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CPRE KENT RESPONSE TO APPLICATION TO BUILD FIVE WIND TURBINES  NEAR WHITFIELD (THE ‘NORTH DOVER WIND FARM’)

Abi Robinson

Senior Technical Clerk, Planning

Dover District Council

White Cliffs Business Park

Dover

Kent CT16 3PJ

23 November 2007  

Dear Ms Robinson

DOV/07/01114 – Wind energy development comprising: erection of 5 wind turbines (maximum height 120m), together with access tracks, hardstanding areas, electricity substation and temporary construction compound

We wish to set out the views of the Kent Branch and the Dover District Committee of CPRE to this application, for the consideration of the Planning Committee of Dover District Council. 

1. It is acknowledged that the proposed site is not in a designated protected area such as an AONB or SLA, but the general view of CPRE is that `the large wind turbines can be a form of pollution which damages the landscape and that decisions on (their) scale and location should … avoid damaging valued landscapes – not only those which are designated as National Parks or AONBs`  We contend that the proposed turbines are of overwhelmingly large size and that their presence would fundamentally alter the character of not only the land on which they are erected but that of a large surrounding area. They would be visible from many miles away in some directions and their visual obtrusiveness would, we fear, disappoint many people who may have been reassured by the photomontages submitted by the developer.

2. CPRE supports the construction of small on shore turbines to power individual properties or industrial operations but has reservations about large on shore turbines contributing to the National Grid. Their contribution to the nation’s total electricity is so slight as to be totally out of proportion to the inconvenience they cause. For example, in 2005, according to a national CPRE briefing, around 1230 wind turbines operating across the UK, mostly in open countryside, produced just over half of one percent of the nation’s total electricity. According to the Department of Trade and Industry’s estimate, in order to achieve the government’s target of 10% electricity from renewable sources another 2000 wind turbines would be required. This would have a very significant effect on the countryside.

3. We believe that there is scope, for not only small but also large on-shore installations in some settings. For example we would commend Ecotricity’s operation in Bristol Docks. However when insensitively located in the countryside they are harmful.

4. The generation of electricity from wind is intermittent. This is particularly so in respect of on-shore installations. There is a better case for offshore wind farms and in general CPRE supports these. 

5. The technical justification for the power output appears to have been based on desk studies with no on-site verification fieldwork of wind speeds, directions, durations or turbulence. This appears to introduce an unnecessary level of risk, given the landscape impact and the investment involved.

6. Wind power technology is progressing and there are improved designs of vertical axis turbines that are much less sensitive to turbulence and therefore can generate equivalent power output from much smaller structures. In a sensitive landscape setting such as East Langdon, such options should have been considered.

7. We are fearful that the current system of subsidies encourages the development of on shore wind energy schemes which are actually financially wasteful.

8. There are already examples, particularly in Wales of windfarms (e.g. Cefn Croes) which have not justified, by the energy that they produce the damage that they have done to the beauty and tranquillity of the countryside.

9. The proposed installation would be close to the villages of East Langdon and Guston and the hamlet of Pineham. Any future large scale development at Whitfield, such as is favoured by DDC in association with the SouthEast Plan, would also be nearby. People living in these settlements would have any visual or noise pollution imposed upon them. We appreciate that  the developers claim that the absence of gears within the turbines reduces the noise produced but it can surely not eliminate the low pitched pulse effects produced by multiple rotor blades moving (at very high speeds at their tips) asynchronously. 

10. The applicant’s own analysis shows that 27 existing homes may be affected by ‘shadow flicker’. This would surely also apply to some if not all of the new dwellings that are proposed in the Whitfield area.

11. The applicant’s documentation also state that “there may be minor impacts on locally breeding skylark as a result of birds colliding with rotating turbine blades”. The skylark is fully protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. According to the RSPB: “In the UK, the population halved during the 1990s, and is still declining. In the preferred habitat of farmland, skylarks declined by 75% between 1972 and 1996” (www.rspb.org.uk/wildlife/birdguide/name/s/skylark/threats.asp). Development that contributes further to this decline should not be allowed. Skylarks are not only intrinsically important, but their birdsong is a distinctive element of British countryside that contributes to the tranquillity and value of the countryside.

12. The community involvement by the applicants and the district council appears to have been woeful. On renewable energy schemes, the draft South East Plan advises: “Community-based and owned projects, in which communities develop and operate projects and in which economic benefits are retained within a locality, will be important in improving understanding and acceptance, and enabling a steady build up of renewables in the region.” There is no evidence that this approach has been taken and consequently there is a high degree of hostility from the local community that could have been avoided.

In conclusion, while we recognise that the urgent need for renewable energy, this should not be a carte-blanche for schemes such as this that will be highly unsympathetic to the local community and landscape, and whose economic viability maybe based purely on ill-targeted subsidies.

Yours sincerely,

Mr Glyn Thomas

Chairman, Dover District Committee, CPRE

Mr S G Furey MSc MCIWEM FRGS

Deputy Director, Kent Branch, CPRE


