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Expiry Date: 29" October 2008
SUMMARY

This application is for the erection of 3 no. wind turbines, together with the associated
development of crane pads, access tracks, site compounds, meteorological mast, control
building, accesses and other ancillary development. Each turbine consists of a main
support tower and three blades and is specified as having a maximum blade tip height of
125m. Whilst a specific turbine model has not been specified, it is not envisaged that this
will differ from the generic appearance as detailed within the appendices. Each turbine
would have a foundation and crane hard standing area. The meteorological mast is
specified as having a maximum height of 80m and would be erected to monitor the
performance of the wind farm. Underground electrical cabling and communications cables
would connect each turbine to a control building, which would in turn connect to the National
Grid.

A total of 216 representations of support have been received and 367 of objection.
Objections to the scheme relate mainly to visual impact, safety, amenity, and economic and
environmental reasons. The letters of support received consider that wind is a clean, free
local resource which should be utilised, that the local impacts will be outweighed by the
wider environmental benefits, that wind power needs to be fully supported to combat global
warming and climate change and that they are an attractive addition to the scenery whilst
can act as a tourist attraction. Comments further consider that there is a need to protect the
needs of future generations whilst Britain needs to be able to generate energy without
relying on imports from other countries and that the proposal would be beneficial to farm
diversification and the local economy generating contracts for the local area

No objections have been received from consultees with responsibility for air traffic safety,
Ornithology, archaeology and cultural heritage, microwave links and power lines.

The Head of Technical Services considers that there is insufficient information submitted to
fully understand and assess the impact of construction vehicle movements on the
surrounding highway network and on its associated features.

Natural England considers that there is insufficient information submitted to clearly
demonstrate that there would be no adverse impacts on species especially protected by law.



RECOMMENDATION

That planning application reference 08/2372/EIS be refused for the following reasons:

The Local Planning Authority is of the opinion that insufficient information has
been submitted to fully understand and demonstrate whether or not the
development would have an adverse impact on the surrounding highway
network and on its associated features as a result of construction traffic, thereby
being contrary to Policy GP1 of the adopted Stockton on Tees Local Plan.

The Local Planning Authority is of the opinion that the proposed development
site lies within close proximity to areas which may currently be used as wildlife
habitats and due to their form and nature, it is considered there is insufficient
information submitted in order to demonstrate whether or not the development
would have an adverse affect on species especially protected by law and as
such adequate mitigation could not be determined. The proposed development
is therefore considered to be contrary to the requirements of ODPM Circular
06/05 Biodiversity and Geographical Conservation - Statutory Obligations and
Their Impact Within the Planning System, PPS 9 Biodiversity and Geological
Conservation and Policy GP1 of the adopted Stockton on Tees Local Plan which
require adequate consideration of impacts on protected species to be made.

PROPOSAL

1.

The applicant has submitted the following information regarding the proposed
development;

The proposed Seamer Wind Farm (5 turbines) straddles the boundary between
Stockton Borough and Hambleton District. An application has been submitted to
each of the Planning Authorities for the section of the scheme falling within each of
the authorities administrative boundaries.

This application is for the erection of 3 no. wind turbines, together with the
associated development of crane pads, access tracks, site compounds,
meteorological mast, control building, accesses and other ancillary development.
Each turbine consists of a main support tower and three blades and is specified as
having a maximum blade tip height of 125m. Whilst a specific turbine model has not
been specified, it is not envisaged that this will differ from the generic appearance as
detailed within the appendices. Each turbine would have a foundation and crane
hard standing area. The meteorological mast is specified as having a maximum
height of 80m and would be erected to monitor the performance of the wind farm.
Underground electrical cabling and communications cables would connect each
turbine to a control building, which would in turn connect to the National Grid.

A compound area is required for the construction phase of the development and as
such would only be temporary. The site would be accessed from the Seamer/Hilton
Road and access roads would then be provided on site to allow vehicular access for
the erection of the turbines. The applicant has indicated that the access roads have
been designed in order to minimise their length and their impact on ecological
features present on site, primarily hedgerows. It is further indicated that the stone for
site access roads would be acquired from local quarries.



5. Information submitted indicates that the overall construction period from on site
commencement to post construction reinstatement and restoration for the project on
site (construction period) would be approximately 10 months and would be split into
the following phases:

¢ Upgrading and construction of access points onto the site from the public
highway;

e Sijte establishment;

e Construction of Site Access Roads and Hard standings;

o Site Access Roads reinstatement;

o Installation of electrical infrastructure;

e Construction of wind turbine foundations;

¢ Construction of Switchgear and Substation building;

¢ Wind turbine delivery, erection and commissioning;

e Installation of the meteorological mast;

¢ Reinstatement around wind turbines and meteorological mast;

e Construction of the grid connection;

¢ Commissioning and testing of wind turbines; and

e Site reinstatement and restoration.

6. A ‘Construction Method Statement’ (CMS) would be produced prior to construction to
ensure that best practice methods would be implemented at all times during
construction. Once the wind turbines are operational, they would be controlled
remotely although maintenance is expected to be undertaken on a year round basis.
The annual servicing requirements include a maximum of 157 two-way trips made by
a car or van with 28 two-way trips made by access platform or HGVs.

7. The wind farm has a design life of 25 years, following which, the elements of the
wind farm above ground will be dismantled and the site reinstated although it is
indicated that site access tracks could remain for use by landowners if required. The
site control building and equipment would be removed and the land reinstated. All
buried cabling could be left in situ or removed depending on the disturbance caused
by their removal, and resale value. If it is considered commercially viable at the end
of the 25 years to refurbish the site, a new planning application with an
accompanying environmental statement would need to be submitted to the relevant
planning authorities.

SCOPE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT

8. The scope of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and content of the
Environmental Statement (ES) have been agreed with Stockton on Tees Borough
Council and Hambleton District Council, through the scoping exercise which involved
the preparation of a Scoping Report outlining the proposed content of the ES and the
approach and methodologies for the EIA.

9. The EIA and subsequent ES have been carried out in accordance with the response
to the scoping. Comments and requirements raised through other forms of
consultation were also incorporated. This has included feedback from statutory
consultees and stakeholders and specialist advice from various experienced
professionals.

Environmental Effects



10.

11.

12.

The potential environmental effects of the proposed Wind Farm have been
considered throughout the EIA process, taking into account potential impacts on
receptors and resources. Positive and negative impacts have been considered and
the significance of any potential impacts evaluated. The significance of potential
impacts has been assessed based on the degree of impact (the magnitude) and the
importance, sensitivity or number of affected resources or receptors.

Where potential adverse effects on the environment have been predicted, mitigation
measures have been identified to prevent, reduce and where possible offset these
effects. The development proposal therefore includes a range of measures that have
been designed to reduce or prevent significant adverse environmental effects arising.
The assessment of effects has taken into account all measures that form part of the
development proposal and to which Broadview (the applicant) is committed.

The summary of the findings of the Environmental Statement are listed within the
appendices.

SITE AND SURROUNDINGS

13.

14.

The application site is located on the southeastern edge of the Borough between the
villages of Hilton and Seamer. The Wind Farm crosses the Borough boundary with 3
turbines, met mast and associated infrastructure being within Stockton Borough and
2 turbines and associated infrastructure being within Hambleton District. The wind
farm is shown being accessed directly off the Hilton to Seamer Road.

The site and its wider setting mainly consist of undulating arable farmland, which
contains hedgerows and small areas of woodland. The site is split by the Hilton
Seamer Road, which runs east west across the site. The planning application
boundary is fixed, based on the intended locations of the turbines, met mast and
access roads although there is a much wider area of land which is indicated as being
within the applicants control.

CONSULTATIONS

Government Office For The North East

15.

16.

17.

We are happy to advise on specific questions of national policy or process but it
would be inappropriate to comment on this application in view of our role, as we must
not prejudice the Secretary of States Role.

The Council will need to consider whether they wish to consult the SofS formally of
the application in accordance with one or more of her Statutory Directions, if it is
minded to grant planning permission, so that she may consider whether she should
intervene.

The documents specified in the relevant Directions must accompany any formal
notification and the council may need to send the SofS two copies of any EIA if the
application is classes as EIA development.

One North East

18.

The following comments relate to the effects that the proposals are considered to
have upon the Regional Development Agency's strategic regional investment or
employment policies.



19. The Regional Economic Strategy identifies Energy as one of the 'Three Pillars' for
driving economic growth. Providing a clean, secure and stable energy supply is
presently a key challenge and a key opportunity for the region's economy. Efficient
use of low carbon energy is the key policy driver that the Agency is promoting
through its plans and programmes, such as the Energy Pillar and Connectors, and
the Regional Economic Strategy Action Plan, to support businesses and other users
to reduce the impacts of a presently volatile energy market and grasp the economic
opportunities.

20. The Agency is currently working alongside regional stakeholders and other RDA’s to
assist and influence the Government to shape its Energy Policy. It is hoped that the
regime in support of renewable energy will continue, allowing the North East to
continue demonstrating its support for renewable and low carbon technology
development and deployment.

21. As well as through support for the research, encouraging the appropriate installation
of technologies such as wind turbines, which utilise indigenous resources, to reduce
the environmental impact of our region and increase economic benefit across
business and society.

22. Subject to the applicants satisfying all the necessary environmental and visual
impact issues, | confirm that One North East has no objections to the proposed
development as a suitable site for wind energy development for the reasons set out
above.

23. We recognise the potential conflict between turbine installations and airports whilst
acknowledge the importance of air transport on regional economies. In that context,
the agency supports the growth of both the region's airports and their safe and
efficient operation is an important aspect to be considered in processing this
application.

North East Assembly:
24, No comments: Falls below threshold which North East assembly needs to be
consulted upon.

Middlesbrough Borough Council Planning Department

25. The nearest of the proposed wind turbines is 1.5km from the Middlesbrough Borough
Boundary and it is not considered that the proposed turbines will have a significant
impact within the Middlesbrough Area. Similarly it is noted that the proposed
abnormal load route from the north utilises the Newport Bridge and A66, there are no
significant concerns on highway grounds. Middlesbrough has no comment to make
on the application.

Darlington Borough Council

26. As an adjacent Local Planning Authority, we have no specific comments to make in
relation to this particular planning application. It is considered to be of sufficient
distance from current proposals within Darlington Borough (Bishopton and
Sadberge) not to give rise to issues of cumulative effect. You may wish to contact
Ged Lawson - Landscape Officer - at Durham County who has an overview of wind
farm developments in the region.




North York Moors National Park

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

Given the location of the site some 6-7 kilometres from the nearest part of the
National Park boundary the key consideration of this Authority is the impact of the
development on the setting of the North York Moors National Park.

Paragraphs 11,12 & 14 of Planning Policy Statement 22 entitled 'Renewable Energy'
(PPS) set out that there can be no buffers around National Parks to prevent
significant wind farm developments but that projects should only be granted where
the objectives of designation will not be compromised and that any significant effects
are outweighed by environmental, social and economic benefits.

In the Countryside Character Assessment carried out by The Countryside
Commission in 1998 and The North York Moors National Park Landscape Character
Assessment 2003 carried out by consultants White, Young and Green, the
‘panoramic' views over moor land ridges, dales and surrounding lowland vales and
the sea are considered to be a key characteristic of the character of this National
Park. Key identified external pressures which may impact on outward facing
landscapes within the Park include pressure for wind farms.

The Authority notes at section 9.6.3 of the Environmental Statement (ES) dealing
with visual impact the ES considers there will be an adverse cumulative visual impact
from the development on views in and out of escarpment and hilltop sites within this
part of the National Park including Captain Cooks Monument and Roseberry
Topping. This Authority concurs with that view.

This Authority recognises the need to accommodate suitable renewable energy
developments in the Region and would ask your Planning Committee to give due
consideration to the adverse impact likely to accrue from the development on the
distant setting of the National Park when assessing the harm and benefits of the
development.

Hilton Parish Council:

Objects on the following grounds; (summarised)

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

Supports the critique of Broadview’s supporting documentation produced by several
informed residents which find Broadview’s submission misleading or incorrect and
many assumptions being made.

The turbines will dominate the skyline in a rural area, which has no large buildings.
They will be closer to boy hill than the pylons, which were resited because of the
impact. This will impact on the enjoyment of walkers to the area and subsequently
have a negative impact on tourism.

Should a turbine collapse onto the nearby power lines or across the road, or the
blade break off then this could cause a severe accident. The fire authority will not
have equipment to reach the top of a turbine whilst the turbines could attract
lightening strikes.

Shadow flicker could be serious on passing motorists and ice flying from the blades
could also occur.

The turbines lie in the safety zone of Durham Tees Valley Airport, which is trying to
increase passenger and cargo flights, whilst takes traffic from other airports, thus
increasing risks over Stockton.



37.

38.

39.

40.

The nearest property will only be 800m from the nearest turbine and it has been put
forward that turbines should not be built within 1 mile of where people live. Living in
close proximity will cause noise pollution shadow flicker can cause photosensitive

epilepsy.

The turbines could affect birds; particularly migratory ones which come to the region
and this would have an adverse impact on tourism. In addition, the site is home to
bats and great crested newts and the developers have taken little account of the
effects on these. Visitors to Seamer Carrs are likely to be discouraged by the
presence of wind turbines.

The construction phase will cause traffic and highway disruption through Hilton
having a negative impact on the village and the condition of the roads. Itis
understood that such loads would have police escorts and will travel at night causing
disruption and noise issues.

Offshore wind farms are more environmentally friendly and more viable. Within a
five mile radius there will be an impact on the landscape and effecting future tourism.

Yarm Town Council

41.

Fully support the objections made by the Seamer and Hilton Wind farm Action Group
in line with the Policy of the Council in regard to wind farms.

Ingleby Barwick Town Council

42

43.

44,

45,

46.

47.

48.

49.

The Town Council supports SHWAG in their objections to the proposal as this
development is sited totally in the wrong place. The limited amount of renewable
energy which would be generated would not compensate for the impact it would
have on the nearby villages and this proposal is therefore in the Town Council's
opinion not justifiable.

The proposed 125m high wind turbines would have a significant detrimental affect on
this rural area which is already blighted by unsightly pylons.

The wind turbines would be sighted very close to nearby residences, the villages of
Hilton and Seamer, as well as the Hilton to Seamer road and overhead power lines.
This raises concerns in respect of the safety implications, as there are many
recorded instances of turbine collapse and blades being shed.

The proposed wind turbines would be a distraction to motorists thereby increasing
the risk of road traffic accidents.

Noise pollution is another concern as turbine noise can be both annoying and
irritating as well as the possible cause of a number of health problems.

The development will have a detrimental effect on the immediate environment and
cause harm to the local wildlife.

Traffic nuisance during the 10 months construction period will create major disruption
to road users and will increase the safety risk for cyclists. Transportation of the
turbines to the site will cause huge disruption given their size. It is understood that
such loads are likely to require police escort and will travel at night causing not just
traffic problems but noise issues.

The Town Council hopes that you will give due consideration to their objection when
considering this application.



Kirklevington And Castle Leavington Parish Council
50. Unanimously support Hilton Parish Councils objections to the proposals.

Seamer Parish Council: Objects on the following (summarised)

51. The proposal will harm the character of the landscape, the proposal is in close
proximity to residents harming the residential amenity, will result in safety issues
owing to close proximity to the road and power lines, the proposal will harm wildlife,
result in noise disturbance and cause health issues for residents, during construction
the development will cause traffic disruption, reduce value of homes and negatively
impact upon the perception of Seamer whilst providing little electricity.

Stokesley Parish Council
52. Strong objections to the wind farm which is in totally the wrong location, ruining the
landscape and being too near to the road.

Councillor C Seymour, Stokesley Ward: Objects on the following (summarised)

53. It will spoil a high quality landscape, which were recognised by the planning
inspector at the pylon enquiry (1991-2002) as high quality. The turbines will be
higher than the pylons and will dominate the landscape. Wind power is not an
efficient technology and does not warrant despoiling the landscape. The shadow
flicker effect will distract motorists. The turbines will be noisy and will be constructed
too close to residential properties.

R.W Redman, Middleton Parish Councillor: Objects on the following (summarised)

54, The turbines are located too close to the national park and will destroy the
environment. The turbines should be located offshore. The proposal will result in a
loss of view for the residents of Middleton. Concerns are also raised that the
development will set a precedent.

Dari Taylor MP: (Summarised)

55. Totally opposed to the proposal as the area already has pylons and overhead lines
within it. This would be built on a beautiful rural area outside 2 delightful villages
adding to the unsightly pylons. My opposition is seriously added to the fact that the
applicant is behaving in an opportunistic and profit motivated manner. | believe they
have chosen this site because they can tap into the electricity supply chain provided
by the existing overhead lines thereby reducing their costs and increasing profits. |
have asked them to consider the industrial coastal area for their wind farm who
advised there was insufficient wind there which is a laughable statement. | have no
problem with Governments policy of promoting renewable energy, however do not
accept that wind farms should be located such that they should ruin the most
beautiful countryside. | received a ministerial letter which made this point.

Northumbrian Water Drainage
56. No objection

Northumbrian Water Telecommunications
57. The proposed development does not interfere with any of the companies scanning
radio or microwave links.

Northern Gas Networks
58. No Objection

NEDL

59. Standard connection comments made.



Chief Fire Officer
60. Cleveland Fire Authority offers no representations to this application.

Civil Aviation Authority: (Summarised)

61. Advised that it is essential that the Durham Tees Valley Airport Operator, NATS and
the MoD be consulted and given the opportunity to comment, that there might be a
requirement to install aviation lighting to some or all of the turbines, that the rotor
blades and upper 2/3rds of the mast may require to be painted white, that details will
have to be supplied to the Defence Geographic Centre to allow their plotting on
aeronautical maps.

62. Following advice being given to the CAA Authority that DTVA have no objections, the
CAA consider comments to be sufficient and we should rely on the response from
Teesside airport.

National Air Traffic Services: (Summarised)

63. Advised that there technical and operational safeguarding teams have examined the
proposal against impacts on navigational aids, air to ground voice communication
and radar, and although the proposal is likely to impact their electronic infrastructure
they have no safeguarding objection to the proposal.

Durham And Tees Valley Airport: (Summarised)
64. No objection to the wind farm and will continue to work closely with Broadview
Energy Developments if the wind turbines are constructed.

Ministry Of Defence: (Summarised)

65. The MOD has no objection to the proposed wind farm, which although within the line
of sight for the Air Traffic Control Radar at Leeming Bar, the anticipated effect has
been assessed as manageable, subject to conditions being imposed which require
the following:

¢ Information will need to be provided to the MOD if permission is granted
relating to precise grid co-ords, start date of construction and final tip height.

e Turbines are fitted with a 200 candella omni directional red light at the highest
practicable point.

Newcastle Airport
66. Newcastle International Airport Ltd has no objection to the above proposal

Council For The Protection Of Rural England (Durham) : Summarised

67. Fully support the objection from SHWAG as they are the ones who are most effected
and as such their comments should be of the utmost importance. It is considered
that para 22 of the ES is misleading which comments on the range of savings by
displacement of gas to coal approved by the ASA. The BWEA is taking steps to
agree national standards for the wind industries carbon offset figure which have not
yet been published.

68. In considering load factors compiled for 10 north east wind farms it is indicated that
wind turbines are not working at the predicted load factors.

69. Concerns regarding the balance between benefits and disadvantages of the
application.

Ramblers Association




70.

No Objection as no part of the Footpath Hilton 07 is within the topple distance of the
turbines and subject to a condition being imposed to safeguard the Teesdale Way
and cycle track.

Natural England (summarised)

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

RSPB

79.

Natural England objects to the proposal on the grounds that the application contains
insufficient survey information to demonstrate whether or not he development would
have an adverse effect upon legally protected species.

Natural England considers that additional information about the likely impact upon
bats is required with specific reference to more detail required regarding trees
present within the site which have the potential to support bat roosts. Furthermore
the mitigation does not appear to address all potential impacts upon bats and their
roosts as there is no analysis of potential bat strikes and little attention has been
given to the possible impact of the new access upon boundary hedges. Specifically
the design of the proposal should ensure a 50 metre separation distance from
hedgerows regardless of the quality of the hedge, as it may be suitable for bat
commuting, foraging and habitats.

With regard to Great Crested newts the survey does not meet the recommended
standard set out within English nature's Guidelines owing to this the size of the
population may have been underestimated and as a result the mitigation may not be
of an acceptable level. Furthermore it appears that the turbines will be located within
500 metres of a pond in which Great Crested Newts have been identified as such it
is considered that it is possible that newts will move on to the development site.
Additionally there has been no assessment of potential impacts on the habitat of
Great Crested Newts

Any works on hedgerows should be limited to outside of the bird breeding season or
when the absence of nesting birds can be determined before works commence.

Further surveys are required to determine whether white clawed crayfish are present
within the site and what impacts the development may have upon their habitat

With regard to protected sites, Natural England has no objections as it is not
considered that the proposal is likely to have a significant effect on the internationally
important features of the north Yorkshire Moors Special Protection Area (SPA)

Natural England does recognise the intention of the developer to compensate for the
loss of hedgerows, to reinstate those of poor quality and diversify edges of woodland
by planting scrub. As such Natural England recommend that the planting should be
native hedges and shrubs which are appropriate to the landscape. Natural England
also recommend an agreement with the developer to ensure suitable land is made
available and managed to compensate for loss of habitat.

Natural England recommend that the site should be reinstated to agricultural land
following decommission

The RSPB’s response to Hambleton District Council’s request for an EIA scoping
opinion identified the potential for the proposed wind farm to have adverse impacts
on the North York Moors Special Protection Area (SPA), the Teesmouth & Cleveland
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80.

81.

Coast SPA (and their composite SSSIs). Consequently, we have carefully assessed
the Environmental Statement with this in mind.

Our view is that the surveys carried out are of an appropriate nature, timing and
duration to assess the movement of birds through the wind farm area. These
surveys have revealed a limited number of migratory waterfowl flight paths through
the proposal site. Furthermore, only low numbers of species that could be
associated with the SPAs/SSSIs mentioned above have been recorded using the
proposal site. Therefore, the Environmental Statement’s conclusion that the
proposal will not impact the integrity of the two SPAs is in all likelihood an accurate
one.

As a charity with limited resources, the RSPB is unable to engage with planning
applications that are unlikely to impact on designated wildlife sites or nationally-
important bird populations. Furthermore, we support the principle of developing
renewable energy developments in areas where adverse impacts on these sites can
be avoided. Consequently, we do not feel that there are grounds for the RSPB to
make representations on the Seamer wind farm proposal.

The Environment Agency (summarised)

82. No objection to the development as proposed subject to conditions being included on
any granted planning permission relating to Surface Water Drainage, Storage of
Materials, site toilets.

National Grid

Several comments have been received from the National Grid which are listed in
chronological order.

83.

84.

85.

86.

01 October. The application was sent to National Grid some weeks ago and initial
comments were provided by a member of our asset protection team. At the time it
was felt that the risk was moderate, however, further investigation has been
undertaken since that original comment into the effects of wind farms on overhead
lines and the outcome is the latest information which | sent to you by email at the
beginning of this week. As far as | am concerned this supersedes comments
submitted by our asset protection team.

02 October. Following our recent telephone conversation | attach for your
information a copy of 43 — 8, | believe it is incorrectly referenced in government
planning advice as 44-8. The issue for National Grid is that 43-8 specification details
clearances required to overhead lines for electrical safety but takes no account of the
impact of wind turbines on overhead lines.

03 October. Overhead Transmission lines are susceptible to wind induced vibration.
If additional vibration or movement is introduced that is beyond the original design
capability, the route will encounter increased wear or damage leading to extra
maintenance requirements, unplanned outages, shorter asset lives or ultimately
conductor failure.

Concerns have been raised from utilities in a number of countries that land based
wind farms can induce damaging vibration or low frequency oscillations on overhead
lines. The wake structure behind large wind turbines is complex and its effect on
OHL'’s has not previously been fully considered. A number of papers have been
published which support this concern and following an internal review, a
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87.

88.

recommended separation distance of 5 rotor diameters has been chosen to reduce
the risk to National Grid assets.

National Grid is monitoring a program of ongoing research work within the UK
Electricity Supply Industry to investigate this phenomenon. The results of this work
are expected to be published in the first half of next year. Upon publication, National
Grid expects to update current policy accordingly.

09 Oct. In the light of our discussions in recent weeks concerning the scheme,
National Grid has decided to withdraw its objection to the applications and to engage
in dialogue with the developer to address our concerns.

Argiva (Spectrum Planning Group)

89.

We have considered whether this development is likely to have an adverse affect on
our operations and have concluded that we have no objection to this proposal. Both
the BBC Research Department and OFCOM are interested in the effects of wind
farm interference on domestic reception for BBC, ITV, Channel 4 and 5. The BBC
have launched a web based tool so that wind farm developers can carry out
assessments of interference to domestic reception for themselves. Any wind farm
enquiries to the BBC or Ofcom now result in the enquirer being directed to this web
based tool.

BBC (Web Tool)

90.

91.

Following the inputting of grid references and turbine data the BBC Web tool advised
the following for each turbine:

Turbine No. No. of homes likely to be | No. of homes which may be
affected for whom there | affected for whom there may be
is no alternative service an alternative off air service

1 0 13169
2 0 10412
3 0 11903
4 0 10151
5 0 9821

This information is a rough guide and is not a substitute for an on site survey where
potential impacts can be more accurately assessed.

Tees Archaeology

92.

I have read the chapter concerning archaeology and cultural heritage and agree with
the recommendations in paragraph 13.4.2 that a conditioned programme of
archaeological works take place prior to construction should the application be
granted, which should be controlled by condition.

Environmental Health Unit

93.

| have no objection in principle to the development, however, | do have concerns
regarding the following environmental issues and would recommend the conditions
as detailed be imposed on the development should it be approved.

¢ Noise disturbance from wind turbines

(a) At the reasonable request of, and following a complaint to, the Local
Planning Authority, the operator of the development shall measure and assess
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at its expense the level of noise emissions from the wind turbine generators
following the procedures described in “The Assessment and Rating of Noise
from Wind Farms, ETSU-R-97” published by ETSU for the Department of Trade
and Industry.

The level of noise emissions from the combined effects of the wind turbine
generators on the Wind Farm when measured in accordance with section A of
the guidance notes shall not exceed at any dwelling lawfully existing at the time
of this consent:

During night-time hours of 2300-0700:-

Location Wind speed (m/s at 10m height)

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Cold pool |43.0 |43.0 |43.0 |[43.0 |43.0 |448 |469 |49.0 [51.1 |583

Low fields | 45.0 |[45.0 [45.0 |45.0 [45.0 |45.0 |450 [47.2 |49.7 |523

Boy Hill 43.0 |43.0 [43.0 [43.0 |44.1 |46.2 |485 |51.0 |53.6 |56.4
Middleton | 43.0 |43.0 |43.0 [43.0 |43.0 (447 |46.6 |486 |50.7 |52.9
Lodge

Greenfield | 43.0 |43.0 |43.0 |[43.0 |43.0 |43.0 |43.0 |431 |44.7 |464

WallLane | 43.0 [43.0 |43.0 |43.0 [43.0 |43.0 |448 |47.2 |49.7 |523

At all other times:-

Location Wind speed (m/s at 10m height)

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Coldpool |40.0 |39.8 |40.7 |42.0 |43.6 |454 474 |494 |514 |523

Lowfields | 45.0 |[45.0 [45.0 |450 [450 |450 |456 [478 |50.1 |525

Boy Hill 40.8 [40.9 417 [433 |454 (478 |505 |53.3 [56.0 |585
Middleton | 40.4 40.2 40.7 41.7 43.3 45.2 47.3 49.6 52.0 54.3
Lodge

Greenfield | 40.1 | 40.0 |404 [41.0 [419 |43.0 |442 |455 |46.8 |48.2

Wall Lane | 40.0 [37.0 [38.2 |39.7 [415 |435 |456 [478 |50.1 |525

(b) Tonal noise shall be measured by the operator of the development at its
expense at the reasonable request of, and following a complaint to, the Local
Planning Authority in

accordance with the procedure described in section B of the guidance notes.
If, at any dwelling lawfully existing at the time of this consent, the tonal noise
from the

combined effect of the wind turbine generators exceeds the threshold of
audibility:-

(i) by more than 2.0dB but less than 6.5dB a penalty of ((5/6.5) x Audibility)dB
shall be added to the noise level derived for that property in accordance with
section A of the guidance notes.

(i) By more than 6.5dB a penalty of 5dB shall be added to the noise level
derived for that

property in accordance with section A of the guidance notes.
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94.

(c) The wind farm operator shall log wind speed and wind direction data at a
grid reference to be approved by the Local Planning Authority to enable
compliance with (a) and (b) above to be monitored. This wind data shall include
the wind speed in metres per second (ms-1) and the wind direction in degrees
from north for each 10 minute period. At the reasonable request of the Local
Planning Authority the recorded data relating to 10m height above ground level
shall be made available to them.

Where wind speed is measured at a height other than 10m, the wind speed data
shall be converted to 10m height, accounting for wind shear by a method whose
details shall also be provided to the Local Planning Authority.

Highways (Public Rights of Way)

95.

Public Footpath no. 7 is approx. 250m from the proposed turbine no. 2. A number of
other footpaths are recorded within the definitive map within the areas of Hilton and
Seamer.

Urban Design (Highways and Landscape)

96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

General Summary

The Head of Technical Services objects to the planning application for the Seamer
Wind Farm as the information provided does not allow full consideration of
development impact to be assessed. In particular, concerns have been raised as to
the final routes of the abnormal load and HGV routes. Without the routes being
finalised the impact on traffic on the highway and amenity of residents in Hilton
cannot be fully assessed. As a result of their inconclusive assessment of impact
conditions to control the final development cannot be drafted. The proposal would
also result in direct landscape impacts which are considered to be avoidable.

Details of the objection and requirements for further studies are detailed below:

Environment Policy

Environmental Policy has no objections to this proposal but would recommend that a
condition requiring micro-siting of turbines within the application site boundary as
detailed on Drg No 5396B-07-N-059 is applied. This would allow any variation to that
layout to be reviewed in terms of environmental impact.

It is understood that the final choice of turbine will be influenced by the outcome of
the analysis of the meteorological data collected on site from the installation of the
met mast which has only recently received planning consent.

This data is essential for the design and final layout of the turbines including blades
and is likely to be a requirement of the turbine manufacturer's warranty. The fixed
site layout of the turbines as noted above may, therefore, not be possible as this will
be influenced by the wind speed and direction data gathered by the met mast. Given
this fact we reiterate that should the layout vary significantly from that set out within
the application there may be a need to review the relevance of aspects of the
environmental impact assessment.

The gathering of this data will also allow an assessment of the likelihood of ice
formation on the turbine blades. As icing of the blades could occur in this location
where fragments of ice might be released from the blades a condition requiring that
all turbines are fitted with vibration sensors. These would detect any imbalance
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which might be caused by icing of the blades, in which case operation of machines
with iced blades could be inhibited. It is noted that the Governments guidance in
respect to the safety of turbines states that blade failure is most unlikely given their
composite structure. Details of blade design would be determined following

the outcome of the analysis of meteorological data collected on site. Furthermore it
is noted that the fall over distance is in line with our policy regarding toppling.

Highways Comments

A Transport Assessment (TA) has been submitted as part of an Environmental
Statement (ES) for the erection of 3No. wind turbines and associated works on land
north and south of Hilton Seamer Road, East of Hilton. We object to this application
as detailed below:

General
During pre-planning discussions for this development, the applicant outlined the
abnormal load route via Hilton, but stated that the HGV route was to be via
Middlesbrough and North Yorkshire. This pre-application agreement was not
adhered to due to highway objections from North Yorkshire County Council, and the
HGV route has subsequently changed to the same route as abnormal load route,
without further consultation with Stockton Borough Council (SBC). We, therefore,
object to the presumption that this is acceptable due to the potential for adverse
impact to be encountered by residents of the Borough patrticularly those living in
Hilton due to the effects of the disruption due to construction including:

¢ Noise;

e Vibration;

e Pollution;

e Severance.

Since it has been demonstrated in the ES that access to the site from a southerly
direction is suitable for HGV’s further investigation work needs to be undertaken on
the suitability of this and other alternative routes. This should include Route E,
where very little consideration has been given and would appear to be a suitable
HGV route for many of the identified quarries as much of the route is along A-class
highway.

Given that the impact cannot be fully ascertained due the uncertainty of routeing of
the HGVs and their potential impact as noted above we would object to the
application as the applicant has failed to demonstrate these impacts and potential
mitigation measures to enable full consideration of the development to be assessed.

Strategic Road Network

Confirmation that the Highways Agency (HA) has been consulted and agree to the
route/movement of abnormal loads on their network. We are particularly concerned
that the trunk road system may not capable of travelling around the recently
completed improvements at the A19(T) Portrack Interchange.

No swept path analysis has been submitted for Portrack Interchange and A1032
Newport Bridge Approach Road in order to see if the largest vehicle can manoeuvre
through this section of highway. It is noted that Newport Bridge is the usual
abnormal load route, however clarification is necessary that Newport Bridge can
accommodate this size and weight of vehicle. Details should therefore be submitted
for consideration by the Council’s Structural Engineers. Should the abnormal load
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not be able to travel along the strategic road network it brings into doubt the
conclusions of the TA.

Confirmation that Cleveland Police, and other Police areas have been consulted and
agreement reached that they will assist in the movement of abnormal loads as
specified within the ES. This would be included in the Traffic Management Plan that
should be conditioned.

Section 4.7 of the ES refers to a ‘dry run’ being undertaken using the largest
transportation vehicle. This should be done prior to the determination of the planning
application in order to ascertain if the identified abnormal load route is achievable.
Without the ‘dry run’ it is assumed that the route, its impact and potential mitigation
are not fully demonstrated. We would require this ‘dry run’ to be undertaken as
stated or the ES amended to advise that it is not required and that the impacts are in
fact fully assessed.

Street Furniture

Any street furniture (warning signs, street lighting) removed from position in order to
allow access for the abnormal load must be reinstated immediately in order that road
safety is not compromised for other road users. The ES is not proposing this
therefore the mitigation measures proposed is not acceptable. In particular where it
is necessary to remove street lighting columns then a condition regarding temporary
lighting should be imposed on the applicant. Further discussion is also necessary on
the *fixed’ traffic calming features on both approaches to Hilton Village and the
potential impact the movement of the abnormal loads may have on these features. It
is imperative that a physical speed reduction feature remains in place throughout the
period of abnormal load movement. In addition the ES suggests sigh removal on the
bend at Hilton Village and relocation of the signs on the opposite side of the
carriageway. It does not detail what signs these are and proposed location, and
whether it can be permitted in Highway legislation to relocate these signs, therefore |
am concerned that the relocation of these signs may have an adverse impact on
road safety and further discussion on this is necessary. Due to the lack of clarity on
the abnormal load route or its full impact on street furniture no conditions can be
proposed at this stage. As a minimum a Traffic Management Plan must be provided
to consider in detail all aspects of the abnormal load route. This Plan would require
the applicant to enter into a S278 agreement for SBC to undertake all removal,
replacement and location of street furniture, reinstatement and to provide temporary
street lighting etc. The list is not exhaustive and full details of the requirements of the
S278 would be detailed on agreement of route and impacts.

It is also noted that the route would have predictable impacts of highway trees.
These impacts have not been fully assessed by the ES. Further details of impact are
given in the Landscape and Visual Section of this memorandum.

Option 1 is the preferred choice outlined in the TA for the movement of abnormal
loads through the A174 Parkway Ext. / A1045 Thornaby Road junction despite this
option involving the removal of a number of signs. The alternative option does not
involve the removal of any street furniture and is therefore the preferred choice of
SBC. Further discussion on this choice is advised and will require detailing in the
Traffic Management Plan.

Severance

There is little reference made in relation to the severance residents of Hilton Village
would experience due to the significant number of additional vehicles, utilising this
route throughout the period of construction. Further analysis of this is necessary,
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including potential mitigation measures to reduce the potential effects. In addition no
discussion regarding ‘fear and intimidation’ for residents is considered, therefore
additional work is necessary and possible mitigation measures need to be
considered.

Noise Pollution and Vibration

It appears that there is no consideration to noise, pollution and vibration effects of the
HGV’s through Hilton within the ES. Confirmation is therefore necessary that this
has been considered appropriately and mitigation considered.

Maintenance Tracks

There appears to fairly extensive maintenance required for each individual wind
turbine, therefore confirmation of permanent access arrangements is needed. Such
arrangements to include existing uses of the farm access for agricultural use and any
easements associated with the adjacent Transmission Power Lines. In addition it is
stated that occasional HGV / platform vehicle access is required therefore evidence
that the aforementioned vehicles can access the agreed sites is necessary, in
addition to available visibility splays for this road. Notwithstanding the submitted
details and this Highway response the location of the access route would not be
acceptable in Landscape and Visual Terms as the requirement for visibility splays is
likely to result in a loss of hedgerows that currently run along the Hilton to Seamer
Road or their replacement on a line that is out of character with the existing
landscape.

An access track to the North of the Hilton to Seamer road would be acceptable in
Landscape and Visual terms if hedgerows were not to be removed.

As a result of Landscape and Visual concerns associated with the proposed access
tracks maintenance to the turbines West of Hilton to Seamer road should be gained
via the existing farm access from minor road (1% right out of Hilton) towards
Middleton on Leven. Access to the eastern turbines should be gained from Stainton
Road via land adjacent to Low Fields Farm. The land over which these track will
cross is in the control of the applicant (blue Line boundary). A Grampian condition
would be required to control the new access points. The access off Stainton Road
would also require consent from Hambleton Council as the entrance to the highway
network lies within their administrative boundary.

It is noted that HGV trips are dependent on where the internal access tracks are to
be constructed as some of the trips are associated with this construction, if the
access tracks require more construction then more HGV trips bringing concrete and
stone etc. will be required. This cannot be finalised at this stage as the turbine
locations are not agreed.

Other Issues

e Section 6.8 of the ES — Clarification of paragraph 1 is required particularly in
terms of vehicular increase (1.8 — 2.0) due to the development, as it is unclear
how this figure is derived.

o Working hours’ for the duration of the works is not stipulated. Suggested hours

would be Mon — Fri 8am — 6pm, Saturday 9am — 1pm. However, confirmation
will be necessary.
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¢ On agreement of access tracks for both construction and future maintenance
reduced visibility splays for vehicles prior to construction requires confirmation as
they should be 4.5m x 215m. If a speed survey is undertaken and speeds are
lower than the posted limit then a reduced splay can be considered. In addition,
clarification as to how many and what type of vehicles will be using the access
prior to construction are required.

e Further discussion is required regarding the traffic management to be used at the
access during the construction period. (i.e.: hours the TM is utilised etc). Should
the application be approved then this should be conditioned as part of the Traffic
Management Plan.

e Whist there appears to be conflicting information in the ES, for the purposes of
this assessment we have taken the positions of the proposed to be fixed in
accordance with ES Drg No 5396B-07-N-059.

o |tis likely that the final design will be a maximum of 125m high and an
appropriate margin of safety from the highway will be necessary.

e Government guidance on shadow flicker PPS 22 advises that in terms of
highways safety that drivers are faced with a number of varied and competing
distractions during any normal journey, including advertising hoardings, which
are deliberately designed to attract attention. At all times drivers are required to
take reasonable care to ensure their own and others’ safety. Wind turbines
should therefore not be treated any differently from other distractions a driver
must face and should not be considered particularly hazardous. There are now a
large number of wind farms adjoining or close to road networks and there has
been no history of accidents at any of them.

¢ |t should be noted that Public Footpath No.7 — Hilton, is approx. 250m from the
proposed indicative location of turbine No.2, as shown on drawing Ref.53296B-
04-N-037. It should also be noted that a number of other footpaths are recorded
on the Definitive Map within the areas of Hilton and Seamer. These footpaths
are located beyond the toppling distance and are therefore not affected by this
application.

We therefore object to this application as there is insufficient information submitted in
order to demonstrate that this development can be accommodated without adversely
affecting the highway. Without the full impact being predicted it would be
unreasonable and unenforceable for SBC to provide conditions for any potential
approval of this application.

Landscape & Visual Comments

General

The Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment L&VA) chapter of the Environmental
Statement (ES) has identified the impact on the landscape of the Seamer Wind Farm
proposal, which is located between the villages of Seamer and Hilton. This proposal
comprises 5 turbines, with a maximum tip height of 125m (typically 80m hub height
and up to 45m blade length). The proposal site is located such that 3 turbines and
the part of their infrastructure lie within the administrative boundary of Stockton
Borough Council, while the other 2 wind turbines and remaining part of the
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associated infrastructure lie within the administrative area of Hambleton District
Council.

As landscape impact is not affected by administrative boundaries shown on maps,
Stockton Borough Council has coordinated the assessment of L&VA with Hambleton
District Council to ensure that a consistent approach to the assessment is achieved.
Many of the potential views of the turbines would occur from a wider area (beyond
our administrative boundary). As a result a L&VA study area which encompassed an
area within a 20km radius of the proposed wind farm was agreed as part of the
scoping study.

Arup was commissioned by Stockton Borough Council to undertake a review of the
adequacy of the L&VA, Arup having considerable experience for work in the field of
wind farm developments and being responsible for the recently published East
Durham Limestone and Tees Valley Wind Resource Area Study.

Summary of Landscape and Visual Impact at Date of Opening

The L&VA concludes that significant adverse impacts would occur on the local
landscape character of the site and on the visual amenity of receptors at the
following locations: 13 dwellings or groups within 2.5km on the nearest turbine; the
western side of Seamer village and locations where Hilton village is viewed in its
rural setting and small local roads.” The assessment does not identify the actual
number of properties from the 13 listed which are located within the administrative
area of Stockton Borough Council which would experience significant adverse
impact. The turbines would also be visible at a distance from travellers using the A19
(T).

Whilst the L&V impacts would be potentially significant and adverse they would only
be of a local magnitude for both the local settlements of Hilton and Seamer. There
are also no landscape designations which cover the site or its immediate
surroundings which may determine the final location of the wind farm. We consider
that the range of receptors in the L&VA covered, their sensitivity and levels of impact
are a fair assessment and would, therefore, not lead to an objection to development
of the wind farm in landscape and visual terms.

It is noted that these impacts are based on the locations as identified on Drg No
5396B-07-N-059. These locations would allow for possible resiting of the individual
turbines therefore a condition would be required to allow further assessment of any
potential environmental impacts associated with final location.

Cumulative visual impacts were considered in the L&VA for all wind farms
(constructed, permitted and those awaiting determination) within 32km of the
development site. It is concluded that no significant cumulative visual impacts would
occur with the construction of the proposed Seamer wind farm. Whilst we would
concur with this statement it should be noted that the permitted Butterwick wind farm,
near Wynyard (which will be located to the north of the constructed Walkway wind
farm also near Wynyard in the administrative Borough of Sedgefield) has not been
considered within the cumulative assessment. Within the LVIA the incorrect numbers
of turbines for the High Volts and Trimdon Grange wind farms are stated but Figure
9.28 records the correct number. These minor discrepancies should not affect the
conclusion that their will be no significant cumulative impact.

The degree of cumulative impact of these wind farms when viewed from higher
ground of the Hambleton Hills and within the North Yorkshire National Park are
considered to be insignificant due to the benefit of distance approximately 10km (the
nearest part of the National Park lying 6-7km from the proposed wind farm location)
and angle of view i.e. looking down onto the turbines set within the generally flat
topography of the wider landscape character of the Tees Lowlands (Countryside
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Commissions Landscape Character designation of this part of Northern England
comprising the relatively flat topography of, Teesside, North Yorkshire and Country
Durham). Our assessment of cumulative impact is based on studies undertaken s
part of the East Durham Limestone and Tees Valley Wind resource areas which
concluded the following Perceptual distances for Wind Farms

0-2km Turbines Likely to be a prominent feature in the landscape;

2-5km Turbines Relatively prominent in the landscape;

5-15km Turbines only prominent in clear visibility - seen as part of a wider
landscape;

15-30km Turbines Only seen in very clear visibility - a minor element in the
landscape.

The Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) will require that the turbines to be painted white
and Defence Estate Operations will require that red lights are fitted to the tops of the
towers. The lighter colouring of the blades (refer to mitigation section of this
memorandum) and in particular the requirement to fit red lights on the towers would
result in adverse visual impact continuing to occur during the hours of darkness.

Based on our assessment of the ES we would recommend that a condition be
attached to any consent that requires the locations of the turbines to be It is fixed in
accordance with ES Drg No. 5396B-07-N-059.

Access Tracks

An access track to the North of the Hilton Seamer road would be acceptable in
Landscape and Visual terms providing the existing hedgerows are not removed for
the creation of increased sightlines. However, given that increased sightlines are
likely to be required the submitted location of the access route would not be
acceptable in L&V terms as the revised line of hedgerow would be out of character
with the existing landscape. The existing hedgerows growing in close proximity to the
road follow the gentle undulation and sweep of the road and surrounding
topography.

It is recommended to prevent removal of hedgerows that the proposed maintenance
access tracks to the turbines west of the Hilton to Seamer road should, be gained via
the existing farm access from the minor road (1% right out of Hilton) towards
Middleton on Leven. Access to the eastern turbines should be gained from Stainton
Road via land adjacent to Low Fields Farm. The land over which these tracks would
cross is in the control of the applicant (blue Line boundary). A Grampian Condition
would be required to control the new access points. The access off Stainton Road
would also require content from Hambleton Council as the entrance to the highway
network lies within their administrative boundary and under the control of North
Yorkshire County Council.

It is recommended that the construction of the final maintenance access tracks
should be non -surfaced if practicable or reinforced soil used to reduce their
appearance in the open and undulating arable farmland. These tracks should run
where possible along the rear of existing/proposed hedgerows to prevent the tracks
becoming incongruous features in the landscape. Material choice for the tracks to be
conditioned as part of any consent.

The LVIA has addressed the landscape aspects required by the scoping opinion
issued by Stockton Borough Council apart from undertaking a detailed assessment
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of the off-site electrical grid connection, although this is subject to a separate
consenting regime and would be covered within that.

Mitigation

Suggested measures to reduce the visual impact of the proposed development
include painting the turbines with “matt grey surface finish”. Whilst the grey colour
would be an appropriate colour with the background of northern skies the turbines
would in this location have to be painted white to conform with CAAs
recommendations. This change in colour whilst slightly increasing visual impact
would be acceptable. The colour of the turbines should be conditioned together with
a ban on advertising on any part of the structure or blades.

The proposed location of the turbines so they are viewed as a cohesive group with
no outliers from the most sensitive viewpoints is considered to be good practice.
Whilst it is unlikely that there would be any views of overlapping (“clashing” blades
this would be reassessed as part of the discharge of condition for the micro siting of
the tower positions.

As noted within the L&VA, that due to the height of turbines, screening of wind
energy development is rarely effective as a mitigation measure. The mitigation
measures proposed within the LVA are considered to be appropriate for this location.
These measures are the replacement of hedgerows to screen the lower part of the
turbines from views afforded from occupants of vehicles travelling along the Hilton
Seamer road. The undulating and sweeping nature of the road reducing the extent
of direct views afforded of the turbines when views from vehicles travelling in either
direction along this road.

Whilst these hedgerows would be planted on land in the control of the applicant, the
land lies within the administrative boundary of Hambleton Council. As such a
Grampian Condition would be required to ensure these works are undertaken.

The mitigation measures outlined within the LVIA chapter do not provide any
mitigation measures for the control building or any substation, as such a Grampian
Condition would be required to ensure these works are undertaken in a manner that
is acceptable to SBC.

Summary of Landscape and Visual Impact Due to Construction

Whilst the impact on the wider landscape and views afforded from dwelling houses,
roads and public rights of way have been considered the route and access study for
both HGV and abnormal load access has been conducted for the proposed
development (Appendix 7) no detailed assessment of direct landscape impact has
been carried out for the preferred access route.

Assessment of the swept path analysis of the abnormal load vehicle’s movements
concludes that hedgerows would require removal to create the necessary access
routes. Whilst removal (and later full reinstatement) would generally be acceptable in
landscape and visual grounds (dates for removal to avoid bird nesting season) the
ES contains conflicting information on impacts to trees. It would appear from the
Autotrack diagram (Drg no. 185497-50A1) produced for the ‘S’ Bend in Hilton that
this diagram is in conflict with the statement by R. Collett & Sons as the significant
tree pruning works to a height of 5m may be required on the 3 highway trees in
ownership of SBC on the second bend in Hilton. The degree of pruning is likely in
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our opinion to create un-shapely and unbalanced trees. Full mitigation of this impact
would be required without which the works to trees would not be acceptab