
MINUTES of a special meeting of Great Glemham Parish Council held at 7pm on 4 March 2011 in Great Glemham Village Hall

1. PRESENT: Mrs J Beaumont; J Cross (Chair); J Duggan; D Inman; Mrs E Lewis; P Lincoln; D McIver; N Redman (Hon Clerk).  IN ATTENDANCE: District and County Councillor Hart and around 18 members of the public.  APOLOGIES: M Runnacles (family illness); Ms C Palmier (family engagements).  INTERESTS: The following members declared personal interests: D Inman (treasurer of NOWAP); Mrs E Lewis (member of NOWAP).  The Hon Clerk noted these and stated that he would see that an entry was made in the register of interests.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The minutes of the 199th meeting on the 18 February 2011 were approved as a true record and the copy in the minutes book was accordingly signed by the Chair.  

2. RESPONSE TO PLANNING APPLICATION C/11/0191: This related to the installation of a 800kW wind turbine (50m to hub; 74m to tip) on Parham Airfield and the construction of associated infrastructure.  

The Chair started by reading a note of a telephone call that the Hon Clerk had taken from Mr Chamberlain, a Principal Planner at Suffolk Coastal District Council, shortly before the meeting: "In response to NOWAP's representations regarding information included in the application relating to noise, Mr Chamberlain has accepted that such information is insufficient: some corrections need to be made; some additional information is required.  Therefore, once these corrections have been made, the application will be re-advertised.  So, there is no pressure to make a response.  Mr Chamberlain has notified NOWAP and the applicant."  The Chair also reported that, as a result of this call, the Hon Clerk had telephoned the applicant, Mrs Alys Thompson, and suggested that the arrangement that he had made with her (that she should attend the meeting in order to advocate and further explain her proposal) be cancelled.

However, the Chair also stated that he felt it appropriate that the application be discussed (in general terms, anyway, on the basis that the parish council did not need to make a decision about its response this evening); he was aware that many members of the public had attended for the purpose of discussing the application.  He invited parish councillors to speak and the following comments were made:

· P Lincoln: A significant proportion of the local electorate looked favourably on the application.  The parish council had, over the last year kept "sustainability" on its agenda: there had been three talks from those with experience of and expertise in various means of improving energy efficiency.  In addition, there were three households in the village with solar heating and five (or maybe) six with solar PV generation facilities.  Whilst most residents did not have the space to do what the applicant proposed, a number of them saw the applicant's project as a reasonably-sized and exciting addition to our community.  He accepted that the rules as to subsidy of windpower were far from optimum and referred to the role played by the Renewable Energy Foundation in revealing the full effect of these rules.  Nevertheless, climate change had to be fought and the application gave the parish council a chance to support something significant and so play its part.  The turbine would have a limited lifespan and no adverse long-term effects on the area (unlike conventional generation facilities).  Such ill-effects that the turbine had could be constrained by sensible mitigation measures.  

· J Duggan: P Lincoln's comments were right.  Though the application was a local issue, it had to be seen in a broader context.  The parish council should look seriously at impending threats to energy security.  Genuine concerns could be addressed by means of conditions attached to the planning consent.  Had any approach to the Kindred farming business been made by the parish council?  The Hon Clerk said that he had been in correspondence with the applicant about practical details and had ascertained that she was willing enter the sort of engagement as to (a) the framing of the conditions to be attached to a consent and (b) the monitoring of the compliance with those conditions described in the briefing that he had prepared with parish councillors.  However, such engagement had not been commenced because it had not yet been sanctioned by the parish council.

· D McIver:  The suggested line set out in such briefing prepared the Hon Clerk was sensible and he was in favour of it.  He felt, when he compared the application to Your Energy's earlier and much more substantial proposal, that the balance had shifted.

· Mrs E Lewis:  The point about the parish council playing its part in the fight against climate change was a good one.  However, there were genuine concerns about the size and scale of the proposed turbine.  In addition, the photo-montages were set up from odd places.  It would be better for photo-montages to be set up from the houses closest to the proposed site of the turbine; this was a point endorsed in comments by members of the public.  Certainly, effective conditions on noise and flicker would be needed and the point about the applicant choosing a bigger turbine than was needed should be probed.  

· D Inman:  The rules of the planning system had to be followed and so it was critical that information prepared by the applicant was correct and noise was a highly important issue in relation to wind turbines.  Further, windpower was not the only generator of renewable energy: the parish council had learned, for example, of the effectiveness of bio-mass heating and there were many other options for those with significant landholdings.  The proposal would have a substantial impact on the village.  Why, really, was the proposed turbine so vast?  This was an important question especially because of the intermittent nature of wind and its low average speed in the locality.  The likely explanation was that the subsidy was huge and it should be noted that the subsidy affected poor people disproportionately.  In addition, the screening opinion given by Mr Chamberlain was plainly wrong.  The point about more meaningful photo-montages made by Mrs E Lewis was a good one.   

There followed some discussion about the choice of locations for the photo-montages.  Councillor Hart pondered whether some sites were of architectural significance (such as Great Glemham church and Framlingham castle.  [Hon Clerk's note: The Hon Clerk has since noted that the locations followed those used by Your Energy in its 2005 proposal.  Your Energy's Environmental Impact Assessment indicates that the locations were agreed between Your Energy and the district council.]
The Chair then asked members of the public if they wished to comment:

· Even small amounts of renewable energy are worthwhile.  We have to fight climate change and, in the short term, we have to attain energy security.  The visual impact of the proposed turbine is of no significance.  Arguments based on it were a form of NIMBY-ism.  The turbine could form a local tourist attraction which would benefit the Crown Inn.  The parish council should be broad-minded about the proposal.

· Everyone in the village should be concerned about the application dividing us and taking away its sense of community.  Whilst an application for a proposal which would generate renewable energy had to be considered very carefully,  the parish council should be sure that the proposal is acceptable in environmental terms.  

The height of the turbine was equivalent to that of a 25 storey building.  The applicant had considered a turbine with a smaller blade but rejected this.  It should be noted that the swept area of that smaller blade was around 50 per cent smaller than that of the proposed machine.  Is the bigger machine really needed?  Is the smaller machine really noisier (given that it is of the same hub height of the proposed machine and the hub height has a major influence on noise)?  The proposed turbine is in the wrong place as it is not the furthest location from private dwellings.  On that basis, the best location would be near to the USAF museum (D McIver commented that it would be interesting to see photo-montages from nearby houses of the proposed turbine in that location).  

The parish council should engage with the applicant with a view to revising the application with a view to aligning the benefits and impacts of it (P Lincoln endorsed this point).  

The planning policies have changed, in fact.  Regional policies (and the targets that they imposed) have been abandoned.  Also, the Localism Bill would reduce the power of central government and give more power to local communities to shape their respective environments.  

· We should move together as a community.  In addition, we should move to deal as best we can with what is a rather poor and overly adversarial process.  We should see that the genuine and legitimate concerns of those most affected by the proposal are addressed (in a similar manner to the inclusive process followed in relation to the open space in Butchers Field).  The large size of the proposed turbine is, though, concerning.  Could advantage be taken of advances in technology (such as feathered blades) with a view to tackling the noise issue?  [Hon Clerk's note: The speaker had prepared a paper considering the connection between energy security and the food industry (both the growth of food products and the distribution of food), the ideas in which were relevant to the context in which the applicant's proposal was made.  The paper will be scanned and circulated.]
· The mood created by opponents to Your Energy's 2005 proposal was unpleasant to say the least.  One had had to be brave to speak in favour of windpower generally, let alone that proposal.  However, the present proposal made by Mrs Thompson was quite different: only one turbine, instead of six; that turbine 25 per cent smaller than the others; an application made not by a shady corporate vehicle based in the Marshall Islands but by a local family with a well-established farming business.  So what if the proposal would provide a profit for the applicant!  What was wrong with that?  The parish council should support the application and not get bogged down in NOWAP's "minutiae".  The speaker asked the parish council to vote on simple question of whether it was for or against the application.  [Hon Clerk's note: The Chair declined this invitation as the parish council was not required to reach such a decision at this meeting.]
· The position is not as simple as outlined above.  The size and scale of the proposed turbine was disproportionate.  Compare the application to the scheme being followed in Walpole and Cookley.  [Hon Clerk's note: the Chair pointed out that the Hon Clerk had liaised with Simon Weeks of the Cookpole Energy Group in the preparation for this meeting.  The Cookpole project had considerably smaller aims: a reduction of about 10 per cent of household carbon in the two villages; and further energy improvements paid for by the income generated by the project.]  The parish council should try to influence the applicant to put forward a more realistic proposal.  

· The windspeed in this area is low and too low for renewable energy to be generated effectively by wind turbines.  However, the divisions that occurred in the village when Your Energy's proposal was being discussed were unpleasant and should not be allowed to happen again.  A more imaginative proposal would be better.  

· The subsidy system was under review.  The likelihood was that the system would prove too expensive for government to continue to operate.  The proposal was not a for "local" scheme but rather an "industrial" scheme.  [Hon Clerk's note: Mr Chamberlain had informed him that: "whilst most matters have some relevance to planning I would not see the destination of the electricity as carrying much weight.] The consideration of the scheme by the district council so far had been flawed.  The noise impact assessment was very thin and not appropriate to protect those who lived near the proposed turbine site.  In discussion with another member of the public, who said that he had attended a visit to Burton Latimer organised by the district council in relation to the Your Energy application in 2005 and that there was no noise from the turbines there, the speaker pointed out that the High Court would soon be hearing a case based on noise nuisance which the claimant had stated was caused by wind turbines. 

· Councillor Hart reminded all present that the district council, as the local planning authority, would have to decide the application before it on the basis only of planning policies and other material considerations.  Other matters would not be taken into account and a response had to address the application as it stood and not as how it might have been prepared.  

· The Hon Clerk pondered whether the parish council should decide to send to the applicant a copy of the minutes of this meeting once they had been approved by the Chair (note that the minutes would not be formally approved until the next parish council meeting).  The minutes could be put to the applicant on the basis that they contained some questions and some issues that she may like to address in some exploratory discussions with representatives of the parish council.  It should be stressed that no decisions of the parish council could be made in those discussions, which should be described accordingly.  However, the present hiatus in the planning process offered an opportunity for contact of that nature with the applicant and many parish councillors and members of the public had suggested that there be some engagement with the applicant not only on conditions and the monitoring of compliance with them but on wider questions relating to the way in which the application could be framed.  

· The Chair felt that a moderated application might well achieve near unanimous (if, perhaps, qualified) support in the village and that such an opportunity should be taken.  He accepted a point made by D Inman that this process should not mean that any revised application that resulted from such engagement with the applicant should nevertheless be subject to rigorous, formal and public due diligence.  

· This course of action was generally endorsed by members of the public.  Mrs J Beaumont felt that "dialogue" with the applicant was worthwhile and P Lincoln pondered whether the process was "a new form of planning".
AGREED ACTION: The Hon Clerk to send a copy of the draft minutes (once approved by the Chair) to the applicant and to ascertain whether or not she was willing to engage in the sort of dialogue proposed above.  
3. RESPONSE TO PLANNING APPLICATION C/11/0369 (Erection of a single-storey rear extension to Glebe Cottage).  After consideration of the documents, it was agreed that the parish council should support this application: the pre-application consultation with the district council was noted with approval; the materials were considered to be suitable for the location; and the extension was thought to be modest and appropriate and one which would improve the present accommodation.  AGREED ACTION: Hon Clerk to write to the district council accordingly.

4. ANY OTHER BUSINESS.

4.1 Highways: Mrs E Lewis had, having agreed to take on liaison role with SCC in relation to highways issues, contacted Mr Fawcett of SCC.  The holes (a) in the pavement outside the bungalows in Chapel Lane and(b) near the Old Bullock Shed in Church Road had been repaired.  She had also reported to Mr Fawcett the deep depressions in the grass verge in Chapel Lane; such depressions on the road crossing Parham Airfield had last year cause a car pulling over to allow a larger vehicle to pass to turn over.  The Chair thanked her for her efforts.

4.2 Litter pick:  J Duggan reported that the litter pick had been arranged.  It would commence at 10:00am on Saturday 26 March at the village hall.  All were very welcome.  Many parish councillors were aware of the efforts taken routinely by Mrs J Beaumont's husband to remove litter from the village and expressed their gratitude to him.  

4.3 Library closures:  The Hon Clerk reported that there was to be a meeting in Wickham Market Village Hall at 7:30pm on Monday 14 March to consider means of preventing the closure of the library in the town.  Again, all were welcome.

Meeting closed at 8:30pm.

NA Redman, Hon Clerk
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