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Eglingham Parish Council 
 (Clerk Ms. Amy Smith) 
c/o 25 Blakelaw Court 

Alnwick 
Northumberland 

NE66 1BY 
Date: 14th August 2018 

	

Dear	Sir,	

The	Consultation	on	the	draft	Northumberland	Local	Plan	–	Closing	date:	15th	
August	2018	(5	p.m.)	

This	letter	and	its	exhibits	1	and	1a	(the	latter,	which	contains	personal	details	of	those	
supporting	these	representations,	is	not	to	be	posted	on	the	Northumberland	County	
Council’s	website)	comprise	the	representations	of	the	Eglingham	Parish	Council	(the	
PC’)	in	relation	to	the	ENV	and	REN	policies	of	the	draft	local	plan	and,	specifically,	to	
Northumberland	County	Council’s	(‘NCC’)	proposal	to	‘identify	suitable	areas	for	wind	
turbine	development’.		

The	PC	has	read	the	representations	on	those	issues	submitted	to	NCC	by	the	
Northumberland	and	Newcastle	Society	(the	‘N&N’/	‘the	N&N	representations’)	and	
wholly	supports	and	adopts	them.	This	letter	is	therefore	restricted	to	an	amplification	
of	the	N&N	representations,	in	the	PC’s	more	directly	local	context.	

In	preparing	these	representations,	the	PC	has	taken	account	of	a	very	substantial,	
indeed	overwhelming,	level	of	objection	to:	

• NCC’s	apparent	intention	to	‘identify	suitable	areas	for	wind	turbine	
development’	(noting	that	it	has	decided	not	to	do	so	in	relation	to	any	other	
form	of	renewable	energy	because	the	‘identification’	approach	is	acknowledged	
as	conflicting	with	the	preferred	‘criteria-based’	approach	–	see	paragraph	11.74	
of	the	draft	local	plan);	and	

• The	actual	identification	of	the	landscapes	so	highly	‘valued’	by	‘local	
communities’	within	the	PC’s	jurisdictional	area.	

That level of objection is shown and explained by Exhibit 1 to these representations, noting 
the following points: 

• The extent to which the entire Parish could be canvassed was understandably 
limited by resources. Accordingly, those canvassing opinion restricted their exercise 
to the Parish’s principal communities, the villages of Eglingham and South Charlton.  

• Exhibit 1, itself, sets out some other limitations faced by those conducting the 
exercises undertaken. 
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• It is nevertheless believed that the results of the canvassing are representative of 
the whole Parish. 

• If NCC doubts that belief or is, for any reason, unwilling to accept the results or 
these representations as representative, it is requested to inform us immediately 
explaining the basis for any such doubts and what action is required of the PC to 
clarify the position. We trust that NCC will not consider further action to be 
necessary. 

• While the PC speaks principally for residents within its jurisdictional boundaries, it is 
to be noted that many who do not reside there have also made clear their concerns 
on the relevant issues.  The concept of ‘local community’ is wide enough to 
encompass those who, while resident outside it, care for a community’s interests, 
including visitors, nearby residents and those resident in adjacent parishes. 

The	extent	of	objection	to	NCC’s proposals for the ‘Identification of Suitable Areas for Wind 
Turbine Development’ within landscapes ‘valued’ by the PC’s communities (and, indeed 
other nearby communities) is therefore clear: it is overwhelming and, as those who 
conducted the exercises have made clear to us, based on ‘landscape protection’ grounds.	

On	any	view,	the	PC’s	local	communities	strongly	and	for	good	‘planning’	reasons	
oppose	both	the	principle	and	detail	of	‘the	identification	of	suitable	areas	for	wind	
turbine	development’.	They	are	to	be	‘listened	to’	(paragraph	005	of	the	Planning	
Practice	Guidance	(‘PPG’)).	

In addition, of course, particular landscapes (or ‘Landscape Areas’ (‘LCA’s’) are not defined 
by PC boundaries so that those valued by ‘local communities’ and in relation to which 
community views must be ‘listened to’ are wider.	

As	paragraph	170	of	the	PPG	confirms:	‘Valued	landscapes	are	known	to	include	
nationally	designated	landscape	but	also	other	landscape	which	may	be	valued	by	
local	communities	for	a	range	of	different	reasons.’	[Emphasis	added].	As	is	the	case	
for	the	communities	within	this	PC’s	area,	residents	may	live	in,	adjacent	or	nearby	to	a	
variety	of	different	landscape	areas,	all	of	which	they	know	well	and	appreciate,	
whether	from	an	amenity,	landscape	or	other	perspective.	

That	local	knowledge	is	neither	to	be	deprecated	nor	subordinated	to	the	views	of	
‘experts’	or	planning	officers	who	cannot	hope	to	have	the	same	degree	of	relevant	
knowledge	and	experience	of	the	landscapes	in	question.	

	It	is	noted	that	in	considering	the	‘identification	of	suitable	areas	for	wind	turbine	
development’,	NCC	has	relied	on	the	following	documents:	

• ‘Assessment	of	the	Sensitivity	of	the	Landscapes	in	Northumberland	to	Wind	
Turbine	Development’	–	The	Planning	&	Environment	Studio	and	
BayouBluEnvironment	(’The	PES	study’);	and	

• ‘Northumberland	Local	Plan	Technical	document:	Suitable	areas	for	wind	turbine	
development	in	Northumberland	–	March	2018’	prepared	by	NCC’s	planning	
officers	(‘the	technical	document’).	
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Indirectly,	NCC	has	also	referenced	(inter	alia):	‘Assessment	of	the	Extent	to	which	
Existing	Onshore	Wind	Developments	in	Northumberland	have	been	Successfully	
Accommodated	into	the	Landscape:	2015’	by	the	same	authors	as	the	PES	study	(‘the	
2015	study’).	

We	note	and	agree	the	N&N	representations’	criticisms	of	the	PES	study	and	technical	
document	and	that	NCC	has	agreed	to	these	criticisms	being	supplemented	by	
additional	work	to	be	performed	by	Alison	Farmer	Associates	on	behalf	of	the	N&N	
Society.	We	will	be	supporting	that	work	and,	like	the	N&N	Society,	will	rely	on	it	
further	when	it	is	complete.	

Meantime	and	in	addition	to	the	N&N	Society’s	criticisms,	we	will	make	only	brief,	
additional	comments	on	the	above	documents.	In	doing	so,	we	focus	on	the	following	
LCA’s	particularly	‘valued’	by	our	communities	(the	information	in	the	tables	below,	
showing	the	categories	of	turbine	and	the	PES	study’s	suggested	‘landscape	sensitivity’	
to	turbine	development,	is	extracted	from	the	PES	study):	

Landscape	Character	Areas	
(LCA)	

Turbine	height	to	blade	tip	
<25m	 26m-

40m	
41m-
65m	

66m-
100m	

101m-
135m	

LCA	8c:	Charlton	Ridge	 L	 L-M	 M	 M-H	 M-H	
LCA	8d:	Beanley	Moor	 M	 M-H	 H	 H	 H	
LCA	10a:	Rosebrough	Moor	
(Wandylaw	&	Middlemoor)	

L-M	 M	 M	 M-H	 M-H	

LCA 6a: Whittingham Vale L-M	 M	 M	 M-H	 M-H	
LCA 12a: Breamish Vale M	 M	 M-H	 H	 H	
LCA 15a: Lilburn & Roddam M	 M-H	 H	 H	 H	
 
L = ‘Low’; 
L-M = ‘Low to Moderate’; 
M = ‘Moderate’; 
M-H = ‘Moderate to High’; 
H = ‘High’. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
[The rest of this page is blank] 
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We will also refer to the following LCA’s for reasons that will be become clear: 
 

 
	
Considering	NCC’s	general	approach;	its	categorisation	of	both	turbines	and	LCA’s	;	and	
the	proposals	as	shown	on	the	draft	policies	map	(attached	as	exhibit	1	to	the	N&N	
Society’s	representations),	we	make	the	following	further	points:	
	

1. To	refer	to	any	turbine	not	covered	by	the	General	Permitted	Development	
Order	(‘GPDO’)	–	namely	those	above	15	m	in	height	-	as	‘small’	is	plainly	a	
misnomer.	At	25	m	in	height	a	turbine	would	be	25%	higher	than	the	‘Angel	of	
the	North’	at	20	m.	So,	when	imagining	the	potential	impact	of	even	one	turbine	
on	our	valued	landscapes,	one	may	keep	in	mind	whether	an	‘Angel	of	the	North’	
would	be	in	keeping	with	the	protection	of	those	landscapes:	‘jewels	in	the	
crown’,	as	the	draft	local	plan	describes	them.	
	

2. The	technical	document	appears	to	distinguish	between	‘commercial’	and	other	
turbine	development,	implying	that	only	those	over	40	m’s	are	‘commercial’.	We	
do	not	recognise	that	distinction	and,	in	any	event,	do	not	see	why	
‘commerciality’	is	relevant	to	‘landscape’	interests,	especially	given	that	‘the	need	
for	renewable	energy	[does	not]	automatically	override	environmental	
protections’	(paragraph	003	of	the	PPG).	
	

3. While	we	are	pleased	to	note	that	the	draft	local	plan,	pursuant	to	the	technical	
document,	does	not	‘identify’	any	areas	as	‘suitable’	for	turbines	over	40	m’s	(see	
paragraphs	5.5	and	5.6	of	the	technical	document	–	N.B.	this	reference	is	to	the	
first	paragraph	5.6:	there	are	two	–	that	is	to	miss	the	point	that	turbines	of	
between	15	m	and	40	m	are	extremely	high	and	obtrusive	structures	that	would	
look	incongruous	in	almost	any	part	of	the	landscapes	valued	by	our	
communities.	The	photographs	produced	as	exhibit	2	to	the	N&N	Society’s	
representations	illustrate	that	fact.	
	

4. In	fact,	the	draft	local	plan	(see	the	policies	map	at	exhibit	1	to	the	N&N	Society’s	
representations)	shows	that,	for	instance,	the	existing	Wandylaw/Middlemoor	
wind	farm	area	is	to	be	regarded	as	suitable	for	turbines	of	an	unspecified	height	

Landscape Character Areas 
(LCA) 

Turbine height to blade tip 
<25m 26m-

40m 
41m-
65m 

66m-
100m 

101m-
135m 

LCA 8a: Doddington Ridge M M-H H H H 
LCA 8b: Kyloe & Chillingham Hills L-M M-H H H H 
LCA 3b: Lucker M-H M-H H H H 
LCA 3c: Rock M-H M-H H H H 
LCA 7a: Hulne Park M-H H H H H 
LCA 13a: Till and Glen Valleys M M-H H H H 
LCA 14b: Wooler Foothills M M-H H H H 
LCA 15b: Upper Coquet M M-H H H H 
LCA 18c: Upper Breamish M M-H H H H 
LCA 18d: Upper Aln M M-H H H H 
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above	40	m	(so,	potentially	unrestricted	in	height	and	certainly	higher	than	those	
in	situ	-	see	the	second	paragraph	5.6).		
	

5. Noting	the	findings	and	concerns	of	the	2015	study1,	it	beggars	belief	that	in	light	
of	the	facts	that:	
	

o 	our	communities	raised	those	concerns	at	the	application	and	appeal	
stages	but	were	ignored;	

o our	communities,	armed	with	local	knowledge	of	the	landscape	and	the	
impact	of	the	existing	turbines	on	it,	remain	adamantly	and	justifiably	
opposed	to	any	additional	turbines	in	the	area	concerned,	regardless	of	
height;	and	

o even	turbines	shorter	than	those	presently	in	situ	would	so	obviously	
exacerbate	‘clutter’,	
	

	the	‘identification’	process	leaves	open	the	door	for	developers	to	pursue	
even	more	turbines	in	the	area	concerned:	prolonging,	yet	further,	the	twenty	
or	more	years	of	stress	and	anxiety	that	our	communities	have	faced,	arising	
from	deeply	damaging	turbine	development	or	its	prospect2.		

	
6. If,	on	expiry	of	the	useful	life	of	the	present	Wandylaw/Middlemoor	turbines,	

they	require	replacement,	no	planning	permission	would	be	required	to	simply	
replace	like	with	like.	There	is	therefore	no	case	for	this	area	to	be	identified	as	
‘suitable’	in	terms	of	‘re-powering’.	
	

7. To	assess	‘landscape	sensitivity’	by	reference	to	turbine	height	without	reference	
to	their	numbers	is	also	plainly	misguided.	It	is	no	answer	to	defer	‘cumulative	
impact’	to	the	prospective	application	stage	because,	first,	where	there	are	
existing	turbines,	the	issue	can	and	should	be	addressed,	now;	second,		where	an	
area	has	already	been	‘identified’	as	‘suitable’,	‘cumulative	impact’	will	represent	
another	‘criteria’	that	developers	will	be	able	to	argue	has	been	largely	if	not	
entirely	addressed	at	the	‘identification’	stage;	and	third,	to	do	so	would	simply	
open-up	for	developers	the	argument	that	every	turbine	constructed	degrades	
the	landscape	in	question,	thereby	justifying	more.		
	

8. To	use	‘hard’	boundaries	to	differentiate	the	sensitivity	of	one	area	from	another	
and,	with	it,	its	‘suitability’	for	turbine	development	creates	obvious	iniquity.	So,	
by	application	of	the	above	tables,	we	see	that	while	LCA	8c	(the	Charlton	Ridge)	
is	suggested	as	having	low	sensitivity	to	turbines	up	to	25	m	and	low-moderate	
sensitivity	to	those	of	between	25	m	and	40	m	(and	is	identified	on	the	draft	
policies	map	as	suitable	for	all	such	turbines),	it	abuts	Hulne	Park	which	is	
assessed	as	being	wholly	unsuitable	for	any	turbine	development.	That	disparity	
is	despite	the	fact	that	Capability	Brown’s	original	landscape	was	perceived	as	
extending	far	beyond	the	wall	that	now	surrounds	the	park.,	well	into	LCA	8c.	

                                                        
1 See for example, in relation to Wandylaw, paragraphs 6.2.15 and 6.2.18 and in relation to Middlemoor, paragraphs 6.3.7; 6.3.19; 6.3.20; 
and 6.3.26. 
2 Inappropriately, Table 1.1 of the technical document treats Wandylaw and Middlemoor wind farms as two distinct schemes when they 
are quite obviously to be treated as one. Apart from Green Rig at 18 turbines, the combined Wandylaw/Middlemoor scheme (at 28 
turbines) is more than twice as big as any other in the county. Affected communities are entitled to say ‘enough is enough’ both in terms 
of numbers and height.  
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Landscapes	are	to	be	viewed	holistically.	The	N&N	Society’s	representations	
draw	attention	to	the	similar	non-sequitur	whereby	LCA	‘s	3b	and	3c	(Lucker	
and	Rock)	are	regarded	as	wholly	‘unsuitable’	whereas	North	and	South	Charlton	
(LCA	8c)	are	to	be,	once	again,	in	the	developers’	firing	line.	N.B.	We	do	not	
suggest	that	the	former	LCA’s	should	be	‘identified’.	
	

9. Similarly,	we	see	in	each	of	the	PES	study;	the	approach	of	the	technical	
document;	and	the	draft	policies	map,	distinctions	drawn	between:	
	

o The	National	Park,	where	no	turbines	will	be	permitted;	and	
o For	instance,	LCA’s	15a	(Lilburn	and	Roddam);	14b	(Wooler	Foothills);	

18d	(Upper	Aln);	and	15b	(Upper	Coquet),	where	turbines	up	to	25	m	are	
to	be	encouraged,	in	principle.	
	

	Apart	from	the	impact	on	the	National	Park	of	turbines	of	any	height	erected	in	
these	LCA’s,	they	in	any	event	contain	landscapes	every	bit	as	beautiful	and	
‘valued’	as	those	within	the	National	Park,	itself.	
	

10. It	is	also	appropriate	to	re-focus	on	LCA	10a	(Rosebrough	Moor).	First,	the	
policies	map’s	identification’	of	the	area	around	Eglingham	(so	far	as	one	can	tell,	
within	LCA	10a)	as	‘suitable’	for	turbines	of	up	to	25	m	in	height	and	up	to	40	m	
in	height	in	parts,	ignores	the	village’s	conservation	area	status	and	the	way	it	
integrates	with	its	surrounding	landscapes.	For	those	reasons	alone,	the	
surrounding	areas	are	‘unsuitable’	for	wind	turbines	of	any	height	requiring	
planning	permission.	Second,	the	western	boundary	of	this	area	between	
Eglingham	and	Old	Bewick	is	the	B6346,	a	meaningless	‘hard’	boundary	which,	
when	applied	in	practice,	leaves	the	land	to	the	east	of	the	road	exposed	to	
potential	development	of	turbines	up	to	40	m’s	(and,	in	the	indistinct	‘black-
cross-hatched	areas	shown	on	the	policies’	map,	to	turbines	larger	still).	On	the	
other	side	of	the	road	in	LCA’s	8d	(Beanley	moor)	and	12a	(Breamish	Vale),	the	
approach	is	more	constrained	(though	still	inappropriate).	
	

11. That	said	and	as	the	photographs	comprising	the	N&N	Society’s	exhibit	2	show,	
the	Glendale	Valley	and	Whittingham	Vale	(essentially,	LCA’s	12a	and	6a	–	
Breamish	Vale	and	Whittingham	Vale	-	but	extending	to	LCA’s	14b,	18d	and	15b	
–	Wooler	Foothills;	Upper	Aln;	and	Upper	Coquet)	are	indisputably	beautiful	and	
wholly	unsuitable	even	for	so-called	‘small’	turbines.	The	views	of	these	areas	
from,	for	instance,	Beanley	Bank	and	Titlington	Mount	demonstrate	not	only	the	
outstanding	beauty	of	the	areas	and	their	settings	but	the	damage	that	‘small’	
turbines	would	cause	were	any	to	be	permitted.	They	would,	in	layman’s	terms,	
‘stand-out	like	sore	thumbs’.	
	

12. The	simple	point	may	be	expressed	as	follows:	the	mere	fact	that	the	technical	
document	and	the	draft	policies	map	‘identify’	66%	of	the	entire	county’s	land	
area	(excluding	the	National	Park	and	the	AONB’s)	as	suitable	for	wind	turbines	
shows	that	the	process	is	deeply	flawed,	unsafe	and	unsound.	
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Those	points	are	amply	illustrated	and	endorsed	by	the	quantity,	depth	and	fervency	of	
the	objections	the	PC	has	received	from	those	in	its	communities.	We	believe	that	the	
only	possible	conclusions	are	these:	

1. The	‘identification’	process	is	deeply	flawed	and	to	rely	on	it	would	be	unsound.	
It	should	be	abandoned,	in	its	entirety.	

2. Even	were	it	not	to	be	so	abandoned,	it	should	exclude	from	‘identification’	LCA’s	
10a	(Roseburgh	Moor	–	including	Wandylaw	and	Middlemoor);	8c	(the	Charlton	
Ridge);	12a	(Breamish	Vale);	8d	(Beanley	Moor	–	already	excluded	for	non-
landscape	reasons);	15a	(Lilburn	and	Roddam);	and	6a	(Whittingham	Vale),	
being	the	LCA’s	most	directly	valued	by	our	‘communities’.	That	is	not	to	say	that	
other	areas	mentioned	above	should	be	‘identified’	–	in	our	view	and	despite	
being	further	form	this	PC’s	boundaries,	they	should	also	be	regarded	as	
unsuitable	for	wind	turbine	development.	

3. Those	who	have	responded	to	the	consultation	and	expressed	their	views	to	the	
PC	are	informed	and	knowledgeable	about	their	valued	landscapes.	As	the	PPG	
directs,	they	must	be	‘listened	to’.	

We	invite	NCC	to	agree	and	look	forward	to	the	further	development	of	our	arguments	
regarding	the	value	of	our	local	landscapes	in	the	course	of	Alison	Farmer	Associates’	
work	which	NCC	has	helpfully	agreed	to	take	into	account.	

Meantime,	we	and	our	communities	fully	support	the	efforts	of	the	N&N	Society	to	
protect	Northumberland’s	‘valued’	landscapes.	

Yours	faithfully,	

	

David	Alston	

Chairman,	Eglingham	Parish	Council	

	
	

	

 


