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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

This is a letter of objection from reVOLT in conjunction with Hough on the Hill Parish Council, 

and Stubton Parish Council and endorsed by the parish councils at Westborough and Dry 

Doddington, Hougham and Carlton Scroop.  We object to the proposal on the grounds that it 

would have a major detrimental impact on: 

a. The landscape of the area by its very close proximity to the Villages, and its dominating 

position in the Trent Valley; 

b. The setting of listed buildings in the nearest villages, in particular Stubton Hall, and of 

other significant buildings, including Belton House; 

c. The visual and recreational amenity of the area by the introduction of incongruous, 

intrusive elements into views from many viewpoints across the area; 

d. Residential amenity from the overbearing and oppressive relationship of the wind 

turbines to the Villages. 

e. Aviation Safety due to the effects on turbulence on light aircraft using Hougham 

airstrip. 

In addition, we have serious concerns about the following issues, in relation to which SKDC has 

a duty to care to protect residents: 

a. The effects of flicker, especially on residents with autism and other neurological heath 

problems; 

b. Road safety, particularly during the 11 month construction phase; 

c. Increased day and night-time noise in an otherwise tranquil area; at levels which could 

constitute a statutory nuisance; 

d. The likely health impacts of noise and vibration, especially AM noise at night. 
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REFERENCES 

Policy and Guidance 

Policy and guidance documents are referenced using the following abbreviations: 

[NPPF]   National Planning Policy Framework link      

[NPPG]  Planning Practice Guidance for Renewable and Low Carbon Energy
1
 link    

[CS]  SKDC Core Strategy         

[SPD]   SKDC Wind Energy Supplementary Planning Document link    

[LCA]  SKDC Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) 

[Hough LCA]  Hough on the Hill Parish Council LCA 
2
 

[Stubton LCA] Stubton Parish Council LCA 
2 

Application Documents 

The planning application and associated documents are referenced using the following 

abbreviations: 

[PS]  Planning Statement  

[D&AS]  Design and Access Statement  

[ES]  Environment Statement Volume 1 Main Text  

[ES-TA1] ES Volume 3a Technical Appendices (sections 2-9) 

[ES-TA2] ES Volume 3b Technical Appendices (Sections 10-17) 

                                                   

1
 Department for Communities and Local Government, Jul 2013.  This replaced ‘Planning for Renewable Energy: A 

Companion Guide to PPS22’. 

2
 As part of their developing Neighbourhood Plans, Hough on the Hill and Stubton Parish Councils jointly 

commissioned Allen Pyke Associates to produce a LCA for the respective parishes.  These reports have been 

accepted by their respective councils and recommended for adoption by SKDC.   
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INTRODUCTION 

This is an objection to planning application S13/2699.  This document has been produced by 

reVOLT with the support of several parish councils.  It amplifies the many letters of objection 

already submitted by parish councils and residents. 

reVOLT (Rural Economies and Voters Oppose Loveden Turbines) is a residents group formed in 

2012 to consider the proposal in more detail than would be practicable for individual residents 

or parish councils.  The committee was elected at a public meeting in 2012 and re-elected at an 

Annual General Meeting in 2013.  It is funded wholly by voluntary contributions from villagers 

and fundraising events.  It has overwhelming support from residents in nearby villages, as 

evidenced by public meetings and polls. 

We have produced this document in good faith and taken care to ensure that statements, 

references and images are accurate.  Nonetheless, as a community organisation we are unable 

to make any warranty as to the accuracy or completeness of the information set out herein, 

and we cannot accept responsibility for any errors, omissions or misrepresentations. 

RWE has been preparing this application for several years, with a project team and several 

consultant firms.  Local residents have had only a few weeks (since 24 Oct 13) in which to 

review the huge quantity of information supplied with the application and prepare this 

response. We reserve the right to provide an updated report once we have had more time to 

review the application.  

Thanks must be given to the committee and the many other members of the community who 

have worked tirelessly in numerous ways over the past 20 months.  It has been a huge 

undertaking, designed to ensure that the voice of the local community is heard. 

We hope that the views and opinions of the people most directly impacted by this proposed 

wind farm will be listened to carefully and that South Kesteven District Council will refuse this 

application. 

Background 

RWE npower renewables Ltd (RWE) is part of RWE Innogy GmbH.  RWE is the applicant for this 

proposal, although it is not clear who will own the wind farm (see Ownership/Operation of the 

Site). 

The 71-acre site lies between the villages of Brandon and Stubton (7½ miles North of 

Grantham) and includes the former farms at Temple Hill and Sandlands.  In 2010 RWE signed a 

lease with the landowner, Hon Peregrine Cust, the Chief Investment Officer of Singapore-based 

hedge fund Prana Capital. 

In Oct 2011 South Kesteven District Council (SKDC) approved an application (S11/2053) for the 

erection of a 90m anemometer tower at Temple Hill.  In Apr 2012 RWE requested a Scoping 

Opinion for the wind farm (S12/0857); this was issued by SKDC in May 12.    

Application 

Throughout the scoping, ‘consultation’ and associated publicity RWE have referred to the 

location as Temple Hill.  It is termed Temple Hill throughout the planning statement, 

environmental assessment and every associated document.  However, the formal application is 

for ‘Hough Grange Farm’ NG32 2AN.  This name and postcode are associated with Hough 

Grange, a private residence unrelated to the application.  
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When the land was registered in 2001 it included the former farms at Hough Grange, Sandlands 

and Temple Hill under the name ‘Hough Grange Farm’.  When Hough Grange was sold in 2004 

the name lodged with the land registry for the remaining farmland was not changed.  

The unnecessary use of different names continues to cause considerable confusion.  For 

example the application cannot be found by searching the SKDC planning portal for Brandon, 

Stubton or Temple Hill. 

This has been compounded by the similarity of the application name to the private home and 

by the use of the wrong postcode (the nearest postcode to the site is NG32 2AL). The grid 

reference on the application is for a position between the turbines and the C001 road.  A letter 

to parish councils in Oct 2013 refers to the wind farm as Temple Hill (Hough Grange). 

The planning application (box 3) states that work has not already started; however in the weeks 

immediately preceding submission a barn was removed and several mature trees felled (see 

Bats section). In reality, and in contravention of the planning application, work has already 

started. 

Further, we wish to put on record our opinion that the planning application has been prepared 

in an arrogant and slapdash manner, with multiple inaccuracies and inconsistencies, an over-

reliance on desk-based information and a tendency to gloss over issues of critical importance 

and hide them amongst vast amounts of method statements and irrelevant background 

material. 
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SITE & TURBINE SELECTION 

Turbine Model  

RWE has refused to name a candidate turbine.  We accept that some flexibility is required (in 

case a better model becomes available) but RWE must have a particular turbine in mind in 

order to finalise their operational and financial plans.  Indeed the application [PS 2.10] refers to 

the ‘proposed candidate turbine’.  However, the application and ES insist that the turbines 

could be any height and anything between 1.8 and 3MW capacity. 

In reality RWE employees have said they plan to use the Repower MM92, which is 126.5 high, 

with a rotor diameter of 93m and an output of 2.05MW.  So all figures based on 3MW output 

are irrelevant. And the claims that 126.5m height or 93m rotor are ‘worst case’ are 

disingenuous.  

It is also odd that after 3 years of site-specific calculations and considering ‘the optimum 

balance between minimising the potential environmental effects and maximising the renewable 

energy benefits’ [ES 3.4.14] the assessment comes up with five 126.5m turbines, the number 

they first thought of.  And that the ‘optimum balance’ is ‘a turbine of up to 126.5m tip height’ 

[D&AS 3.3.10].   

It also raises the question of why the Vestas V90 2MW turbine was chosen for the noise 

assessment [ES 4.2.7] when the Repower MM92 is noisier than the V90 (see noise section). 

Site Selection 

Usually this type of development is positioned adjacent to motorways or trunk roads.  Temple 

Hill is not served by any major road link.  It seems that some developers target areas which they 

hope will offer little resistance, for example by choosing sites close to a parish/district/county 

border or near small, isolated villages, where resits may be caught unaware. 

Even before considering the wider impact on landscape, heritage, amenity, health, ecology etc, 

the Temple Hill site is severely constrained by numerous factors, including a gas pipeline, 

communication links, watercourses, trees, archaeology and bridleways.  Only 27% of the site is 

available for development.  As a consequence the applicant has not been able to demonstrate 

any meaningful degree of design iteration and has compressed the turbines on this parcel of 

land, leading to a cluttered and contrived layout.  Furthermore, there has been no effort to 

adjust the height of the turbines to respond to the land form and receptors. 

RWE acknowledges that the constraints on site design were ‘technical, economic and 

environmental’ [ES 6.13.1].  We suggest that a site so constrained that there is no room to 

mitigate landscape, heritage and amenity impacts was poorly chosen, based solely on the 

willingness of the landowner to sign a lease. 

It is claimed [D&AS 3.1.2] that ‘the existing arable agricultural use of the site would not be 

impinged upon’.  Yet the 5 x 300m
2
 turbine bases, 5,060m

2
 of crane pads, 2,782m of new 7m 

tracks, a 150m
2
 control building and the area covered by anemometer support cables add up to 

over 34,000m2 of land use, i.e. 8½ acres or 12% of the application area.    

The EIA regulations (Part II of schedule 4) require the applicant to provide a rationale for the 

main alternatives to development
3
.  It suggests for example, that developers should honestly 

                                                   

3
 In its comments on Scoping, Hough on the Hill Parish Council insisted that schedule 4 be fully adhered to. 
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seek to examine other development sites which may not be in their control.  No alternative 

sites are discussed in the application. 

Wind Speed 

The NPPG lists ‘predicted wind resource’ amongst the technical considerations relating to site 

selection.  However, local wind speeds4 are at best marginal for a commercial wind farm.  

Although optimised for low wind speed areas, RWE’s preferred turbine (see above) produces no 

power at wind speeds below 3 m/s (6.7 mph) and does not reach its rated output until the wind 

is 12.5m/s (28 mph). 

Wind data produced to support the Government’s Standard Assessment Procedure for Energy 

Rating of Dwellings (2012) confirms that this region is in a low mean wind speed location.  The 

developer should be asked to fully justify these matters. 

RWE / Ownership / Operation of the Site 

Commercial arrangements may not normally be material matters in a planning application, but 

the following information should be considered in the context of the claimed environmental 

benefit, and in considering RWE’s assurances about construction practises, transport 

management, operational mitigations and decommissioning.  The following paragraphs are 

based on ‘information received’ and Internet research.  These are out best endeavours, but we 

don’t pretend to be experts in this area or to have access to the latest information.  SKDC 

should satisfy itself that the commercial arrangements are fully understood before ruling on 

this application. 

RWE build wind farms and sell them to other companies; they may even sell the planning 

permission for other companies to build.  Where they ‘operate’ a wind farm they merely 

contract engineers for routine work on behalf of the actual owners. The contract is for RWE to 

exclusively buy the Renewable Obligation Certificates (ROC)s as part of the deal to cover their 

RO, to offset against RWE’s use of fossil fuels elsewhere.  

Most of the UK wind farms ‘operated’ by RWE are actually owned by ‘Falck’ and ‘Beaufort 

Wind’.  Falck is a large Spanish company with a complex structure.  Beaufort Wind is wholly 

owned by ‘Zephyr Investments’, which itself is jointly owned by RWE Innogy, Englefield Capital 

LLP and the First Islamic Investment Bank.  Future wind developments by ‘National Wind 

Power’ (an RWE Innogy subsidiary) will be sold to Beaufort Wind after completion.  More 

recently, wind farms have been sold to Greencoat UK Wind
5
.  

RWE npower were criticised by MPs in 2013 for not paying UK corporation tax (FT report).  

Recently, soaring prices and poor customer service recently contributed to a surge in 

complaints with npower receiving a higher rate of customer dissatisfaction than any other 

major energy company. There has been speculation that the company is to announce job cuts 

in the UK and outsource work abroad. 

 

                                                   
4
 UK Wind Speed Database 

5
 For example (Nov 2013) : http://www.thejournal.co.uk/news/wind-farm-company-sells-shares-6334258 
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EN3: RENEWABLE ENERGY GENERATION 

National & SKDC Policy 

Core Strategy policies EN1 and EN3 provide the local policy framework for decisions on wind 

energy schemes.  We will demonstrate that EN1 is particularly relevant this case, whereas little 

weight can be applied to EN3. 

SKDC CS EN3 states: 

 

However, the CS & SPD predate the latest NPPG, which updates the relevant guidance in the 

NPPF: 

• ‘communities have a responsibility to help increase the use and supply of green energy, 

but this does not mean that the need for renewable energy automatically overrides 

environmental protections and the planning concerns of local communities.   As with 

other types of development, it is important that the planning concerns of local 

communities are properly heard in matters that directly affect them’ 

•  ‘it is important to be clear that….the need for renewable or low carbon energy does not 

automatically override environmental protections ‘ 

Aims and Targets 

The applicant is not required ‘to demonstrate the overall need for renewable or low carbon 

energy’ and does ‘not need to justify the use of wind energy turbines or their power output’ 

[NPPF].  However, in this case the application refers in detail to the overall need for renewable 

energy, which is termed ‘Material Considerations’ [PS].  It is therefore important to verify these 

assertions. 

The national context is the Government’s desire to move towards a low carbon economy by 

minimising the demand for energy, increasing energy efficiency and promoting the 

development of renewable energy.  

The Climate Change Act 2008 mandates that net UK carbon emissions in 2050 will be 80% lower 

than 1990.  The 2009 EU Renewable Energy Directive set a target for the UK to generate 15% of 

all energy (electricity, transport and heat) from renewable sources. The UK Renewable Energy 

The District Council will grant planning permission for proposals to generate energy from 

renewable sources, subject to the proposals according with the other Core Strategy policies, 

national guidance and complying with the following criteria:· 

The proposal can be connected efficiently to existing national grid infrastructure, unless it can 

be demonstrated that energy generation would be used on-site to meet the needs of a specific 

end user. 

The proposal should make provision for: 

• the mitigation of the real emissions/impacts arising from the installation of the renewable 

energy generation 

• the removal of the facilities and reinstatement of the site, should the facilities cease to be 

operational. 
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Strategy 2009 states that 30% of electricity should come from renewable source by 2020.  

However, as confirmed by a recent appeal ruling
6
, this is not a legal commitment  

In July 2011 DECC
7
 issued the UK Renewable Energy Roadmap to achieve this target, including a 

central scenario for onshore wind of up to 13 GW. In 2012 Energy Secretary Ed Davey said
8
 

There are currently around 5GW of onshore wind installed in the UK. Around 6GW of 

onshore wind is awaiting construction, with around a further 7GW in the planning 

system…..Not all of these projects will be built – in England around half of all onshore 

wind projects do not receive planning approval. To meet the trajectory set out in the 

Renewable Energy Roadmap, we expect to need up to 13GW of onshore wind by 2020. 

This 13GW target is repeated in the application [ES 5.2.8].   However, there is now (Oct 2013) 

6.5GW installed onshore wind capacity plus 6.7GW (Dec 2012) approved, awaiting 

construction, a total of at least 13.2GW. The target of 13GW onshore wind capacity has 

already been achieved. 

Although DECC’s ambition extends beyond 2020 there are no binding targets for onshore wind.  

As stated in the NPPG ’.. there is no quota which the Local Plan has to deliver’.  

Lincolnshire has already borne its fair share of the burden.  We calculate 
9
 that Lincolnshire 

already hosts 16.5% of all the industrial wind turbines in England and has the 2nd largest 

number of operational/under construction onshore turbines.   If ‘consented’ and ‘in planning’ 

are added (including offshore) Lincolnshire already has the largest number of wind turbines in 

England! 

There is no requirement for South Kesteven to accept an inappropriate energy development.  

The UK ambition for renewable/low carbon energy does not have to include onshore wind and 

it does not have to be on Lincolnshire farmland.  After all, a London borough is not expected to 

make a significant contribution to the UK sugar beet harvest! 

Grid Connection 

To be issued 

Benefits of the Proposal 

At Appendix A we examine the claimed benefits, in terms of the expected electricity output and 

how this equates to an equivalent number of homes powered and savings in CO2 reduction.  

This shows that: 

• The Capacity Factor used in calculations is over-optimistic, as the most suitable sites for 

wind farms have already been taken 

• The amount of electricity that may be produced by the wind farm is exaggerated 

• The equivalent number of homes powered is therefore over-estimated 

                                                   
6
 See DLCG ruling, 9 Oct 2013 (para 25) 

7
 Department of Energy and Climate Change 

8
 The quote has been removed from Ed Davey’s own website but the sentence is repeated in this DECC document: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/42852/5936-renewables-

obligation-consultation-the-government.pdf 

9
 A Faulkner,using renewableUK data. 
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• The baseline figures used to compare CO2 savings are misleading 

• The requirement for backup power has not been included in CO2 calculations 

• The CO2 emitted in construction and transport has been ignored 

• Whereas any perceived benefits would be at a national or European level; the 

environmental, employment and social impacts will all be local 

• There is no evidence that the proposal will lead to any net reduction in global CO2 

emissions 

• There are alternative ways of producing clean energy, or saving energy, without 

damaging the local environment or impacting local residents. 

EN3 - Conclusions 

Relevant guidance in the NPPF has been updated by the NPPG, which post-dates the SKDC CS 

and SPD.  The SPD (2.4.7) summarises CS policies EN1 and EN3, but there is no requirement to 

give them equal weight.   

For the reasons outlined above, in this case little weight should be given to the EN3 

presumption in favour of renewable energy.  

If a development is unacceptable against one or more criteria of EN1, policy EN3 is not 

applicable.  The proposal is not (as required by EN3) in accordance with other CS policies or 

national guidance.  

The (renewable energy) benefits of the proposal are over-stated 

There are no binding targets on SKDC and the national target for onshore wind has already 

been met 

The application is not in accordance with other Core Strategy policies or national guidance  
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LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL AMENITY  

Our assessment of the Landscape and Visual Amenity report is set out in detail in Appendix C1, 

the following is a summary. 

Policies and Guidance 

SKDC policy EN1 underpins the SPD and supports the grounds for objection detailed below, 

with more recent guidance provided in the NPPG, for example: 

‘……it is important to be clear that...... local topography is an important factor in 

assessing whether wind turbines and large scale solar farms could have a damaging 

effect on landscape and recognise that the impact can be as great in predominately flat 

landscapes as in hilly or mountainous areas’ 

As part of the development of their respective Neighbourhood Plans, Hough on the Hill and 

Stubton Parish Councils commissioned locally-based character assessments (LCA) of the 

respective parishes.  These add granularity to the district level assessments and also take 

account of how residents perceive their landscape and surroundings.  These reports have been 

accepted by their respective councils and recommended for adoption by SKDC.   

An outstanding feature revealed by the Hough LCA process was the importance of views both 

to the character of the landscape, for example: 

 …. there is a predominance of long distance views, often many miles beyond the parish 

boundaries and the variation in topography results in the views being a significant 

feature of the landscape  

Public consultation showed how much residents valued these views and the tranquillity of the 

area. 

The application judged Landscape and Visual Amenity by reference to National, Regional and 

District Character Areas.  Although the parish-level LCAs were not completed at the time, the 

applicant should have conducted a similar exercise – assessing the area in detail, walking all of 

the footpaths, consulting with residents etc and not simply relied on broad-brush information.   

Assessment Methodology 

The assessment claims to based on the latest guidelines (GLVIA3)10 but these do not appear to 

have been followed in the analysis.  The Viewpoint Analysis survey seems to have been based 

on old guidance and the report has not been updated, despite stating that it has.   

In GLVIA terminology words such as ‘significant’ have very specific meanings.  However, the ES 

uses ‘significant / significance’ in various contexts, with different meanings.  To the lay reader, if 

something is described as just ‘significant’ in a conclusion (after the term has already been used 

in the analysis) it could be understood to mean ‘requires consideration’.  Whereas in LVIA terms 

it means ‘significantly bad’.  

The EIA regulations require that significant impacts are described as positive or negative, but 

the applicant has chosen not to do this, on the basis that most (all) effects will be negative.  This 

is bad practice and, in combination with the inconsistent use of terms, is very misleading and 

likely to cause confusion.    

                                                   

10
 Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Assessment, 3

rd
 edition. 
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The applicant has decided that only landscape and visual impacts deemed as Major or 

Major/Moderate are significant in EIA terms, and has thus ruled out all those they deem to be 

of Moderate impact.  We believe that the bar has been set too high and that only ‘minor or 

minor/negligible’ should be deemed not significant, and then only if a thorough professional 

analysis has been undertaken.  This is in fact the approach taken in the heritage assessment and 

this inconsistency undermines the professional credibility of the ES authors. 

Visual Analysis / Photomontages 

The impact on ‘settlement’ is down-played considerably and in assessing the impact on 

footpaths, the emphasis is wrongly placed on more distant paths, rather than those nearest or 

with the most important views.    

The photomontages do not show the relationship of turbines to adjacent sensitive indicators 

and no photomontages are provided from nearby footpaths, or from anywhere within the 

adjacent villages. 

We are informed by leading computer visualisations expert that the ’75mm’ photomontage for 

Stubton Hall appears to be a 50mm image which has been recalibrated to between 72 and 

73mm focal length (see Appendix C2).  We also note a number of deficiencies with other 

visualisations.  

At Appendix M we indicate the additional viewpoints required to to show the proposed wind 

farm in context with the closest settlements (number 1-5) and the additional viewpoints 

required to illustrate the impact on the historic environment (viewpoints A to G). 

The photomontages are insufficient and do not show the proposed wind farm in 

context 

The applicant should provide sufficient visual representations and these should be fair 

and accurate 

Landscape Impact  

Landscape Fabric 

The section on ‘landscape fabric’ discusses only the direct physical change to the landscape, i.e. 

the loss of mature hedgerows and the addition of turbine bases and additional tracks etc. 

Bizarrely, these localised physical effects are then matched to the Landscape Management 

Objectives in the SKDC LCA – this is a confused and spurious interpretation of such objectives.  

We disagree with the impact assessment for two of these objectives, namely ‘maintain and 

improve field boundary conditions’ and ‘maintain views to elevated villages and churches’.  And 

claiming that ‘turbines would not block views to villages or churches, as views would be 

available around and through the proposal ‘insults the intelligence of the reader.   

Landscape Character 

The assessment defines 2 new sub-areas, of which the larger has an arbitrary 3km radius.  This 

method means that the only churches within the sub-area are those without spires. As 

described in the parish LCA, the local landscape has various components and no feature, even 

in terms of scale, can be just be defined in terms of distance.  It is also inconsistent with the 

distances applied to settlement receptors and to the assessment of visual affects.  The impact 

of the proposal is then compared line by line to the SKDC LCA key characteristics for the area.  

This is a misuse of the landscape characteristics.   
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At greater distances (everything from Hough church outwards) it is claimed the turbines would 

‘correspond with the larger scale elements of the landscape’ and ‘the movement of the blades 

would accord with movement within the wider landscape’.  The authors go on to suggest that 

any impact on views beyond 3km would not be significant, or if they are significant ‘there 

would be no ‘competition in the viewer’s attention’.  In wholly disagreeing with this assessment 

we would also note the effects are not only significant but also adverse. 

The use of artificial, distance-based landscape zones is not acceptable.   The applicant 

cannot justify claims of no (negative) significant effect on the landscape area beyond a 

contrived 3km radius 

To claim that there is sufficient separation distance between the turbines and local churches to 

avoid [negative] significant impacts on the key characteristic ‘church towers and spires visible 

across the landscape’ is to wilfully misinterpret the landscape and the meaning of the LCA.  The 

church towers (and buildings such as Stubton Hall, Fulbeck Hall etc) were built to be the 

dominant features in the landscape, acting as focal points for the surrounding countryside.  The 

assertion in the context of church spires that the turbines ‘would be so different that there 

would be no confusion or competition in the viewer’s attention’ undermines the professional 

credibility of the authors.   

There appears to be no assessment of (or even reference to) inter-visibility between churches 

and between prominent houses.   

The impacts on adjacent landscape character areas, however great, are dismissed because the 

‘landscape character area would remain intact’.  This is another ridiculous statement.  There is 

little emphasis on views from the escarpment.  In the section on the Lincoln Cliff [ES 6.9.22] 

these are again scoped out because ‘the key characteristics of the Lincoln Cliff character area 

would remain intact’.  The ES author tries to argue that because existing physical characteristics 

within a landscape are unchanged, there can be no significant effect on the overall landscape - 

this demonstrates a misunderstanding of what makes up ‘character’ and suggests a desk based 

approach rather than one based on a knowledge and understanding of an area. 

Other landscape areas such as the Lincoln Cliff should not be scoped out 

The assessment deals with views towards the Lincoln Cliff (from a long distance), but there 

appears to be no assessment of the effect on views from the Vale towards much closer parts of 

the escarpment, such as Leadenham, Caythorpe, Hough on the Hill and Loveden Hill.   These 

views are particularly important to the character and enjoyment of the local area, as described 

in the parish LCA and the draft SKDC review of the Hough on the Hill Conservation Area. 

Important views from and to the escarpment, especially of Loveden Hill, have been 

ignored 

Visual Amenity Impact 

Residential Visual Amenity 

The actual assessment for each home (within 2km) or groups of homes is seriously flawed – see 

Appendix C: Residential Visual Amenity.  

This shows that, despite guidance in the SPD that a residential visual amenity assessment 

should cover an area at least 2km from any turbine, RWE chose to conduct a detailed 

assessment of only 14 homes within 1km of the site.  Whilst residences falling between 1-2km 

of the site were assessed en bloc, there are at least a further 14 properties where living 
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conditions could be materially affected and where a detailed individual assessment should have 

been undertaken.  

The residential amenity assessments were inaccurate at half the properties within 1km of the 

site, and at a further 19 properties within 1-2km.  For the 14 properties within 1km of the site, 

the applicant’s conclusion in all cases is that:  

..the magnitude of change would be substantial and the effect on visual amenity major 

and significant but it would not be so unpleasant, overwhelming and oppressive that the 

homes would become an unattractive place to live 

…thereby conveniently abiding by the guidelines put forward at the Burnthouse Farm and 

Carland Cross appeals.  None of the homeowners agrees with this statement, feeling that the 

size and proximity of the turbines, the unavoidable presence of the wind farm in main views 

from living and outside amenity areas, and the way many properties would be dominated when 

viewed in the landscape context from their primary approaches, would in fact render them very 

unattractive places to live.  

Nonetheless, the ES states that half (72 out of 143) of the properties within 2km of the site 

would experience “significant effects which are assumed to be adverse”.   

There is no assessment of the impact on the setting, character or experience/enjoyment of the 

villages themselves, even those within the 2km study area. 

The Residential Visual Amenity assessment is inadequate and inaccurate 

Even where serious residential impacts are acknowledged in this section of the ES they are 

down-played in the conclusions. For example ‘significant visual and landscape effects would 

arise locally, but these would be limited in extent’.    This is nonsense and this playing with 

words and obscurifiation is unprofessional.  And again, the term significant should be prefaced 

with the term negative or adverse. 

The proposal would have serious and widespread adverse impacts on residential 

amenity 

Tourism and Recreation 

The surrounding area is served by an extensive network of footpaths and bridleways.  The ES 

dedicates 19 paragraphs to 6 ‘promoted footpaths’ most of which are a significant distance 

from the site.  By contrast, a single paragraph covers the (negative) significant effect on local 

rights of way – the paths that residents use every day.  The assessment should have included a 

review of all local public rights of ways with a description of the effects on those using these 

routes.  It is wholly unacceptable to dismiss in one paragraph the impact on those receptors 

that will in fact be the most negatively affected by these proposals.   

The impact on nearby public rights of way have not been properly assessed or 

reported, with a disproportionate emphasis given to paths and routes further away. 

Residual Effects 

Most of the paragraphs summarising landscape and visual effect actually discuss the ‘fabric’ 

which, as explained above is very localised and largely irrelevant in this context.  This section 

contains other strange claims, including: 
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‘Significant visual and landscape effects would arise locally, but these would be limited in 

extent’ – they are only limited in extent because the zoning method has constrained 

them to 3km.   

 ‘The landscape has the capacity to accommodate the scale of development proposed’ – 

who says so? This is the first mention of capacity.  There has been no assessment of 

capacity or ‘susceptibility’ of the landscape or the visual receptors to accept wind 

turbines - this is contrary to current guidance in the GLVIA3. 

the statement that the development would ‘…not have a significant effect on the 

landscape character of any designated landscapes’ can only be made because these 

have all been zoned out by the assessment method! 

‘Overall it is concluded that significant cumulative landscape and visual effects will be localised 

in extent and limited, given the size of this five turbine wind farm proposal’ - Anyone 

considering the impact logically, rather than by using artificial zones, would realise that 

superimposing five x 126m rotating industrial structures on a largely flat, rural landscape must 

have a significant and widespread negative impact.   Clearly, for such an unpopular proposal, a 

reasonably objective measure should be employed, but it must at least pass the ‘common 

sense’ test.  

Conclusions 

The site is within 1-2km of the entire villages of Brandon and Stubton and even closer to the 

groups of homes around Hough Grange and Brandon Lodge, and the home and Nursery School 

at Littlegates Farm.  As the montages confirm, the wind turbines would be easily identified in 

the landscape, becoming the dominant feature in and around the nearby villages and a 

prominent feature for miles around.   

The assessment methods are not valid; they not respect the latest GLVIA guidelines and appear 

contrived to deliberately ignore significant impacts.  Key features of the local landscape have 

been ignored or zoned out.  Where features are mentioned there is insufficient emphasis on 

context and no discussion of inter-visibility.  There is no justification for the conclusion that a 

large wind farm can be accommodated in the landscape. 

The arguments presented in the report are unbalanced and the terminology is ambiguous or 

worse, contrived to result in a bias in favour of the development.  Some of the assumptions are 

invalid and some of the assessments are plain wrong.  For a publication intended for the public 

domain, for busy officers and councillors (who are not landscape professionals) to judge the 

application, the document is misleading.    

Contrary to planning policies and guidance, the proposed development would: 

- Be visually intrusive; out of scale with the landscape and existing built environment  

- Change the character of the landscape over a considerable distance 

- Destroy the remoteness and tranquilly of the area 

- Despoil the unspoilt views so valued by residents  

- Damage the local distinctiveness and sense of place 

It is too close to homes and would have a major negative impact on their setting and 

on the visual relationship between the villages and the landscape.   It would become 

the dominant feature in an otherwise rural and largely unspoilt landscape. 
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 HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT  

Scope 

The assessment of most ‘heritage assets’ is limited to 5km.  However, as described in the parish 

LCA, the local landscape has various components and this artificial zone scopes out important 

buildings with significant views of/views in combination with Temple Hill.  Buildings in this 

category include Fulbeck Hall, Stragglethorpe Hall, Leadenham House, Caythorpe Court and 

numerous ancient churches.  Only a few specific locations are assessed out to 10km.   

The range of heritage assets assessed is inadequate. 

Policy and Guidance 

The settings of listed buildings are strongly protected by legislation and policies.  The following 

extracts are from NPPF Section 12 (selectively quoted in ES section 10.4): 

Local planning authorities should identify and assess the particular significance of any 

heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by development affecting 

the setting of a heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence and any 

necessary expertise. [NPPF - 129] 

In determining planning applications, local planning authorities should take account 

of….: 

� the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to 

sustainable communities including their economic vitality; [NPPF – 131] 

Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage 

asset or development within its setting.  As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm 

or loss should require clear and convincing justification.  Substantial harm to or loss of a 

grade II listed building, park or garden should be exceptional.  Substantial harm to or 

loss of designated heritage assets of the highest significance, notably scheduled 

monuments, protected wreck sites, battlefields, grade I and II* listed buildings, grade I 

and II* registered parks and gardens, and World Heritage Sites, should be wholly 

exceptional. [NPPF-132] 

Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to or total loss of 

significance of a designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should refuse 

consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary to 

achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss.  [NPPF – 133] 

Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance 

of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits 

of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use.  [NPPF – 134] 

The effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset 

should be taken into account in determining the application. In weighing applications 

that affect directly or indirectly non designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement 

will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the 

heritage asset. [NPPF – 135] 

In discussing National Policy the applicant claims [ES 10.4.9] that the setting ‘is not defined as 

other land that might be visible from a heritage asset.  The definition makes it plain that the 

experience will normally be felt when looking towards a heritage asset’.   However, there is no 

justification for this assertion in the NPPF or other legislation. Indeed, this statement is contrary 
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to the SKDC’s own guidance (and seems to be contradicted later [ES 10.5.8] ‘The setting of 

heritage assets……views to or from the asset in question may only be a part’). 

Indeed, the applicant seems to have ignored the SKDC’s SPD regarding the Historic 

Environment, merely noting that ‘the approach advocated has been taken into consideration 

within this assessment’ [ES 10.4.17].   

The assessment has not followed SKDC’s clear guidance 

The SPD notes the following [SPD 3.4.3]: 

Wind energy development may affect the historic environment in the following ways: 

� direct physical impacts on assets, including buried archaeology, as a result of 

construction activity; 

� impacts on setting of heritage assets, leading to adverse effects on their significance 

including: 

� interruption of short and long distance views of heritage assets; 

� interruption of key (generally visual) relationships between heritage assets that have 

a functional or symbolic link; 

� changes in the perceived scale and visual prominence of heritage assets – for 

example historic church spires and towers; 

� reduction in the ability to appreciate and understand heritage assets in the 

landscape (for example, reducing the legibility of the routes of Roman roads and 

importance of the limestone ridges as axes of communication and settlement); 

� impacts on the historic character of the development site through loss of landscape 

features, such as field boundaries; 

� impacts on the wider historic character of the landscape, reducing the legibility of 

‘time-depth’ in the landscape (for example, views of the historic field, drain and 

settlement patterns in the Fens from the limestone ridges of the Southern Cliff); 

� impacts on key views to, or from, important assets that aid the understanding and 

appreciation of assets, or where they make an important contribution to the wider 

character and quality of the view; and, 

� cumulative impacts: the effects of one wind energy development in combination with 

other existing or proposed developments of the same type on the setting of assets, 

the historic character of the landscape or key views. 

The SPD (Box 15) states that ‘The siting principles outlined in paragraph 3.4.21 shall be adhered 

to’.  These are:  

� avoid unacceptable harm to historic settlements, particularly in areas of open 

landscape character where views – and settings – are likely to be extensive; 

� identify and avoid assets and historic landscapes with largely unaltered or intact 

settings; 

� avoid unacceptable harm to areas with numerous heritage assets and high 

archaeological potential to reduce the likelihood of physical impacts; 

� avoid unacceptable harm to areas with intricate and small-scale historic landscapes 

(such as well-preserved field patterns), and where historic features are the only scale 

reference; 
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� avoid unacceptable harm to undeveloped skylines visible from key heritage assets 

and key long distance views into heritage assets 

� avoid unacceptable harm to designed and other significant views from and towards 

parks, gardens, designed landscapes and historic buildings – particularly those where 

visibility/extensive views were intrinsic to their function; 

� use historic features as a scale reference when selecting turbine heights to reduce 

visual dominance in views 

� consider the potential for cumulative and in-combination effects on the settings of 

heritage assets; 

� consider the potential for indirect impacts on the setting of heritage assets including 

noise and shadow flicker 

The NPPF and SPD should be read in conjunction with the latest national guidance [NPPG]: 

As the significance of a heritage asset derives not only from its physical presence, but 

also from its setting, careful consideration should be given to the impact of wind 

turbines on such assets. Depending on their scale, design and prominence a wind turbine 

within the setting of a heritage asset may cause substantial harm to the significance of 

the asset.  

 ‘….it is important to be clear that…..great care should be taken to ensure heritage assets 

are conserved in a manner appropriate to their significance, including the impact of 

proposals on views important to their setting’  

A Hough on the Hill Conservation Area Appraisal is now being developed by SKDC [ES 10.4.18]. 

In ‘Wind Energy and the Historic Environment’, English Heritage advice is that: 

• Wind turbines are far greater in vertical scale than most historic features. Where an 

historic feature (such as … a church spire) is the most visually dominant feature in the 

surrounding landscape, adjacent construction of turbines may be inappropriate; 

• The extent of a wind farm and the number, density and disposition of its turbines will 

also contribute to its visual impact; 

• The location of turbines within key views …. should be avoided; 

• The movement associated with wind turbines, as well as their scale, may be a significant 

issue in certain historic settings. Adequate distance should always be provided between 

important historic sites and wind turbine developments so as to avoid the site being 

overshadowed or affected by noise and shadow flicker effects. 

Methodology 

SKDC require that [SPD 3.4.17]: ‘Developers shall integrate any assessment of visual impacts on 

the setting of heritage assets with the process of landscape and visual impact assessment 

(LVIA)’.  However, RWE have chosen to ignore SKDC and English Heritage guidance and ‘cobble 

together’ their own assessment method using their version of a methodology from the Design 

Manual for Roads and Bridges [ES 10.5.1]. 

The use of terminology in this section, as for Landscape – Assessment Methodology, is again 

lax, especially ‘significance/significant’ which has a precise meaning in the EIA regulations and 

NPPF.  For example, in only the second sentence [ES 10.1.1]: ‘examines the heritage significance 

(sensitivity) and value of those heritage assets which are within the vicinity…..  Also: 

Table 10-1 is titled ‘Heritage Significance’ but covers grades of sensitivity.   
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Table 10-3 is presumably supposed to show how Significance (i.e. sensitivity) and 

Magnitude are combined to produce Significance (again!) but neither axis is clearly 

labelled.   

Table 10-4 is supposed to relate the values in Table  10-3 to EIA and NPPF, but 2 of the 

grades are missing (Severe and Negligible) and another term is introduced (Slight).    

In discussing magnitude of change, it is stated that ‘the extent of change should be equated to 

the terminology relating to harm in paragraphs 132 and 134 of the NPPF’.  Presumably, this 

should refer to the ‘significance of impact’ rather than the extent of change, for NPPF 

paragraphs 132-134.  The authors do not appear to understand their own methodology.  

Note that in Table 10-3/10-4 ‘Moderate’ impacts are counted as significant, whereas only 

Major/Moderate impacts were considered significant for landscape impact.  It is not clear on 

what basis the applicant’s ‘Significance’ ratings have been equated to the EIA significance, or to 

the concept of ‘substantial harm’ in the NPPF.   Note that the NPPF discusses the need for 

protection where there is ‘less than substantial harm’ but does not put any lower limit on this 

grade. 

The assessment does not use the correct methodology 

Baseline Conditions 

Overview 

Note that there is a high concentration of archaeological finds in the Temple Hill area and 

although most of the identified features are Romano-British (or older) the presence of one of 

the largest known Anglo Saxon burial sites at Loveden Hill (the focus of the Loveden 

Wapentake) shows that the area was not only occupied but important during the Anglo Saxon 

era.    

Hough, Gelston and Brandon were all established villages by this time and are listed are listed in 

the 1086 Domesday Book.  Indeed the population of the villages was roughly the same as it is 

now.  The 1850 tithe map for the parish shows that the size of the villages and many of the field 

boundaries and other features have barely changed in the last 2 centuries. 

Archaeology 

Our detailed report on the applicant’s archaeology assessment is at Appendix D.  It concludes 

that: 

� The desk-based assessment was carried out without local knowledge and seemingly without 

all the available documentary evidence.   

� The assessment focused on the application site itself, with no effort to understand the 

context or its potential significance. 

� The proportion of the site area covered by on-site surveys was inadequate. 

� Although relatively few physical remains were found, the area is rich in crop-marks, which 

may mark the survival of a whole Romano British rural landscape.  

� Being predominantly rural does not diminish the value of the site, which is evidence of the 

continuity of the landscape. 
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� Further investigation is required to confirm the extent and quality of the evidence.  The site 

should then be considered for scheduling.
11

 

The archaeology should not be truncated by any intensive development but preserved in 

its entirety 

Listed Buildings & Ancient Monuments 

It is noted that, in addition to scheduled monuments, there are 69 grade I or II* listed buildings 

within 10km of the site, and many grade II buildings.  However, as discussed above, apart from 

a small number of named sites, only a selection of those listed buildings within 5km of the site 

have been assessed. 

As noted in the Hough LCA (4.17): 

 A number of high status houses such as Fulbeck Hall (Grade II* Listed) and Leadenham 

House (Grade II* Listed), are located along the length of the escarpment, south of 

Lincoln and were clearly deliberately located to benefit from the views out across the 

Trent Valley and along the curve of the escarpment itself.  

Numerous heritage assets have yet to be properly assessed 

Moreover, there has been no assessment of the inter-relationship between churches and other 

important buildings.  To anyone familiar with the area it is clear that visual relationship of 

prominent houses to each other was deliberate (perhaps because many owners were related) 

and that the relationship between these features and church towers/spires is a key part of the 

historic landscape.   

Indeed, the visual and historic inter-relationship between Belvoir Castle and Bottesford Church 

was a key issue raised by the inspector in both the Thackson’s Well & Palmer’s Hollow wind 

farm appeals.  In the case of Temple Hill the relationships between historic features will be 

different, but no less important. 

The inter-relationships between key historic assets has not been assessed 

Assessment of Potential Effects 

To be issued 

Cumulative Effects 

To be issued 

Conclusions 

To be issued 

                                                   
11

 However, note that [NPPF – 139]: ‘Non-designated heritage assets of archaeological interest that are 

demonstrably of equivalent significance to scheduled monuments, should be considered subject to the policies for 

designated heritage assets.  
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ECOLOGY AND ORNITHOLOGY  

General  

To be issued 

Great Crested Newts  

Our assessment of the Great Crested Newt (GCN) survey is at Appendix G.  This shows that 

information provided is very fragmented and sketchy.  Any investigation that has been carried 

has been concentrated on one small area of the site and on only one small body of water.  

Three significant ponds have not been surveyed. 

No records of GCN were reported from a 2km data search.  However, there is clear evidence of 

GCN in both Stubton and Brandon, within 1.5km of the site. Two of these references are 

accessible from data search.  The survey falls a long way short of the English Nature standards 

which the applicant claims to have followed.  

The Great Crested Newt survey data is inadequate. The applicant must survey all ponds and 

static water ditches on or within 500m of the site and provide an itemized HIS table for each 

body of water. 

Ornithology 

Our report on local ornithology is at Appendix H.  This shows that wind farms do pose a 

significant threat to birds.  Moreover, the bird surveys (conducted in the 2011, an atypical year) 

were not fully in accordance with Natural England recommendations and the assessment 

dismisses the danger to the birds at the site, despite these including a number of red and 

amber list species, the presence of which was confirmed by independent surveys. 

There are numerous owls in the area, including the Temple Hill site, but it seems that no night-

time survey of birds was carried out.  

Temple Hill is directly on the migration route for pink-footed geese, a species on the amber list 

for birds of conservation concern.  These birds fly over the village of Gelston and directly across 

the Temple Hill site.  A flock of 1,270 pink-footed geese in ‘regionally important numbers’ is 

mentioned in the report, with 100% of the birds flying at rotor height.  But the ES goes on to 

state that “the collision risk model applied to pink footed goose has identified no transits 

through the rotor swept area as all flights recorded were well outside the analysed area for 

collision risk (development footprint + 200m buffer)” – one wonders how the geese will know 

where the buffer zone is. 

The site is also over-flown by locally resident geese morning and afternoon, flying between 

their feeding grounds and roosting sites.  These birds would be running the gauntlet of the 15 

swirling blades twice daily 

Bats   

To be issued 

Hedgerows 

To be issued 
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NOISE AND VIBRATION 

Baseline Noise Assessment 

To be issued 

ETSU-R-97 Limitations 

To be issued 

Excess Amplitude Modulation 

To be issued 

HEALTH  

Shadow Flicker 

The [ES] only considers the effect of shadow flicker on residences – no attempt is made to 

understand the impact on people at their workplace, in their garden or using rights of way. The 

assessment claims to be based on a ‘worst case scenario’ of turbines with 80m hub height and 

93m diameter blades, whereas these are clearly the actual dimensions the applicant has in 

mind (see Turbine Model).  The starting point is the worst case scenario. 

The flicker assessment relies entirely on government guidance that effects are unlikely to be 

significant beyond 10x rotor diameter. This rule of thumb has been copied from other countries 

(generally at lower latitudes) and was introduced when turbines were much smaller than today.  

The Shadow Flicker Impact Assessment (Appendix 17.1 - para 2.1) calls this ‘generally accepted’ 

guidance; whereas the main report falsely claims that [ES 17.7.1] ‘shadow flicker only occurs 

within ten rotor diameters’.   

The survey thus ignores all the buildings beyond 930m, yet buildings that are clearly abandoned 

are considered, as well as buildings south of the turbines. A passive baseline survey was carried 

out from ‘public access locations’ [ES 17.4.2], which would provide no information on many of 

the nearby houses.  

Effects will obviously reduce with distance, but this does not mean they can be discounted.  

Every winter’s evening Brandon residents will see the sun set behind the turbines and some 

flicker effects are inevitable here.   Properties on Stubton Lane and at Hough Grange are only 

just beyond the artificial 930m cut-off.  Again, the site is too constrained and too close to 

homes to provide room for manoeuvre.  The developer has attempted to comply with the 

minimum standards set by Government (which are biased in favour of development) with no 

attempt to acknowledge or mitigate the nuisance and likely health problems to other residents. 

Blocking natural light through planting or retaining trees, relying on temporary structures, or 

the use of blinds, is not acceptable. It is claimed that when flicker occurs and ‘affected rooms 

are occupied’ the turbines can be automatically shut down [ES 17.8.2].  Apart from the question 

of how the control software knows when rooms are occupied in private homes, the implication 

is that the mitigation will all be pre-programmed and residents (even those in 930m study area) 

will not be able to report instances of shadow flicker nuisance.   Although experience from 

other wind farms is that nothing is done even when the problem is reported. 
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Neurological Effects 

The ES claims that shadow flicker is ‘unlikely to result in adverse health effects’ but only refers 

to an NHS booklet about epilepsy [ES 17.2.5], although a study into flicker effects on epilepsy 
12  

showed that the impact can be far more wide ranging than catered for by the current guidance.   

There are several residents close to the site with medical conditions other than epilepsy that 

could be seriously affected by flicker, even at levels considered not significant by wind farm 

developers. Note also more recent [NPPG] guidance: 

‘Turbines can also cause flashes of reflected light, which can be visible for some distance. 

It is possible to ameliorate the flashing but it is not possible to eliminate it.’ 

Neurological effects are not confined to shadow. The rotation of the blades can also affect 

health; especially autistic children and some people with epilepsy and other neurological 

conditions.  There is no artificial cut-off distance when considering these affects 

Health & Noise Conclusions 

To be issued 

Physical dangers 

The proposed turbines are so big and so close to rights of way that physical dangers to the 

public also need to be considered (restricted byway 22 runs along the north edge of the site,
13 

only 140m from the base of turbines).   

The Caithness Windfarm Information Forum (CWIF) has analysed the available data on wind 

farm accidents and incidents14.  They discovered 142 UK accidents in the period 2006-2010, 

although they believe this is only the ‘tip of the iceberg’.  Indeed, in 2011 renewableUK 

confirmed
15 

1500 UK wind turbine accidents and incidents in the previous 5 years.  These 

numbers are increasing with the growing number of turbines. 

CWIF reports that ice throw has been documented up to 140m from blade tips and that at 

Canadian windfarms walkers are warned not to venture within 305m of turbines.   

The most common cause of reported incidents is blade failure. This can result in either whole 

blades, or pieces of blade, being thrown from the turbine.  Worldwide, a total of 272 incidences 

were found by CWIF.  Pieces of blade are documented as travelling up to a mile. In Germany, 

blade pieces have gone through the roofs and walls of buildings. 

The second most common cause is fire.  For example 2 workers were recently killed in a turbine 

fire in the Netherlands [report].  Causes of fire include lightning strikes, mechanical failures and 

electrical failures.   

Some turbines have built-in fire suppression systems (including, ironically, CO2 flooding) 

although this doesn’t seem to stop them burning down.  The structures of the nacelles and 

blades are made from fibre-glass, carbon fibre or other resins and the nacelles can contain up 

to 200 gallons of hydraulic fluid and lubricants.  

                                                   
12

 Wind turbines, flicker, and photosensitive epilepsy: Characterizing the flashing that may precipitate seizures and 

optimizing guidelines to prevent them (http://www.essex.ac.uk/psychology/overlays/2008-181.pdf) 

13
 Despite the statement at D&AS 4.3.6 that the site will not be accessible to the public. 

14
 http://www.caithnesswindfarms.co.uk/accidents.pdf 

15
 Daily Telegraph 11 December 2011  
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Burning carbon fibre in particular is a health hazard which may affect the village of Brandon, 

less than a mile downwind from the prevailing wind.  The fire service should be consulted about 

how they would deal with a 80m turbine hub fire at Temple Hill. 

SKDC should take all necessary steps to protect the health of potentially vulnerable residents  
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CONSTRUCTION & TRANSPORT 

Construction  

The application states that construction will be ‘generally’ confined to 12 hours a day every 

weekday, plus 6 hours on Saturdays [ES 9.5.4].  This means that residents will have endure 

noise and vibration (one of the options for the foundations is pile-driving) for 66 hours a week 

for nearly a year.   

Detailed options for the base construction are supplied, which implies that the size and loading 

of the turbines has already been fixed.  But, despite all the geological data supplied with the 

application, it is claimed that the foundation type has not yet been determined.  If this is true, 

how have the number of HGV loads required to remove subsoil and bring in concrete, stone 

and steel been calculated? 

It is stated that ‘where possible the excess materials from the excavation of the foundations 

would be reused on site’.  However, the application does not include any embankments or 

changes in ground level, so what re-use is planned and will this only be within the application 

area? 

Crushed stone is being brought in for tracks and crane pads [ES 4.2.17] – how much dust will 

this create downwind at Brandon?   

The application includes an ‘indicative control building’ [4.2.29] which would be designed in ‘an 

appropriate vernacular style’.  A planning application for a large building should include the 

actual design, not just vague promises. 

Promises that a ‘full construction management plan will be prepared’ [ES para 4.2.36] are 

meaningless unless the council or the community has any control over conditions (e.g about the 

use of vehicles, lights, pile-driving, dust, rights of way, times etc).  In the context of visual 

impact it is claimed [ES 6.6.6] that various mitigation measures are ‘incorporated into the 

construction programme.  But a plan that does not exist is not mitigation.  

The impact of construction noise, dust etc on walkers, cyclists and horse riders using adjacent 

rights of way should also be considered.   

We acknowledge that the construction phase is not permanent, but 11 months (planned) 

construction time is a significant period.  It is not clear whether this estimate includes the 

trenching required to connect the grid.  It has already been stated [ES 13.2.9] that some 

preparatory road works ‘will be completed prior to the development construction phase’ and 

that road repairs will be necessary ‘upon completion of construction’ [13.6.3].   The 

decommissioning phase (not described at all) is likely to be similarly disruptive and almost as 

long.  The total period of works might easily exceed 2 years.  The duration and severity of the 

impacts on the local community are such that these must be taken into account and not 

dismissed because they are ‘short term’ [ES 9.7.6].  

Decommissioning  

Conditions should be imposed for decommissioning the site and returning it to agriculture. 

These should be completed before the expiry of the planning permission, or if any turbine 

ceases operation for a protracted time, for example due to mechanical failure or reduced 

subsidy.  It should be made clear that the site will be returned to agriculture and not treated as 

a brownfield site.  As RWE is likely to quickly sell the site on, SKDC should insist on a 

decommissioning bond.  Decommissioning should include removal of all structures, all 

foundations and any tracks not required for agriculture.   
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Transport  

Access for Outsize Loads 

It is claimed that 35 very large loads can be transported down the C001 although this would 

involve an ‘upgrade’ to relocate street furniture at 2 junctions on the A17 [ES 13.2.8], which is 

itself a Red Route.  But surely ‘street furniture’ is currently positioned for optimum road safety 

and traffic flow, so any displacement for the convenience of the wind farm developer would 

result in a less-than-optimum road layout for all other users. 

Access will also necessitate ‘carriageway widening and foliage pruning, at two bends in 

Stragglethorpe Lane (by Stragglethorpe village)’ [ES 13.2.9].  Presumably these are the bends in 

Stragglethorpe village.  There has been no consultation with the residents of Stragglethorpe, so 

it is not clear how RWE will obtain permission from owners to ‘prune’ these trees.   

Note that ‘the effect of these works will not be considered further in this assessment’ [ES 

13.2.9].  However, apart from the obvious bottlenecks through the villages, the ES transport 

plan seems to ignore the numerous low-hanging mature trees and cables that cross the C001 

between Stragglethorpe and Temple Hill.  

Road Safety during Construction 

Many aspects of road safety seem not to have been considered adequately.   The C001 

(Stragglethorpe to Marston) road is narrow, with numerous bends.  It is used by agricultural 

traffic, local cars, school buses and as a short cut by HGV drivers.  It is already a dangerous road 

with several fatalities in recent years.   

It grossly misleading to suggest [ES 9.6.5] that a 25% increase in traffic equates to a 1dB 

increase in noise.   The noise of traffic on rural roads cannot be aggregated; it consists of 

discrete events, albeit louder for HGV.  The dB level will not necessarily increase, but the 

frequency of occurrence will noticeably increase.  

It is claimed [ES 13.5.10] that the C001 has a capacity of 1800 vehicle movements per direction 

per day.  Nobody with experience of this road would agree; many sections of the road are 

barely adequate for 2 way traffic, certainly not when it involves HGV.  The baseline traffic 

survey [ES 13.5.13] was conducted in 2012.  Since then there has been an increase in HGV 

traffic, moving bales of straw between the former Fulbeck airfield and the Renewable Energy 

Plant at Sleaford.   

The increased traffic due to wind farm construction is justified because ‘route sections within 

the Study Area typically operate well below capacity’ [13.5.21].  But, the problem with this road 

isn’t congestion, it is safety.  As with many rural roads the edges are very prone to wear, 

especially with heavy traffic, causing frequent and sometimes very deep potholes.  Local traffic 

avoids the road edges unless forced over by overtaking or 2-way traffic.  When this happens, 

especially in the dark or rain when potholes can’t be seen, there is a danger of hitting a pothole.  

Most local drivers have experienced some damage when this happens; in some recent cases 

cars have flipped over.   More damaged road surfaces and more 2-way traffic (and frustrated 

drivers overtaking slow HGV) means this will happen more often. 

It is stated that some roads are ‘of a lower standard’ [ES 13.6.2] although it is not clear which 

these roads are, and which are of a high standard.  Extra HGV will also cause more damage to 

roads, especially at the edges. 

The applicant accepts that the road surface will suffer damage during the construction phase, 

which will be fixed thereafter [ES 13.6.3].  So, during 11+ months with increased HGV traffic the 
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roads will be getting steadily worse, after which roadworks will be required to repair the 

surface.  But who will be liable if a damaged road surface leads to vehicle damage, or a fatal 

accident?  Eleven or more months of inconvenience and dangerous roads during construction is 

not ‘insignificant’ [ES 6.8.5]. 

In addition to the 11 month construction phase, modifications to road junctions etc are due to 

take place before hand, the planned grid connection will require cable-laying along several 

miles of roadside  [ES 4.2.33]and, finally, the damage to the roads will have to be repaired.  

Local road users would face 1-2 years of inconvenience.   

The total number of extra road movements (10,640) includes 5892 HGV movements [ES 

13.7.15].  Presumably many of these will be removing subsoil and bringing concrete etc for the 

turbine bases, but the applicant hasn’t yet decided the type of foundation, so these figures are 

(at best) provisional.  These figures assume that only 20 staff will be on site and that they will 

share cars [ES 13.7.2].  But it seems unlikely that the staff would all be living in the same place 

and working the same 12-hour shifts.  It is more likely that staff will make their own way to the 

site so, assuming the number of staff is correct, the number of return car/van journeys is 

under-estimated by 10 per day, a total of 4620 single journeys over the 11 month construction 

period, even assuming they don’t venture off site during the day. 

The ‘peak period’ is supposed to be 84 extra movements per day [ES 13.7.16], although this is 

also described as 44 movements per day (including 34 HGV) in each direction (Stragglethorpe / 

Marston), which adds up to 88.  However, there is also a shorter peak period of 120 HGV 

movements per day (presumably plus other vehicles) for delivery of the foundation concrete 

which, it is claimed, ‘will be specifically planned to avoid sensitive local communities’.  Given 

that only the C001 is being considered, and Stragglethorpe Lane is ‘specifically sensitive’ [ES 

13.5.23], this must mean that all 120 HGV movements per day will route through Marston, 

although the impact of this peak period has ‘not been specifically assessed’ [ES 13.7.6]. 

Even if the traffic flow figures are correct, the accident rate increment ignores the increased 

proportion of HGV, which have a disproportionate effect on safety, especially on the narrow 

local roads.   

The mitigation for the dangers from extra HGV traffic [ES 13.6.4] is a Traffic Management Plan, 

which doesn’t exist.  However, it is hinted [ES 13.7.35 / 13.8.1] that this will consist of signs, 

posters and reduced speed limits.  Slow moving HGVs on long stretches of narrow road will 

certainly not ‘enhance road safety and reduce inconvenience to road users’.     

Extra HGV traffic during the long construction period will cause noise, inconvenience, 

damage to roads and a serious risk to road safety 

Road Safety during Operation 

The size, incongruity, motion and variable orientation of the turbines is bound to distract 

drivers on the C001.  It is claimed that trees and hedges mean that this will be a ‘frequently 

filtered view’ [ES 6.13.7], but this also means frequently revealed surprise views.  As recognised 

at planning appeals, the introduction of large, moving turbines can result in driver distraction, 

for example: 

‘…the installation of the proposed wind turbines would seriously risk distracting 

motorists on an awkward section of road and so exacerbate the road hazards already 

evident here’
16
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 Appeal reference APP/Q2908/A/02/1099718, para 37. 
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On a fast, narrow road, with junctions and blind corners, used by HGV, cars, tractors and horse 

riders, this is bound to increase the risk of serious accidents. 

In addition, a significant number of cyclists use the roads directly around the site and will be 

particularly at risk as a result of the additional HGV traffic and the consequent road damage. 

Frequent glimpses of huge moving turbines will present a potentially fatal distraction 

to road users 

Geology  

There is complex geology across the Temple Hill site.  The 1996 British Geological Survey (BGS) 

Solid and Drift edition (Grantham, Sheet 127) should be studied in conjunction with the 133 

page Memoir for the Grantham sheet (1999).  Reference should also be made to the detailed 

geological notes and map for geological sheet SK84NE for the Stubton area (Dr Alan Brandon of 

BGS, 1987) as it covers in detail the entire area of the wind farm proposal. 

Fulbeck airfield is only a few km north of the Temple Hill, along the geological strike, and has a 

similar surface geology. Between Feb1986 and May 1987 many shallow boreholes were core 

drilled, some with down-hole geophysics, by the Nuclear Industry Research Executive (NIREX) 

when the site was being considered for nuclear waste disposal. The voluminous NIREX 

geological and borehole reports should be consulted for technical information which could be 

relevant to the wind farm site. The core and geophysical logs from a deep National Coal Board 

borehole at Fulbeck airfield should also be examined.  

As no site specific geotechnical information is provided for the turbine foundation sites, 

detailed geological and geotechnical surveys will have to be made, possibly supplemented by 

further geophysical surveys, not only by magnetic gradiometers but also ground probing radar 

and other modern shallow geophysical survey methods 

The Geoenvironmental Desk Study section on Solid Geology [ES Appendix 11, para 5.3] refers to 

a shallow borehole drilled near Temple Hill Farm in 1943.   Historical data is useful but no 

substitute for modern instrumentation.   Borehole data from 70 years ago cannot be relied 

upon as hydro-geology can change.  A new borehole is required at the proposed site 

using modern logging techniques. 
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SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACTS  

New Business and Employment 

As the applicant has made clear, turbine blades, towers etc. would be manufactured abroad, 

with a relatively insignificant requirement for any locally sourced materials, certainly in terms of 

value.  This means that any potential local economic benefit could only come during the 

construction phase.   

The report is contradictory, claiming ‘significant opportunities for local businesses’ [PS 13.1] but 

elsewhere admitting there would only be ‘limited supply chain opportunities within the impact 

areas’ [ES 16.9.5].  Given that wind turbines are moved and constructed by specialised 

contractors, it would seem unlikely there would be much scope for local contractors beyond 

perhaps basic ground work, fencing and similar. 

RWE claims the construction phase will involve 128 full time equivalent jobs during this 11 

month period. Less than half of these equivalent jobs would be in the East Midlands region and 

only 15 from the local area.  The local area is defined as the South Kesteven, North Kesteven, 

Newark & Sherwood and Lincoln areas.   

Most wind farms are operated remotely, sometimes from an overseas base, and RWE 

acknowledge that no permanent full time local jobs would be created at Temple Hill.  There 

applicant does claim that 2 full time equivalent jobs would be created in the wider (regional) 

area.  But, as with the other claims, it not at all clear on what rational basis (if any) these figures 

have been calculated.  When questioned about the supposed creation of full time jobs (meeting 

with reVOLT and SKDC,  Dec 2012) the RWE  project manager had suggested that ‘jobs like 

mine’ would be supported. 

We have not had time to untangle the lengthy arguments in this chapter, but there appears to 

be little of substance contained therein and even the very modest forecast local economic 

benefits are unproved.  

What is clear is that scant attention has been paid to the considerable negative socio-economic 

impact this development would have on the existing local economy. 

Tourism  

The summary of tourism impacts only considers the immediate area (within 5km of the site).  

However, this area has been called the ‘Gateway to Lincolnshire’ and the view of the wind farm 

from the main A1 North/South trunk road (see photomontage 14) hardly presents an enticing 

view of an unspoilt rural county.   

In listing the local tourist attractions the report [ES 6.10.23]also fails to mention Lincoln Castle 

and the surrounding uphill area of Lincoln, a world-class tourist attraction.  This wind farm 

would lie mid-way (and in direct line of sight) between Belvoir Castle and Lincoln Cathedral, 

visited respectively by 23,000 and 200,000 people annually.  

The ES states that research about the negative impact of wind farms on tourism is inconclusive, 

which does mean there is no impact
17

.   

                                                   
17

 For example, this recent (Oct 12) press report: Scottish tourism chiefs admit wind farms will 'drive holidaymakers 

away' 
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Other Local Businesses 

The ES claims that: 

“the available evidence does not suggest that the construction, operation or 

decommissioning would lead to changes in visitor behaviours or to falls in business 

transactions (eg. bookings for Stubton Hall, or number of children attending the local 

crèche facility)”  

 “…the land on which the turbines are proposed does not materially contribute to the 

setting of any of the assets.” 

But the ES does not justify either of these conclusions.  It only refers to two local businesses 

when there are many others in the vicinity.  Further, by stating that these 2 businesses “have a 

limited role in supporting a large number of jobs, or in attracting significant numbers of visitors 

to the area” RWE has clearly failed to comprehend how rural communities function and how 

closely they interrelate with one another.   

Most importantly, RWE has failed to comprehend how the character of the landscape in which 

it operates is integral to a healthy rural economy.  The rural landscape around Temple Hill hosts 

a number of rural pursuits, many of which generate income and jobs both directly (e.g. beaters, 

catering, ground-staff) and indirectly (e.g. accommodation).  Moreover, the tranquil 

countryside and picturesque churches/villages are highly valued for weddings and christenings, 

and thus reception venues, which in turn support a network of local employees and suppliers. 

Stubton Hall, Littlegates Nursery, The Brownlow Arms, Gelston Grange B&B and a local holiday 

let company, amongst others, have submitted their own detailed objections and explained how 

the wind farm would negatively impact their business – explaining how the character of the 

area is a Unique Selling Point for their businesses and how jeopardising this will reduce 

turnover, threaten jobs and destabilise the local supply chain.  

The importance of Stubton Hall to the local economy and the potential impact of the wind farm 

on this business are under-rated in the applicant’s report.  Our assessment at Appendix F  

shows that:  

The present owners have invested over £6 million in the last 7 years. 

Although only recently started, Stubton Hall is already one of the country’s top wedding 

venues, with a turnover of £1.3million, most of which is directed back into the local 

economy. 

The business directly employs 6 full time and 52 part time staff; mainly young people 

and over 50s for whom jobs are scarce in rural communities.  At least another 30 staff 

are employed by contractors to the business. 

The owners planned another £1million investment, employing local builders and 

subsequently another 5-10 full time and 20+ part time staff.  

The proposed windfarm would dominate the view from many of the most important 

rooms and become a prominent backdrop to the landscaped gardens.    

The business, which relies in large part on the tranquil and unspoilt rural setting, would 

be damaged by the wind farm, with knock-on effects on local employment and the 

whole local economy. 

Less obviously, perhaps, local churches and even the Lincolnshire Registry Office would also 

suffer a loss in income. Dry Doddington Parochial Church Council explain in their objection 

letter how the wind farm could impact the success of its lottery funding application, by 
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undermining its pivotal ‘user group development plan’. Another self-employed business owner 

in the area explains how the wind farm would render the surrounding villages less ‘sought after’ 

and that this would reduce patronage of her beauty therapy business. 

Any change to the character of the area and the landscape would also impact on recreational 

users such as walkers, horse riders, cyclists etc. These user groups also contribute to a healthy 

rural economy, bringing in revenue for local hostelries and equine facilities.  A local alpaca farm 

has had to abandoned well-advanced (and costly) plans for expansion (including a visitor facility 

and tea room) due to the threat of the wind farm. 

House Prices  

We understand that the impact on house prices is not usually a material planning issue.  

However, the scale of this development would affect hundreds of homes; which for most 

people are their primary financial asset.    

Quite apart from the direct financial loss to homeowners; if people lose confidence in the value 

of their homes they reduce spending, local businesses suffer, and there is a reduction in social 

mobility.  The knock on socio-economic impact has implications for the area as a whole and 

should be considered in this context. It is understood that DEFRA are preparing a report on the 

impact of wind farms on house prices and on local economies in general. 

RWE initially raised the issue of house prices in their publicity, repeatedly claiming proof that 

house values are not affected by wind farms and quoting from old and/or inclusive surveys, in 

particular one commissioned by the Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors (RICS).  However, 

perhaps because phrases from their survey were being quoted out of context, the RICS 

produced a webpage to clarify that there is no definitive research-based answer to whether the 

presence of a nearby wind farm has a material and permanent effect on house prices
18

.   

Despite other developers being critised for making similar claims
19

 RWE persisted with their 

claim, in leaflets distributed to local homes, on their website and in other leaflets handed out at 

the Sep 2013 ‘information sessions’.  Local residents reported RWE to the Advertising Standards 

Authority twice about this issue; both complaints were upheld.   

RWE’s own residential amenity study indicates 

that half of the properties within 2km of the site 

would experience “significant effects which are 

assumed to be adverse”. 

Common sense dictates that no one would want 

to purchase a home such as those at the Hough 

Grange cluster of properties, when they would 

be so dwarfed by an industrial presence as 

illustrated here. 

The housing market in nearby towns is buoyant.  However, to the best of our knowledge, no 

houses have sold in Brandon and Stubton since RWE’s Scoping Request was submitted in April 

2012.   The nearest house sale we are aware of (near Loveden Hill) was discounted by 20% 
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 http://www.rics.org/uk/knowledge/more-services/guides-advice/wind-farms/ 

19
 For example, this Press report (Nov 12): Developer drops claim wind turbines do not hit house prices 
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because of the threatened wind farm.  Other houses that remain for sale have had few or no 

viewings, even when marketed with price reductions
20

.  

We recently obtained incontrovertible evidence of the impact of wind farms on house values 

and saleability (even when only at the proposal stage).  The letter at Appendix P from an estate 

agent to the owner of a mid-village property in Stubton from where, according to RWE, the 

wind farm would not even be visible.   This suggests that the adverse effects have already 

spread well beyond the nearest properties to the wind farm.  Even if only homes within 2km 

are counted, that is 150 homes which could either not be sold at all or only at hugely reduced 

sums.  

RWE have claimed that this effect (which they deny) is only ‘planning blight’ and that if the 

wind farm were to be built the housing market would return to normal.  Apart from having 

already suffered this blight for nearly 2 years, the community could easily face another 5 years 

of planning enquiries, construction delays and construction activity.  And, as discussed above, 

the idea that house prices would not be affected is fanciful.  To quote RICS: ‘a landmark case 

has shown evidence that the close proximity of wind farms can affect house prices. A council tax 

appeal ruled that Jane Davis would get a discount on her council tax because her home has lost 

value as a result of a wind farm
21

. This ruling could be regarded as an official admission that 

wind farms have a negative effect on prices’. 

Effectively the local area would become a housing black hole. Who is going to recompense 

these individuals for such a devastating impact on their finances?  Moreover, who will 

compensate the many businesses and individual tradesmen (estate agents, solicitors, removals 

companies, builders, decorators, plumbers, electricians, kitchen & bathroom fitters, gardeners 

etc, etc) who rely on a healthy housing market?  Homeowners will be reluctant to spend more 

on a home they cannot sell. 

The scale of potential financial loss to the community completely dwarfs the Community Fund 

(discussed below).  If planning application were to be agreed, SKDC should devise a planning 

obligation (Section 106 Agreement) requiring the applicant to pay for the depreciation in 

property values in the local community.  

Horse Riding 

Guidance / Consultation 

SKDC’s SPD states ‘In the case of bridleways a distance of three times the overall height of any 

turbine should be the starting point with a minimum separation distance of 200m where this 

would be difficult to achieve’.   

This was based on British Horse Society (BHS) advice, which does not just apply to ‘bridleways’ 

but to any route regularly used by horses. The current BHS Wind Turbine Guidance for Planners 

and Developers states:  

The potential effect of turbines on horses should be considered on any route used by 

them – this includes bridleways, byways, roads and permissive routes. 

The latest BHS policy statement is that: 

                                                   
20

 At least local sellers are being honest.  Elsewhere a homeowner sold a property without revealing that planning 

permission had been granted for a 40m wind turbine, 500m away from the house.  The new owners sued and the 

judge awarded them 20% of the purchase price.  

21
 Valuation Tribunal Council tax appeal from Jane Davis (2008) 
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The BHS strongly recommends that the views and concerns of local equestrians should 

be recognised and taken into account when determining separation distances and that 

normally a minimum separation distance of 200m or three times blade tip height 

(whichever is greater) will be required between a turbine and any route used by horses 

or a business with horses. 

The BHS also note that the impact is worse where (as at Temple Hill) the affected route is north 

of the turbines.  They advise that: 

…horses are most likely to be reacting to noise, movement of the blades or movement of 

shadows cast by the blades. During the design stage, a wind energy project developer 

should communicate with the authority’s access officers to ensure that equestrian routes 

are taken into account and turbines located with maximum separation from horses to 

reduce the effect of noise, movement or shadows. 

We can find no evidence that such communication has taken place in this case.  The only 

evidence of any reaction to consultation was to acknowledge [ES para 3.4.24] that the turbines 

were too close to a right of way.  But this concern was dismissed because the site was already 

constrained by area and noise problems.  Despite being told in Sep 2012 that the track to the 

north was used by horses, RWE have chosen to gloss over this in their application.  

Assessment 

To comply with the BHS guidelines, the required separation between turbines and any route 

used by horses is 379.5m (3 x 126.5m).  Coincidently (perhaps) this is the spacing between T1 

and the bridleway to the west.   

However, Table 3.1 in the [ES] states that a 200m separation criterion was used for bridleways 

(the absolute minimum in the SPD and in contravention of BHS advice).   

Restricted byway 22 which runs along the north of the site is regularly used by horses and thus 

the turbines should be at least 379.5m away.  But turbine T2 is much closer than 200m away.  

Presumably the applicant would like to pretend that byway 22 does not count as a bridleway 

and thus no buffer is required, even though the BHS make no distinction between bridleways 

and byways used by horses. 

However, it is unlikely to be a coincidence that the ‘Minimum Turbine Siting Criteria Adopted 

for Temple Hill’ for Bridleways in Table 1 of the D&AS is 139m, which contradicts the Table 3.1 

in the EA but is exactly the separation between T2 and byway 22.  By implication the applicant 

has recognized that byway 22 is used by horses but, due to other site constraints, has resorted 

to an out of date document (PPS 22) and ignored the SPD and BHS safety advice.  T1 is also too 

close at approximately 205m and poorly positioned in direct line of sight for a stretch of the 

byway.  

The distance between Turbines T1/T2 and byway 22 clearly contravenes the British 

Horse Society guidance for safe separation 

There are also road safety and socio-economic consequences: 

Wind farms can have a very severe and wide-reaching effect on the continued rights of 

equestrians to use off-road routes, pushing them onto busy roads or causing them to 

transport horses to less hostile environments for daily exercise, or to give up. All of these 

responses affect other traffic, the environment and the economy. It is estimated that an 

owner contributes more than £3,000 to the local economy for every horse. 
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There are around well over 100 horse riders in the two adjacent parishes.  Bridleways and 

roads, including those close to the applicant site, are extensively used by private riders and 

riding establishments, which make a significant contribution to the local economy. 

Further information on the safety concerns for horse riders and the potential economic impacts 

is provided in a letter from a group of local horse riders, reproduced at Appendix R. 

The proposed wind farm would have a severe impact on leisure and on the enjoyment of the 

countryside.   A loss of tranquillity in the immediate area could also impact tourism.  The 

domination of the rights of way in the area and the loss of visual and recreational amenity 

which would stem from that would be unacceptable.   

Two of the turbines are dangerously close to a route regularly used by horse riders. 

We consider that the proposal has significant social and economic implications for the 

neighbouring villages and would have a marked detrimental effect on the local economy. 
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AVIATION & TELECOMMUNICATIONS 

RAF  

Low flying training is mentioned as an issue [ES 14.6.1] but not discussed further.  Low flying air 

traffic is already constrained by the Cranwell & Waddingon Military Air Traffic Zones, the 

Beckingham ranges and 2 gliding zones near Newark.  Although military low flying aircraft, 

police helicopters etc can avoid the site, this will have the effect of channelling such traffic over 

a narrower area.   

The ES (14.8.8) acknowledges that the site is directly underneath the instrument approach for 

both RAF Waddington and RAF Cranwell and will interfere with the RAF Air Traffic Control 

radars at both these stations and at RAF Coningsby, having a ‘very significant’ effect on RAF 

operations.  The MOD has objected to the proposal, citing the unacceptable radar interference 

with RAF radars. 

Note also that Waddington and Coningsby also provide a low level radar service to civilian air 

traffic, which would be significantly degraded by radar clutter caused by the wind farm [ES 

14.8.8]. 

It is stated that the wind farm will have no effect on the Precision Approach Radar at any of the 

airfields, but no mention is made of the Instrument Landing System at RAF Waddington.  As 

noted in the NPPG:  

Wind turbines may have an adverse affect on air traffic movement and safety. Firstly, they 

may represent a risk of collision with low flying aircraft, and secondly, they may interfere 

with the proper operation of radar by limiting the capacity to handle air traffic, and aircraft 

instrument landing systems.  

It is asserted that there ‘should be’ no effect on MOD air defence radar coverage, but it is also 

stated that the MOD refused further pre-application consultation. 

Also, RAF Waddington is the operating base for the UK’s fleet of E-3DAirborne Early Warning 

aircraft.   Although at ground level most of the airfield is just beyond the visibility zone, the 

aircraft rotordome is significantly elevated.  Nothing should be permitted that could interfere 

with the performance of RAF E-3D aircraft, including ground testing and ground trials at RAF 

Waddington. 

The ES (Section 10) describes a range of possible technologies which might provide mitigation 

for these radar problems.  However, where testing has been carried out no results are 

available.  It is claimed [ES 14.10.11] that ‘following the appropriate mitigation’ there would be 

no significant effects, but none of the suggested technologies are proven, none have been 

procured and the MOD has not accepted this claim. 

The application cannot be approved unless and until MOD concerns are fully 

addressed 

Light Aircraft Safety 

The application [ES 14.8.5] notes that  the airfield at Hougham is shown on current aviation 

charts, but dismisses its existence because no aircraft were outside during a single visit in 

December, the British Microlight Association were unaware of a club there and no safeguarding 

map had been lodged with SKDC.  

Hougham airfield is a general aviation airstrip, used by light aircraft, microlights and 

helicopters; but is not a microlight club.   It has been established (and paid rates to SKDC) for 30 
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years.  SKDC are aware of the airfield and consulted the operator regarding the Frinkley Farm 

wind turbine.  There is no requirement to lodge a safeguarding map.  The airfield is listed in 

recognised flight guides, which include the name and contact details of the airfield manager.  

The airfield always has been and remains active.  

The published air traffic circuit at Hougham is to the east at 1,000ft (general aviation) / 500ft 

(microlights) with climb/descent to these levels also to the east.   Aircraft cannot always 

maintain the nominal circuit height, so the introduction of 415ft high wind turbines would 

present a serious collision risk.  It may be possible (but inconvenient) to move the circuit to the 

west, leaving a moderate collision risk for joining/departing air traffic.  

Crucially, Civil Aviation Authority guidance CAP764 -CAA 

Policy and Guidelines on Wind Turbines  reports 

evidence of air turbulence at 16 rotor diameters 

downstream of a wind turbine.  It notes that very light 

aircraft are particularly susceptible to turbulence, 

especially in critical phases of flight (take-off and 

landing) and that turbulence can cause an unrecoverable 

loss of control. 

The expected rotor diameter is 92.5m (Repower MM92). 

This means that turbulence is possible downwind to at 

least 1480m.  The nominal position of turbine T5 is 800m 

from the northern threshold of the airfield and 480m 

from the extended (600m) centreline, at a point where 

aircraft will be landing or climbing away at only just above their stall speed and relatively close 

to the ground.   A light aircraft experiencing moderate or severe turbulence at this point is 

highly likely to stall, almost certainly leading to a crash, probably fatal.  

Commenting on the draft SKDC SPD, the CAA recommended that: ‘Developers shall seek to 

address any potential impacts on aviation interests prior to a planning application being 

submitted.' 

Even if circuit patterns are modified, turbulence from the wind farm is likely to affect 

operations at Hougham Airstrip.  Flying in these conditions would not be safe.  The only 

mitigation would be to ban all flying when the actual or forecast wind had an easterly 

component.  Given the lack of mandatory radio communications, this may not be enforceable.  

The only safe alternative would be to close the airstrip, forcing a loss of an established local 

amenity.    

The proposal presents an unacceptable flight safety hazard to light aircraft operations 

at Hougham Airfield 

Telecommunications 

It is noted that, despite 3 years of preparation, a link operated in the area by the Joint Radio 

Company remains unidentified. Therefore the impact on telecommunications is unknown.  

Television Interference 

The ES Main Text (15.10.3) states that the overall interference with TV reception at Hough on 

the Hill will be low; but the technical assessment (section 15.2) states that homes in this area 

and Welbourn are likely to experience high levels of interference.  These statements cannot 

both be true.  Indeed, the Interference Maps in the technical assessment also indicate high 



S13/2699: reVOLT response  Draft A 

Page 38 of 43 

interference in parts of Fulbeck and Leadenham and moderate levels of interference in many 

other villages. 

Suggested mitigations include using the Belmont (Yorkshire TV) transmitter rather than 

Waltham (East Midlands); which would deny access to local services.  It is stated [ES 15.8.26] 

that the ‘most appropriate’ mitigation is the installation of satellite dishes.  Residents should 

not be required to fit a satellite dish to their homes, especially on listed buildings or in a 

conservation area. 

Mobile Phones 

Wind turbines can also impact mobile phone communications.   In ‘Wind Energy Explained: 

Theory, Design and Application’ the authors discuss Electromagnetic Interference (EMI): 

In the context of wind energy projects, it has been noted (National Academy of Sciences, 

2007) that EMI is often considered in relation to the following telecommunications facilities: 

� TV broadcast (~50MHz – 1GHz) 

� Radio broadcasts (~1.5MHz[AM] and 100MHz[FM]) 

� Microwave/radio ‘fixed links’(~3-60GHz) 

� Mobile phones (~ 1-2GHz) 

� Radar 

Effects of the signal variation change depend on the modulation scheme; that is, the manner 

in which the received information is coded. For example, for amplitude modulation (AM) 

signals, the variation in signal level can be highly undesirable. Interference may also be 

produced in frequency modulation (FM) signals. Furthermore, the Doppler shift caused by 

the rotation of the blades can interfere with radar and for digital radio systems the signal 

variation can increase the bit error rate. 

Industry advisors Carter Jonas state: 

Microwave links from mobile telephone masts can reflect off turbine blades causing 

interference. These links exist between masts across the national telecommunications 

network and as a result OFCOM need to be consulted in relation to all proposed wind 

farm developments to confirm what impacts there may be. These links have the ability to 

sterilise areas of a site, potentially rendering it undevelopable22. 

A recent plan for a wind turbine in Scotland was refused specifically due to mobile phone link 

interference.
23

 

In the local villages, mobile phone reception is “patchy” at best, although some residents have 

to rely on a mobile data connection, as they are unable to obtain a fixed broadband service.  

Other (mainly elderly) residents rely on mobile paging alarms systems for emergency 

monitoring. 

There appears to be no assessment of possible impact on mobile phone signals, let alone any 

attempt to mitigate any problems. 

                                                   

22
 Carter Jonas: Windfarm constraints and site suitability http://www.carterjonas.co.uk/en-gb/our-

services/specialist/energy-and-marine/useful-information/wind-farm-constraints.aspx 

23
 http://news.stv.tv/north/103967-single-turbine-could-interfere-with-mobile-phone-service/ 
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OTHER ISSUES 

Human Rights Act 

Article 1 – Protection of Property Rights.  Rule 1 of Protocol 1 confers to every individual the 

right to a peaceful enjoyment of his or her property.   

Rule 2 embraces the notion of ‘fair balance’ between the demands of the general interest of 

the community and the protection of the individual’s rights. The fair balance test must ensure 

that the property owner does not suffer an excessive burden for the ‘benefit’ of the 

community.  Such a test would consider the devaluation of property values and the award of 

compensation to the individuals affected. This compensation may be based not only on the 

reduction of house value, but may also include a penalty for loss of enjoyment of ones property 

and stress caused by the development.  The European Court of Human Rights have ruled that 

developers must demonstrate the ‘need’ for a development and to demonstrate that the 

benefit/collective interests override the need to protect individual interests.  

Article 6 provides the right of access to a court in the determination of an individual’s civil 

rights, including the enjoyment of property (deemed a civil right within the meaning of Article 

6).  A hearing may arise from the action of an individual or as a class action.  

Article 8 provides the right for respect for private and family life, and also includes the right to 

peaceful enjoyment of a person’s home.  It includes specific issues, including ‘environmental 

pollution’, including visual intrusion, flicker and/or noise. 

Collective Interests 

In a report following a public enquiry, a planning inspector reported on ‘Living Conditions – 

Visual Impact’24: 

‘I do not accept the appellant’s argument that the number of residents affected is 

insufficient to amount to more than a private interest……in my opinion the visual impact 

of the proposed wind farm on each individual resident living in the vicinity, is an aspect 

of the public interest….  I do not consider that it is in the public interest to impose on 

them the severe impact that would result if this proposal went ahead’ 

UN Aarhus Declaration 

To be issued 

 

 

 

                                                   

24
 Mr John Davies, LLethercynon, Powys, July 2004, paras 16.33-35 
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CONSULTATION & PUBLIC OPINION 

Our assessment of RWE’s consultation process, a summary of reVOLT communications and the 

results of local opinion surveys are at Appendix L.  This shows that: 

Planning policy and guidance now requires developers to consult with the local 

community before submitting and application and to account for how this has been 

carried out, and how those comments have been dealt with; 

Contrary to the claim in the application, consultation with local parish councils has been 

patchy and cursory; 

The only actual venue for consultation was the Sep 2012 Exhibition held in Stubton.  

RWE’s preparation for this included inviting business people with the lure of contracts 

and a visit to local primary schools, under the guise of a separate organisation;  

The majority of the public who attended the Exhibition found the information provided 

by RWE unhelpful, if not insulting; 

There was no other public information (even the website was not updated) for a year, 

when a bungled (or cynically managed) leaflet drop invited people to ‘Information 

Sessions’, shortly before the planning application was lodged; 

RWE’s leaflets, exhibitions and websites were full of misinformation.  Residents who 

contacted RWE did not receive satisfactory responses; 

The few residents who took up RWE’s offer of a wind farm visit were taken to a site next 

to 2 major roads and an industrial estate. 

In their consultation report, RWE have misrepresented the amount, quality and 

effectiveness of the scant consultations they carried out.  

Our assessment also shows that the Community Fund has been used to falsely infer an interest 

in local community.  RWE have disingenuously referred to it as a ‘voluntary contribution’ when 

in fact it is the minimum level indicated in the national guidance.  The total likely amount of the 

fund is over-stated and the mechanism/targets for allocation of funds have not been clarified.  

The residents most affected are unlikely to benefit and in any case local people have no interest 

in what is clearly a bribe.  Experience in other communities is that such funds can become 

highly divisive. The negative economic impact of the wind farm on the local economy and 

house prices would far outweigh any benefit the Fund could bring.   

In 2012 reVOLT undertook an opinion poll of residents within 4km of the site. This showed that 

94% of local residents were opposed to the wind farm at that stage, with a higher proportion in 

the two nearest villages of Brandon (98%) & Stubton 97%).   More recent samples have shown 

that, consistently, 95% of the local population oppose the construction of an industrial wind 

farm at Temple Hill.  
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SUMMARY 

The planning application, which could affect the lives of hundreds of people, has been prepared 

in an arrogant and slapdash manner, with multiple inaccuracies and inconsistencies.  For 

example, even the application address ‘Hough Grange Farm’ is not consistent with the name 

(Temple Hill) used throughout the assessment.  The unnecessary use of different names 

continues to cause considerable confusion.  The planning application states that work has not 

already started; however in the weeks immediately preceding submission a barn was removed 

and several mature trees felled.   

There are no binding wind energy targets on SKDC and the national target has already been 

met. In any case, the (renewable energy) benefits of the proposal are over-stated and the 

application is not in accordance with other Core Strategy policies or national guidance, so policy 

EN3 is not applicable.  RWE has refused to name a candidate turbine.  However, it seems that 

they intend to use the Repower MM92, which is 126.5 high and has a 2MW capacity.  So all 

figures based on a higher output are irrelevant.  

The applicant has not assessed the local landscape in detail, relying instead on the selective use 

of existing regional information. The photomontages supplied are insufficient and do not show 

the proposed wind farm in context. 

The Landscape and Visual Amenity assessment is inaccurate and incomplete and grossly 

understates the impact of the proposal. The methodology used for landscape assessment is not 

as stated and is inconsistent.  The applicant cannot justify claims of no negative significant 

effects beyond an arbitrary 3km radius.  Other landscape areas such as the Lincoln Cliff have 

been scoped out and important views have been ignored. 

The residential visual amenity assessment contains numerous errors and the impact on rights of 

way has not been properly assessed or reported.  The proposal would have serious and 

widespread adverse impacts on residential amenity and, contrary to planning policies and 

guidance, the proposed development would: 

- Be visually intrusive; out of scale with the landscape and existing built environment  

- Change the character of the landscape over a considerable distance 

- Destroy the remoteness and tranquilly of the area 

- Despoil the unspoilt views so valued by residents  

- Damage the local distinctiveness and sense of place 

It is too close to homes and would have a major negative impact on their setting and on the 

visual relationship between the villages and the landscape.   It would become the dominant 

feature in an otherwise rural and largely unspoilt landscape. 

The range of heritage assets assessed is inadequate.  The assessment does not use the correct 

methodology and has not followed SKDC guidance.  Numerous heritage assets have yet to be 

properly assessed and the inter-relationships between key historic assets have not been 

assessed at all. 

The proposal would contravene much of the policy and guidance for the protection of listed 

buildings and would have a significantly detrimental effect on several historic sites, in particular 

the settings of Stubton Hall, Loveden Hill and Belton House.  The potentially significant 

archaeology at the site should be preserved in its entirety 

The Great Crested Newt survey data is inadequate and has ignored several ponds. 
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Several residents living close to the site (but just outside the bare minimum area which has 

been assessed) have medical conditions that could be seriously affected by shadow flicker and 

turbine motion.  

There are a number of concerns about the 11 month construction phase, but few details have 

been provided (and no details about de-commissioning). The extra HGV traffic during this 

period will cause noise, inconvenience, damage to roads and present a serious risk to road 

safety.  During site operation, frequent glimpses of huge, moving turbines will present a 

potentially fatal distraction to road users 

There is little or no evidence that the wind farm would bring any benefit to the local economy 

or employment; certainly not beyond the construction phase.  However, there is ample 

evidence of serious risks to the local economy and local jobs if the wind farm were built.  

Indeed business are already suffering because of the threat of the wind farm and local house 

sales have already stalled. 

The visual impact and loss of tranquillity would impact leisure and tourism as well as the 

recreational amenity for local people.  Two of the turbines are dangerously close to a route 

regularly used by horse riders, in clear contravention of the British Horse Society guidance for 

safe separation 

The application cannot be approved unless and until concerns raised by the MOD about radar 

interference are fully addressed, but the proposal also presents an unacceptable flight safety 

hazard to light aircraft operations at Hougham Airfield. 

The applicant’s consultation with local parish councils and residents has been minimal.   The 

vast majority of local residents actively oppose the plan and RWE’s cynical and inept attempts 

to placate the community have repeatedly backfired.  
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A  Power Generation 

Appendix B Photomontages (to follow) 

Appendix C1 Landscape & Visual Amenity 

Appendix C2 Residential Visual Amenity 

Appendix D Archaeology 

Appendix E Belton House 

Appendix F Stubton Hall 

Appendix G Great Crested Newts 

Appendix H  Ornithology 

Appendix J Bats (to follow) 

Appendix K Noise (to follow) 

Appendix L  Consultation 

Appendix M  Local Poll Results (to follow) 

Appendix N  Size Comparison (to follow) 

Appendix P Estate Agent Letter 

Appendix Q  Cumulative Effect 

Appendix R  South Kesteven Equestrians Letter 

 


