
MINUTES of a special meeting of Great Glemham Parish Council held at 7:15pm on 9 June 2011 in the Great Glemham Village Hall

PRESENT: Mrs J Beaumont; J Cross (Chair); J Duggan; D Inman; Mrs E Lewis; P Lincoln; D McIver; Mrs D Minns (after being co-opted, as to which see below); Ms C Palmier; N Redman (Hon Clerk).  APOLOGIES: M Runnacles (family commitment).  IN ATTENDANCE: District Councillor Graham Peck, Mrs Alys Thompson and around 17 members of the public.  INTERESTS: The following declared personal interests: D Inman (treasurer of NOWAP); Mrs E Lewis (member of NOWAP).  The Chair signed an entry in the interests book recording the declaration of such interests.  MINUTES:  The minutes of the 200th meeting on 20 May 2011 were approved and the Chair signed copy in the minute book as a true record.  CO-OPTION:  It was agreed to co-opt Mrs Diane Minns as a parish councillor.  Having signed the necessary forms, Mrs Minns joined the parish council.  RESPONSE TO PLANNING APPLICATION C/11/0191: The Chair outlined that this application was for the installation at Parham Airfield of an 800kW wind turbine (50m to hub and 74m to tip) and the construction of associated infrastructure (including a new track and hardstanding, a 11kV substation and underground cabling): he explained that the parish council had discussed this application at its meeting on 4 March 2011, just after the application had been adjourned so that a revised noise assessment could be carried out; the application now contained a revised noise assessment; the Hon Clerk had copies available and it could also be obtained from the website of the planning authority, Suffolk Coastal District Council.  

The Chair stated that he had invited the applicant, Mrs Alys Thompson, to make a presentation to the meeting about her application.  The group formed to oppose the proposal made in 2003 by the Your Energy group for a six turbine development on Parham Airfield, NOWAP, remained in existence and had expressed concerns about Mrs Thompson's application.  Therefore, NOWAP had been invited to make its own presentation.  Mr Drew Stevenson, an elector and a member of NOWAP, had accepted that invitation.  

Mrs Thompson was asked by the Chair to make her presentation: she began by stating that her application was not the first of a number of similar applications; her proposal to erect a single turbine was not part of bigger scheme but aimed at future-proofing the Kindred farming business against the rising costs of electricity; she was keen also to stress her desire to minimise the impact of her proposal on local residents.  

Mrs Thompson outlined that in discussions with the Chair and the Hon Clerk shortly after the parish council meeting on 4 March she had expressed a willingness in principle to relocate the turbine so that it was further away from dwellings in Great Glemham (especially Trust Farm, Glebe Cottage and Potash Cottage).  However, she had come up against some constraints: the turbine needed to be on the former airfield as this was the highest land in the vicinity; grid connections had to be available; and, crucially, there had to be a 550m gap between any dwelling and the turbine.  The planning authority had indicated that this gap (designed to keep noise audible around dwellings below 35 decibels) would be enforced both in relation to private dwellings and dwellings owned by the Kindred farming business.  Moving the turbine away from Great Glemham would infringe this gap either in relation to Mollers Peace or Runway Farm.

Mrs Thompson also spoke of her choice of the E48 turbine.  She had been advised by her noise consultants, Hays McKenzie, that the E48 was quieter than the smaller E33.  In particular, there was a "tonal" component to the noise emitted by the E33.  Her choice had been endorsed by Mr Clive Pink, the Head of Health at Suffolk Coastal District Council, during pre-application consultations.  Whilst Mrs Thompson would have chose the E33 personally (it was less expensive and had less of an impact on the landscape), she remained committed to reducing noise.  

There followed discussions between parish councillors and Mrs Thompson and, on the Chair's invitation, members of the public and Mrs Thompson.  From these discussions, it was clear that: parts of Hays McKenzie's revised assessment had been challenged by a noise consultant retained by NOWAP; such assessment was based on data supplied by the manufacturer of the E48 turbine and was based on a "worst case scenario" in that it assumed a downwind from all directions, took no account of the mean wind direction and made no allowance to ground levels or other local features (such as trees and hedges); and there were different components to noise.  The result of these discussions was that the parish council agreed that, as part of its response, it would require the planning authority to reach a definitive conclusion on all issues relating to noise; it was recognised that this would influence the remainder of the response.  

The Chair thanked Mrs Thompson for her presentation and invited Mr Stevenson to make his presentation.  Mr Stevenson welcomed Mrs Thompson's assurance that her plan was limited to bringing only one turbine onto Parham Airfield.  He also asserted that NOWAP was not against all windpower.  However, Mr Stevenson was concerned about the size of the proposed turbine, the E48, and the noise created by it especially at windspeeds over 10 metres per second (22.4 mph).  NOWAP would be contending to the planning authority that, in fact, the E33 machine was quieter than the E48.   

There followed further discussions:

· Ms C Palmier outlined her view of the issues before the parish council: the considerable anxiety about noise and (to a lesser extent) visual impact needed to be addressed, but the question of how our community could remain sustainable needed to be answered.  As the noise assessment was so technical, was there anecdotal evidence about the noise from wind turbines?  The Chair answered that some evidence had been obtained but that he did not feel it right to consider it as many factors were different (including the number, size and type of turbines, the environment and ground conditions).  

· J Duggan agreed with Ms Palmier and regarded the proposed turbine as reasonably sized and (unlike conventional generation facilities) easily reversible.  

· D Inman stated that the country's industrial economy was a significant contributor to global trade but that it could not be powered by wind and that windpower was propped up by disproportionate subsidies.  

· J Duggan countered with what he saw as a local imperative to start addressing climate change.  

· P Lincoln said that he had travelled to wind farms and asked those who lived near them to comment: none was concerned about living close to turbines and many actually liked their 100m high neighbours! 

In response Mrs Thompson made it clear that, whilst she had made a planning application, she was willing to consider modifications to it if there was a logical and robust justification for this course.  

The Chair invited the members of the public present to comment:

· "I live very close to the turbine site, my house is at a lower level than the airfield and I am very concerned about the impact that the noise created by the turbine will have on the health and well-being of my family and others in our position."

· "The swept area of the E48 is more than twice as much as that of the E33."

· "We need to leave the technical stuff about "tonal components" and focus on the looming energy crisis.  Micro-generation is of benefit to everyone and will become ever more cost-effective as energy prices soar."

· "We need to think of future generations and start addressing climate change."

The Chair drew the threads of the evening's discussion together and pondered whether the following represented a consensus:

· We support some sort of windpower scheme on Parham Airfield if the noise issues for neighbours can be suitably and decisively resolved by the planning authority.  We cannot process the technical data on noise ourselves and that is why we ask the planning authority (working with its health department) as the guardian of the health and well-being of all its electors and their families to resolve such issues on our behalf.  

· We note with approval Mrs Thompson's assurance that her application is not to be the first of many and that her proposal is for a scheme based on a single wind turbine.  

· If the planning authority's analysis is that the E33 would be quieter or not materially different in noise terms than the E48 then we would not support the present application but would look favourably on an amended application based on the E33.  We note in this respect the reduced visual impact of the E33.

· If the planning authority resolves to grant planning permission, we should operate the arrangement concluded in principle by the Hon Clerk, Mr Chamberlain of the planning authority and the applicant and engage in round-table discussions on the framing of the conditions to be imposed on that consent and, later, the monitoring of compliance with those conditions.  

There being no objection, the Hon Clerk read back to the meeting his notes on the Chair's suggested consensus.  There was no further objection or comment.  

It was agreed by the parish council that the Hon Clerk should both send a response aligned with the Chair's summary to the planning authority and accept the invitation by the planning authority to deliver an oral presentation to that effect at the meeting of the planning committee at which the application would be decided.  ACTION: HON CLERK. 

Meeting closed at 9:35pm

NA Redman, Honorary Clerk
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