Crescent Area
	50

	Milford – Pill Green
	50

	Milford – Upper Pill
	130

	Milford – West of Great North Road to Steynton
	210

	Waterston
	20

	Hazelbeach
	85

	Western Neyland / Honeyborough
	400

	Burton Village
	10

	Pembroke Dock – Hobbs Point to Cleddau Bridge
	70

	Pembroke Dock – Tremeyrick Street
	20

	Pembroke Dock – Front Street
	60

	Pembroke Dock – Park Street / Prospect Terrace
	60

	Pembroke Dock – Preseli View Tregerrin Hill
	45

	Pembroke Dock – Pennar Park and Military Road
	50

	Llanreath / St Patricks Hill
	55

	
	1,416


	Additional Major Planning Consents Exist for:
	

	Martello Quay Marina
	400

	Wards Yard, Castle Pill 
	80

	
	480



This survey was done methodically on the ground and in some detail.  Nevertheless, it would be difficult to identify every property and therefore if there is an error in the above, it will be that the figures are an underestimate.  1,416 dwellings is approximately 3% of the County’s housing stock and applying the average household occupancy for the County of 2.26 would suggest 3,200 people will have a full-on significant impact on the view from their windows.  If the safeguards set out in JUDP Policy are to mean anything, then these numbers would overwhelmingly demonstrate a significant and disproportionate impact.

9. This impact might be justified if the development proposed was overwhelmingly in the national interest.  Tan 8 identifies the Strategic Search areas needed for Wales to meet the majority of its on-shore wind generation targets.  Though it must be noted that this includes the ambition for Wales to become a net exporter of renewable energy – a contribution that this proposed wind farm could make by virtue of its proximity to the National Grid.  However, this objection is not to the concept of wind farms but to the appropriateness of these particular large turbines at this site.  In the context of the national interest argument these turbines will make a contribution to the UK power requirement measured within the area of the one hundredth of one per cent ie. 0.001%.  The Haven’s oil and gas contribution are measure in the 25% - 30% range.  They are in the national interest, the wind farm is not, so cannot justify overriding the clear local impact.

10. The Environmental Statement also seeks to mislead and obscure the local impact in numerous regards.  As a specific example, it was agreed that in terms of impact on parkland, the Study should use Cadw’s Register of Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest of which there are 13 within a 10km radius.  The report concludes correctly but unsurprisingly that there will be no significant visual impact on these.  However, it is the relevance of this criterion that is of interest.  Below I set out a comparison table of these sites with public open spaces and viewing areas, which are actually regularly used and enjoyed by residents of Pembrokeshire.

	Historic Parks and Gardens Assessed in Infinergy Environmental Statement
	Alternative Suggestions Not Reviewed but Actually Public, Accessible and Regularly Used by Residents

	
	Impact
	
	Impact

	Boulston Old Hall, Uzmaston (Private)
	Nil
	Hakin Point Fields (Eastern End)
	Medium/

High

	Castle Hall, Milford (Private)
	Medium
	The Rath Gardens, Milford
	High

	Cosheston Hall, Cosheston (Private)
	Nil
	Milford Golf Course
	Medium

	Upton Castle (Private, Occasional Public Access)
	Nil
	Cleddau Bridge Picnic Areas, North and South Bridgeheads
	High

	Great Hamerston, Tiers Cross (Private)
	Nil
	Memorial Park, Pembroke Dock
	Medium/

Low

	Haroldstone, Merlins Bridge (Private)
	Nil
	Barrack Hill, Pembroke Dock
	High

	Haverfordwest Priory (Cadw/Public)
	Nil
	Pembroke Dock Golf Course, Llanreath
	High and Extensive

	Lamphey Palace, Lamphey (Cadw/Public Charged)
	Nil
	Fort Road Picnic Area, Pembroke Dock
	Very High

	Orielton, Hundleton – the only such site actually assessed as having a potential impact from the turbines (Private)
	No Impact
	Llanstadwell Play Area
	Very High

	111 Main Street, Pembroke (Private)
	Nil
	Western Way Play Area and Promenade, Pembroke Dock
	High

	Monkton Old Hall and Vicarage (Landmark Trust/Private)
	Nil
	The Lock Gate Area, Milford Marina
	High

	Stockpole Court (Mencap, Occasional Public Access)
	Nil
	Neyland Waterfront
	High

	
	
	Cycleway At Wards Yard
	High


11. Again, I believe this table highlights that these turbines will be contrary to the JUDP simply because their impact on the local community will be widespread.  I would also urge that in considering this application, Members of the Planning Committee make a number of site visits to key viewpoints such as those listed in Column 3 of the above table.

12. Fundamental in reference to the local circumstances and impact of these proposed turbines is the fact of their scale.  Infinergy’s application is consistent in its reference to this as being in the category of a small to medium wind farm – which it would be in terms of power generation.  However, this is not the same as stating that these four turbines are small scale.  Quite simply at 105 metres to the tip of the blades with a circumference of 70 metres they are massive structures spread over a kilometre of coastline and in a state of constant motion to further exaggerate their visual impact.  Whilst it might be a subjective view, it is nevertheless the case that many people will find them substantially more unacceptable than the surrounding chimneys which are more aesthetically pleasing because they are grouped in clusters rather than uniformly spaced across the landscape – a visual effect which is significantly less pleasing.

They are higher than the three neighbouring chimneys – two of which are currently being demolished, and huge in comparison with the three existing turbines, which are located on a site, which is less prominent in the landscape.

In assessing their local impact against the JUDP, they must be regarded as large and substantial and highly intrusive

13. This impact is further aggravated by their effect on the Milford Haven Waterway.  The Environment Statement submitted details the impact on 43  landmap generated landscape character areas. It also includes section on the impact on the seascape. However, it signally fails to assess the impact on the Milford Haven Waterway as an entity or as experienced from the water.  Nevertheless, table 10.8 does examine the effect on seascape character of the eleven viewing areas which were assessed, five were assessed as suffering a substantial impact and a further five either a moderate or slight to moderate impact, one with a nil impact.

So by reference to the applicant’s own analysis, the local impact on the Waterway is described essentially as substantial, and therefore a reason for refusal under the policies of the JUDP.

14. The specific sites selected for these four turbines make this impact worse.  A number of considerations apply.

a. The Environmental Statement makes reference and comparison to the fact that four other turbines already exist around the Haven, and have had a lesser impact.  This is because they are so much smaller and located further inland.

b. The Environmental Statement also prays in aid the fact that three chimneys, almost as high exist as the same location.


In fact, two of these are currently being demolished.  However, they are also   located approximately 1.5km into the site away from the coastline.  This has a significant effect on their impact on the Waterway.  The four turbines by contrast are 0.15km from the coastline and in effect, sit immediately on the “cliff” or waters edge.  When taken together, with the 40 metre cliff, they rise to a true height of 145 metres above sea level – a level from which they will be most frequently viewed.


Again this further emphasises that these turbines will have a significant local impact, which puts them out of compliance with the JUDP and Tan 8 Guidance.

15. The Non-Technical Summary of the Environment Study also devotes three paragraphs to the impact of the proposal on tourism and recreation.  In these it concedes that no specific responses were received from any of the Havens organisations and business stakeholders consulted relating to community, tourism or recreation.  This allows them to conclude that the impact on tourism and recreation activities can be assessed to be negligible.

This conclusion cannot be allowed to stand unchallenged.  All the authorities concerned with the long term planning and development of the Haven recognise the potential for increased leisure and tourism use of the Waterway.  Indeed previous authoritative studies emphasised that the Waterway had more untapped potential for significant new tourism and leisure based employment and activity than the more established tourism areas of Pembrokeshire.

The fact is that these turbines will be significantly detrimental to the amenity of the Waterway, even given the context of the existing industrial development.  Indeed, when the cumulative effect of these turbines on top of that industrial landscape and takes together with restrictions on navigation to cater for LNG shipping movements the impact would be to further erode the appeal and potential of the Waterway for leisure based development. Leisure and Tourism have a greater and real potential for job creation and an improvement of the economic prospects and diversity of the town of Milford Haven, Neyland and Pembroke Dock.  Again the applicants fail to take account of this and ignore the impact of their proposal on recent planning consents for example for the Martello Quays development in Pembroke Dock as well as the impact on Milford and Neyland marinas etc.

Conclusion and Summary
· To comply with existing JUDP Policies and the Welsh Assembly’s Tan 8 Guidance for such development the applicants are required to demonstrate that their proposals will not have significant local impacts.

· This they cannot do for the reason set out in this objection.

· The number affected in a general sense will be substantial – 28,465.

· The properties adversely affected directly is substantial – 1,416.

· Generating only somewhere in the region of 0.001 of UK electricity it cannot be described as of overwhelming national interest.

· It will significantly and adversely affect 13 public and well used amenity spaces surveyed.

· They are simply too large and high impact for this urban location.

· They will have a seriously damaging visual impact on the Milford Haven Waterway.

· Their height and location on the cliff edge rather than some distance inland is a major and new departure from the established impact of refinery towers all of which are set back from the coastline.

· They will reduce the long term potential for better job creating economic development of tourism and leisure development of the Haven.

For these specific reasons, the proposal should be rejected as contrary to planning policy and guidance.

