
 

 

LICENSING AND REGULATORY COMMITTEE 
 

MINUTES OF MEETING 
Tuesday, 5 August 2014 

 
PRESENT:  Councillor Susan Emmott (Chair); Councillors Shakil Ahmed, Bell, 
Butterworth, Hartley, Sheerin, Stott and Sullivan 
 
OFFICERS:  R. Coley (Economy and Environment), M. Hardman and N. Scanlon 
(Customers and Corporate) 
 
ALSO IN ATTENDANCE:   Councillors James Gartside, Holly, Hornby and Zaheer 
and approximately thirty members of the public. 
 
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE: Councillor Surinder Biant, O'Neill, Rush and West 
 
 
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
90 There were no declarations of interest. 
 
CONSULTATION UNDER SECTION 42 OF THE PLANNING ACT 1980 - SCOUT 
MOOR WIND FARM, ROCHDALE 
91 The Director of Economy and Environment reported on an application for the 
extension of Scout Moor wind farm to be considered as a Nationally Significant 
Infrastructure Project (NSIP).  The Council was not the determining authority for the 
application, known as a Development Consent Order (DCO); the application would 
instead be made to the National Infrastructure Directorate (NID), part of the Planning 
Inspectorate.  
 
The developer began their Stage 2 consultation on the Preliminary Environmental 
Information Report (PEIR) in June 2014 for which the Council is a statutory 
consultee.  The views of the Committee on the proposal were being sought at this 
meeting, while Officers were drawing up a joint technical response with the other 
‘host authorities’ (Rossendale Borough Council and Lancashire County Council) on 
the PEIR. The main issues in that technical response were outlined within the 
submitted report.  Members were advised that further opportunities to comment 
would arise within a further consultation on the draft Environmental Statement (Stage 
3) and through the production of a Local Impact Report.  
 
The Director of Economy and Environment reported further on highways and 
landscape considerations since preparation of the submitted report.  In respect of 
highways, little materially had changed and issues relating to the main access; the 
need for a full Transport Assessment due to incomplete and inconsistent detail 
received to date; and the need for defined routes for traffic, noted as requiring 
temporary Traffic Regulation Orders as for previous like developments, were advised.     
With regard to landscape, the considerations had changed little since the report was 
prepared in terms of the primary area of impact and impact on recreational 
opportunities.  It was suggested that an adverse impact mitigation scheme was likely 
to require a reduction of the number of turbines, but this position was expected to 
become clearer with further information provided at the following stages. 
 
Members of the Council who were not members of the Committee but who were in 
attendance were invited to address the Committee.  The Committee received such 
remarks and considered issues as follows:-  
 



 

 

Principle 

• Concern in respect of the cumulative impact of the development both in respect 
of the adjacent scheme at Rooley Moor and other wind farms in the area.  
Concern in relation to the differing approaches to the determination of these wind 
farm applications, with the Local Planning Authority being the determining 
authority for some, the National Infrastructure Directorate for others. This does 
not allow a consistency of approach and also means that proposals are often 
considered in isolation. 

• Concern expressed that the local authority is not the decision maker for this 
proposal. 

• Consideration of the proposals should not be limited to the two turbines 
proposed within the administrative boundary of Rochdale and should be looked 
at in the round. 

• Information had previously been given that the 26 turbines in the existing wind 
farm was suitable for wind energy development.  

• The development was in the Green Belt and would have a significantly 
detrimental impact upon it. It made no difference that there are no buildings 
within the development area. The moor has changed so radically that it is no 
longer possible to walk up there as it was before the wind farm was constructed.  

• There were too many turbines proposed with too great an impact. 

• At the end of the turbines’ 25 year lifespan they will have to be taken down, the 
infrastructure removed and the moor restored. The Committee sought 
assurances that they will not be replaced and that after 25 years there will no 
longer be a wind farm on the moor. 

 
Turbines 

• It was considered that the 3D visualisation of the development did not properly 
show the scale of the turbines when viewed either from afar or from particular 
communities within the Rochdale Borough, particularly Norden. 

• There seemed to be no justification for the proposed turbines being larger than 
the existing turbines. 

• There was already a significant number of turbines on the moors and further 
development would have too great an impact on Rochdale.  The impact would be 
severe and the mitigation proposed not sufficient to reduce the impact on certain 
areas.  It should therefore be considered whether the development should go 
ahead at all.  

 
Infrastructure 

• Concern raised about the number, length, width and method of construction of 
the tracks leading to the wind farm.  They significantly changed the character of 
the moorland, including impacts on wildlife and animals.   

• Nothing appeared to be proposed to reduce the impact of the access roads on 
the landscape which are very visible and a scar on the landscape. The use of a 
grassed surface such as grasscrete should be considered as mitigation. 

• There was concern at the suggestion of the turbines having concrete 
foundations, acknowledged as representing the worst case scenario in terms of 
potential environmental impact. The Committee would wish to see all options 
considered fully in more detailed submissions. 

 
Ecology 

• There was concern at comments of the Greater Manchester Ecological Unit 
(GMEU) within the submitted report identifying significant harm being caused to 
ecological interests.  The development would harm protected species, 
particularly birds as noted in GMEU comments in report. 



 

 

 
Noise 

• Concern was raised about the current lack of a noise assessment. 
 
Moorland Restoration 

• The Moorland Restoration Management Plan is aspirational and discussions with 
the Commoners previously have come to nothing.  There were no assurances 
that the plan will work this time and whatever is agreed must be workable and be 
capable of delivery. Concern was raised about the likelihood of peat restoration 
actually taking place when previous peat restoration schemes associated with 
the existing wind farm have not taken place in practice.  It is difficult to see what 
peat restoration has already been carried out and it doesn’t appear that there 
has been any. 

• The police do all they can to keep motorbikes and quad bikes off the moor. The 
developer has previously turned down requests to assist with this.  

 
Community Benefit 

• The area does not seem to benefit from the existing wind farm in respect of a 
community benefit fund, employment opportunities, or in any other way but has 
to tolerate the visual impact of the wind farm. 

• When asked for community contributions previously, the developer has 
responded that they are not required to provide anything.  It is of concern that a 
community benefit fund either may not happen or will happen in a way that is not 
obvious to the community. 

• The country does not benefit from the manufacture of the turbines as they are 
not made in this country.  

 
DECIDED – That (1) it be noted that the Preliminary Environmental Information 
Report (PEIR) contains little in the way of assessment of impacts of the 
proposals (which will come with a draft Environmental Statement in the 
autumn) and as a consequence much of the PEIR consultation response will 
involve the technical agreement of methodologies, base line data and scope of 
information to be included within an Environmental Statement; 
 (2) the ‘headline’ technical recommendations included within the submitted 
report and compiled by officers form Rochdale Borough council, Lancashire 
county Council and Rossendale Council be supported; 
 (3) the views and comments of the Committee and other members in 
attendance, as noted in the preamble to this minute and based on current 
information, be reported to the developer alongside the joint host authorities’ 
technical report as the Council’s response to the PEIR consultation made 
under Section 42 of the Planning Act 2008. 
 


