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1. PURPOSE OF REPORT  
 
1.1 To provide recommendations to the Committee on planning 

applications or related consents submitted to the Council and 
requiring the consideration and/or determination of the Committee in 

accordance with the Council’s approved Scheme of Delegation. 
 
1.2 To provide information on any other planning or development related 

matters which may affect the work of the Committee. 
 

2. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
2.1 Recommendations in respect of individual planning applications are as 

detailed in the following papers. 
 

3. STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS 
 
3.1 The submitted applications on this agenda are to be determined in 

accordance with the provisions of relevant legislation, including the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990, Planning (Listed Buildings and 

Conservation Areas) Act 1990, Planning and Compensation Act 1991, 
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, Planning Act 2008, 

Localism Act 2011 and the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Management Procedure) (England) Order 2010/2015 together with 
any Directions and Regulations which support that legislation.   

 
3.2 Planning law requires that applications be determined in accordance 

with the development plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise.  Where relevant, any such material considerations will be 
referred to in the report. 

 
 

 

ITEM NO. 



 
 

     The Development Plan 
 

3.3 All planning applications referred to in this report have been assessed 
against the relevant policies and proposals of the development plan 
for the Borough (currently the adopted Rochdale Unitary Development 

Plan 2006) and any Supplementary Planning Documents or Guidance 
adopted by the Council.   

 
 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
 

3.4 In addition, in assessing the submitted planning applications, there is 
a requirement to have regard to relevant national policies as set out 

within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) the policies of 
which are a material consideration.  Where relevant, the provisions of 
the NPPF and any other relevant national guidance will be referred to 

in the report. 
 

4. RISK ASSESSMENT IMPLICATIONS  
 

4.1 The Council has adopted a Code of Conduct for Members and Officers 
dealing with Planning Matters.  Members and Officers are required to 
have full regard to the Code in discharging their responsibilities and 

duties in relation to planning matters on behalf of the Council.  The 
Code seeks to ensure that all decision making is governed by an open 

and transparent process and represents a standard against which the 
conduct of Officers and Member sitting on the Committee will be 
judged.   

 
4.2 A Declaration of Member Interests Register is taken prior to the 

commencement of the Committee meeting.  Advice on whether any 
Member sitting on the Committee ought to declare any interest on 
any item on the submitted agenda should be obtained from the Head 

of Legal and Democratic Services or the Head of Planning.   
 

4.3 The Council’s Standards Committee will monitor the operation of this 
Code of Conduct.    

 

5. EQUALITIES IMPACTS 
 

5.1 The above Acts require Local Planning Authorities to consider planning 
applications on their individual merits having regard to the 
development plan and other material planning considerations. 

 
5.2 The Equality Act 2010 protects people from discrimination on the 

basis of certain characteristics which are known as protected 
characteristics.  These protected characteristics are Age, Disability, 
Gender Reassignment, Marriage or Civil Partnership, Pregnancy and 

Maternity, Race, Religion or Belief, Sex (Gender), Sexual Orientation, 
socio-economic status and Carer. 

 



5.3 In applying the Equality Act 2010, the Council is required to consider 
the effects of its decisions on different groups protected from 

discrimination, including a duty to make reasonable adjustments.  In 
taking account of all material planning considerations, including 

Council policy as set out in the Unitary Development Plan and the 
National Planning Policy Framework, the Director (Economy and 
Environment) has concluded all opportunities to promote equality 

through the planning process have been taken, or where adjustments 
cannot be made, these are justified on the basis of the planning 

merits of the development proposal.   
 
5.4 The Rochdale and District Disabled Access Working Group may 

comment on relevant planning applications. Where comments are 
received, these will be included within the reported to Committee.  

Consideration is given in designing access when dealing with the 
planning applications. Where applicable, any issues relating to these 
matters or other equal opportunity matters will be referred to in 

individual planning application reports. 
 

6.      Human Rights Act 1998 considerations 
 

6.1    The submitted applications need to be considered against the 
provisions of the Human Rights Act 1998.  Under Article 6, the 
applications (and those third parties, including local residents, who 

have made representations) have the right to a fair hearing and to 
this end the Committee must give full consideration to their 

comments. 
 
6.2 Article 8 and Protocol 1 Article 1 confer(s) a right of respect or a 

person’s home, other land and business assets.  In taking account of 
all material considerations, including Council policy as set out in the 

Unitary Development Plan, the Director (Economy and Environment) 
has concluded that some rights conferred by these Articles on the 
applicant(s)/objectors/residents and other occupiers and owners of 

nearby land that might be affected may be interfered with but that 
that interference is in accordance with the law and justified by being 

in the public interest and on the basis of the planning merits of the 
development proposal.  He believes that any restriction on these 
rights posed by approval of the application is proportionate to the 

wider benefits of approval and that such a decision falls within the 
margin of discretion afforded to the Council under the Town and 

Country Planning Acts. 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 



 

Background Papers 
 

      The background papers relevant to the planning applications to be considered on 

this agenda will include:- 
 

 1.  The Planning application file and its contents which will include: 
 
 i)  The planning application form and supporting information, together with 

scaled drawings/plans and relevant statutory certificates. 
ii) Letters of response from statutory and other consultees who may have 

been consulted or commented on the planning application 
iii) Letters and documents received from interested parties. 
iv) Notes of telephone conversations, meetings and any information received 

and of relevance to the submitted proposal 
  

 2. For any previous planning application referred to in the agenda report or in the 
application file, the planning application forms and the decision on that proposal 

 

 3. Such other papers (if any) received after the preparation of individual reports 
on planning applications on this agenda (to be reported verbally at the meeting). 

 
       4. Any other guidance or procedural documents adopted by the Council and of 

relevance to the recommendation and/or determination of any submitted 

planning applications or related consents 
 
For further information about this report, or if you wish to see any background 
papers please contact: Sharon Hill, Senior Business Support Officer, in Economy and 
Environment, Number One Riverside, Smith Street, Rochdale, OL16 1XU 
 

Telephone (01706) 924305 or via the online planning services at:  

http://www.rochdale.gov.uk/planning 
 

 
 

 



APPLICATION NUMBER:  14/00877/FUL  WARD: Spotland and Falinge    
 

 
Proposal: Erection of 12 wind turbine generators (maximum height to tip of 125m), 
construction of access tracks and crane pads, formation of borrow pits for the extraction 
of stone for on site construction works,  erection of 70m high meteorological mast, 
erection of substation,  transformer housings, control room and associated laydown 
area and construction compound, associated infrastructure and development ancillary 
thereto. 
 

Site Address: Land To The East And West Of Rooley Moor Road Rochdale    
 

Applicant: Coronation Power Limited 
                     
 

RECOMMENDATION:REFUSE

 



UPDATE 
 
Township Planning Sub Committees 
 
At the meetings of the Rochdale, Heywood and Pennines Planning Sub Committees of 
the 1st, 2nd and 3rd of June 2015 respectively Members resolved that they would be 
minded to refuse the application in accordance with the officer recommendation. As the 
application has substantive environmental or visual effects across more than one 
Township area it has been referred to the Planning and Licensing Committee for 
determination in accordance with the Council’s Scheme of Delegation.  
 
Further representations 
 
Following the Township Planning Sub Committees, two additional public 
representations have been received in objection to the application.  
 
The first of these raises highway safety concerns over the proposed access route and 
concerns over the adequacy of the consultation response provided by the Councils 
Highway Services. This representation raises only limited additional material 
considerations above those which have already been reported and addressed in the 
report, and where these are in addition to that which has already been reported these 
have been added to the Representations section of the report and Appendix B (which 
gives a full list of all points raised in opposition to the application).  
 
The second representation raises environmental concerns with the development but 
refers specifically to the documents submitted with the application for Scout Moor and 
the applicants (Peel Holdings) and Council’s management of that site. Material 
environmental concerns have been addressed in full in the report.  
 
Further consultation responses 
 
The Council’s Highway Service has expanded on and updated their previous 
consultation response. This updated response is included within the Consultation 
section of the report. Although providing further detail in respect of their conclusions, 
the Highway Service’s view of the application has not changed and the overall officer 
recommendation has not been altered from that put to the Township Planning Sub 
Committees. 
 
A further consultation response has also been received from the Ministry of Defence. 
This reiterates their objection to the eight turbine scheme but confirms that they now 
have no objection on the grounds of any impact on the Met Office radar at Hameldon 
Hill. Their updated comments are provided in the Consultation section of the report.  
 
Greater Manchester Ecology Unit provided additional comments that were not reported 
in the report to the Township Committees (although were reported verbally) and these 
uphold their concerns relating to peat management and restoration. These comments 
are now provided in the Consultation section of the report.  
 
Councillor Cecile Biant 
 
The report to Township Planning Sub-Committees included a representation which 
attributed a quote to Cllr Cecile Biant in support of wind energy and therefore concluded 
that there had been pre-determination of the application. Cllr C Biant spoke at the 
Township Planning Sub Committee meetings to clarify that the support expressed for 
wind energy related to a specific, Council led, scheme for two wind turbines in 



Heywood. The context of the quote was clear that it did not relate to this planning 
application and she was not expressing support for this application. The report has 
been updated accordingly. 
 
SCHEME OF DELEGATION 
 
Members have delegated powers to refuse the application, using reasonable planning 
grounds. As the site is in the Green Belt, the development comprises inappropriate 
development within the Green Belt and is development which, by reason of its scale or 
nature or location, would have a significant impact on the openness of the Green Belt, if 
Members are minded to approve the application it must be deferred and delegated to 
the Head of Planning for referral to the Secretary of State, under The Town and 
Country Planning (Consultation) (England) Direction 2009 so that the SoS may consider 
whether he wishes to call it in for his own determination and for the completion of a 
S106 agreement.  
 
SITE 
 
The application site is located on Rooley Moor which is sited approximately 4.5 km (as 
the crow flies) to the NNW of Rochdale town centre, and located between Rochdale 
and Rossendale. The site predominantly comprises upland moorland, which is 
accessed via Rooley Moor Road, which is a designated National Trail, is part of the 
Pennine Bridleway and part of the Mary Towneley Loop, a designated bridle route of 47 
miles (75 km).  
 
The part of Rooley Moor Road, which crosses Rooley Moor and traverses the 
application site, is thought to have ancient origins and was first documented in 1729, 
then improved by unemployed factory workers in the ‘Cotton Famine’ of 1862-1863. 
This is considered by the Local Planning Authority to be a non-designated heritage 
asset.  
 
As well as Rooley Moor Road, which is designated as bridleway HEYBP126, a number 
of other designated public rights of way run through and adjacent to the site, leading 
between Rooley Moor and the adjacent Scout Moor, and to the more lowland areas of 
Rochdale and Whitworth, and north towards Rossendale. The application site is also 
classified as common land, allowing unrestricted public access.  
 
The application site is common land currently used for the grazing of animals.  The land 
is comprised of open grass moorland and blanket bog. There are also signs of 
disbanded and ancient quarries across the moors. A number of small water ways also 
lead off the moors and feed into nearby reservoirs and more major waterways.  
 
Given the elevated position of Rooley Moor, views of it are available throughout much 
of Rochdale and Rossendale, as well as from surrounding upland areas. Views of the 
application site are also available from the M62 and A627M motorways. The site is also 
sited adjacent to Scout Moor, a similar upland moorland which has been developed 
with a windfarm of 26, 100m high wind turbines and which is visible from much of 
Rooley Moor and the surrounding area.  
 
There are no designated heritage sites within the application site, but there are a 
number of designated heritage assets to the south and east of the site, including the 
Prickshaw and Broadley Fold Conservation Area, listed buildings within Prickshaw and 
Broadley Fold and Catley Lane Head, and listed buildings, conservation areas, and a 
registered park and garden in Whitworth. Rooley Moor Road which passes through the 



site and the associated hamlet of Catley Lane Head are also considered to be non-
designated heritage assets. 
 
 
PROPOSAL 
 
The application is considered to be Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 
development and as such has been accompanied by an Environmental Statement (ES) 
under the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 
2011 (as amended). Further Environmental Information (FEI) and Supplementary 
Environmental Information (SEI) was submitted in December 2014 as ‘any other 
information’ under the above Regulations. The particular procedural requirements of 
these Regulations in respect of such planning applications incumbent on the Local 
Planning Authority have been carried out.  
 
The FEI was intended to address the comments of statutory and other consultees and 
supplemented the information submitted in the ES. The SEI puts forward an alternative 
proposal for an 8 (eight) turbine scheme and the applicant has indicated that this is for 
the purposes of the Council issuing a ‘split decision’ if they so wish; i.e. a condition 
restricting the development to eight turbines. The description of development has not 
changed however, and for the purposes of Members consideration, the scheme 
remains of twelve turbines, albeit only ten of these are within Rochdale and subject to 
the consideration of this authority. The remaining two turbines are within Rossendale 
and it is for that authority to determine the identical planning application submitted to 
them concurrently. All eight turbines of the SEI scheme are within Rochdale. 
 
N.B. Whilst this has drawn criticism, it should be noted that the Council has always had 
the opportunity to issue a split decision on any lines it so chooses; eight or any other 
alternative number of turbines, whether the SEI had been submitted or not. For brevity 
the different proposals are referred to in this report as the 12 turbine scheme and the 8 
turbine scheme or similar. 
 
The application proposes the development of a 12 turbines, along with the following 
ancillary works; 
 

- the construction of access tracks; 
- substation and associated external compound 
- permanent metrological mast 
- temporary construction compound 
- crane hardstandings 
- borrow pits for the extraction of stone for on-site construction works and their 

associated landscaping, and 
- associated infrastructure including cabling, utility services, external transformers 

and a grid connection.  
 
 
The 12 turbines would each have a total height to the tip of 125 metres, with a hub 
height of 75.0 metres and they would be a 3 bladed design, with an anticipated 
maximum capacity of 3.3MW. Information included with the application indicates a 
candidate turbine as the Nordex N100 3.3MW, but the definitive model design is not 
included. The turbines would be of a pale-grey colour and would have a non-reflective 
semi-matt finish coating.  
 
The wind turbines would be laid out roughly in a south to north profile, with eight of the 
turbines sited to the west of Rooley Moor Road and the remaining four (including the 



two in Rossendale) sited to the east. The turbines would be supported on concrete 
foundations that the Environmental Statement (ES) indicate would measure up to 3m in 
depth and 20m in diameter (the typical turbine foundation plan shows a depth of 4.325 
metres) and be constructed of steel-reinforced concrete. The ES advises that the depth 
of excavation required for the foundations will depend on the need to reach suitable 
ground level, but this is anticipated to be typically 3m. However where competent 
bearing strata is deeper than 3m, rock upfill will be used to create a bearing stratum at 
the 3m design depth. The sides of the excavation sites will be battered during 
construction and each foundation will require approximately 450m3 of concrete and 
140kg of steel reinforcing per m3 concrete. The topsoil, subsoil (including peat) required 
to be removed will be bunded and stored and then reused elsewhere in the site. 
 
On top of the main concrete slab foundation a concrete pedestal will be cast and this 
will be the structure that the turbine would be later bolted to. The excavated area would 
then be back filled and capped with approximately 150m of topsoil or peat.   
 
Adjacent to each turbine base a crane platform would be required and these would 
accommodate the cranes required for construction and their outrigger. These would 
have a site area of 25m by 45m (or 33m by 45m where the platforms are at the end of 
an internal site road). The current siting of each crane platform is indicative only and 
their suitable siting would be identified pre-construction, to take in ecological and other 
constraints.  
 
Each turbine would also include an electrical transformer that will be located outside of, 
and adjacent to, the turbine base, or within the nacelle which sits at top of each turbine 
tower. The external transformers would be sited within steel or glass reinforced plastic 
housing that will measure approximately 3m by 2.5m with a height of 2.5 metres.  
 
The wind turbines would be linked together with underground cabling and these will 
typically be laid in trenches measuring 1.8m wide by 0.9 metres deep. The cables will 
be laid directly into the trenches on a base of sand, with further sand backfilled, and 
then the excavated soil and peat, along with vegetated turves will be replaced. These 
trenches will also be plugged with clay or a similar material to prevent water tracking 
along them. The trenches will also contain cables that will allow interrogation and 
control of the individual turbines and a copper cable to protect the development from 
lightning strikes and electrical faults. The trenches will be marked out at regular 
intervals.  
 
The cables within the trenches will be routed to the control building that will be sited to 
the south of the site and comprise a 12m by 24m single storey building with a pitched 
roof. The building will be located within a compound of 35m by 25m and this would be 
set within a 100m by 56m temporary construction compound that be sited to the west of 
Rooley Moor Road and just north of the existing pylons. This would contain an 
emergency generator, substation building and communications equipment, as well as 
car parking facilities and a storage yard. The compound will also be enclosed by 
fencing and the ground will be excavated to a depth of approximately 7m.  
 
The application also proposes the formation of two borrow pits (temporary quarries) 
which would be sited to the east of Rooley Moor Road. These borrow pits would be for 
the purpose of obtaining construction materials and although detailed studies have not 
been carried out on these pits it is anticipated that borrow pit one would be capable of 
producing 40,000m3 of rock by excavating an area of 250m by 68m and to a depth of 
3.5 metres. Borrow pit 2 would have an anticipated yield of 60,000 m3 by excavating an 
area of 137 by 105 metres, with a depth of just over 7m.  
 



Access to the site is proposed from the south and via Rooley Moor Road. This access 
would be used for all construction and delivery vehicles and would be used during both 
the construction and operational phases of development. Details have been submitted 
to indicate how Rooley Moor Road would accommodate and also be protected from the 
construction traffic and where Rooley Moor Road is currently surfaced with setts, these 
would be over-layed with a shallow protective layer of graded coarse sand, then a 
geotextile separator and a thicker layer of graded crushed rock. In other areas the road 
comprises of rough and unsurfaced sections and here the track will be surfaced with 
crushed and graded rock imported from off site that will form a smooth and durable 
track surface.  
 
In sections, the areas of Rooley Moor Road required are not sufficiently wide enough to 
accommodate the construction traffic and here the road will be widened to 
approximately 5.0 metres, with existing drainage ditches off-set. As Rooley Moor Road 
is also a public right of way, a 2m wide recreational user path will be provided alongside 
the 5m wide construction track and this would be segregated from construction traffic by 
a 1.2m high temporary fence.   
 
Access to the site would be via Rooley Moor Road up to a point approximately adjacent 
Windy Hillock (or approx. GR 386250 417900) where two site access tracks would be 
created and would branch out to the north east and north west. The north west access 
track would serve turbines 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9 and 10 and the north east access track 
would serve turbines 3 and 6 as well as the proposed met mast and borrow pit 2. 
Borrow pit 1 would be sited further south and before the start of the access tracks 
served by Rooley Moor Road. At two points north of the track divergence point, the 
access tracks would laterally cross Rooley Moor Road, and the use of Rooley Moor 
Road would again be required to access turbines 11 and 12 (which are within 
Rossendale).  
 
The internal access tracks would total 7.2km in length and would comprise of both 
excavated and floating track with a minimum width of 5.0 metres. Tracks would 
primarily be constructed from stone that it is hoped can be sourced from the on-site 
borrow pits but would otherwise be imported. Tracks that cross deeper areas of peat 
(more than 1m depth) would be of a floating road construction to allow the unimpeded 
flow of water within peat beneath the track. These tracks would involve imported rock fill 
being laid to a minimum thickness of 600mm, on a geotextile grid and geotextile 
composite mat that has been laid directly onto the vegetated peat surface. A geotextile 
grid would then placed over the top and further stone laid down to a minimum depth of 
200mm.  This form of track is raised proud of the peat surface and peat and soil is used 
to form a gentle batter at the roadside verges. It is anticipated that floating track will be 
required for approximately 1.8km.  
 
In addition to the above, an alternate bridleway is proposed to loop round the eastern 
side of the development. Existing rights of ways are also to be advertised as part of an 
alternative route.  
 
In addition to the works relating directly to the turbines, their construction and 
maintenance, a new meteorological mast (described as met mast) of 70m height is 
proposed. This would be sited to the east of Rooley Moor Road and located between 
borrow pit 2 and turbine 3. The existing met mast sited has a temporary consent which 
will expire in October 2015 (permission 12/55576/FUL). 
 
The applicants have confirmed that a separate planning application will be submitted to 
connect the wind farm to the National Grid. It is currently anticipated that this 



connection will be to the 132kV overhead line that traverses the south of the site and 
this has been assumed throughout the current application.  
 
A separate application to de-register the Common Land affected by the proposal would 
need to be submitted by the applicant to the Secretary of State. The deregistration of 
Common Land is dealt with through a separate regime and is not a material planning 
consideration.   
 
8 turbine scheme - Supplementary Environmental Information (SEI)  
 
Supplementary Environmental Information (SEI) has also been submitted as part of the 
application and this shows an alternate scheme that reduces the number of turbines 
from twelve to eight, all of which would be in Rochdale. This scheme would be largely 
the same as that described above but the four turbines to the east of Rooley Moor 
Road, including the two turbines in Rossendale, would be removed from the plans. With 
the removal of the four turbines, the length of internal access tracks would also be 
reduced from 7.2km to 6.8km but construction of the turbines and all other ancillary 
works would remain as previously described.   
 
RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY 
 
National Guidance 
 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
 
The Department for Communities and Local Government published the NPPF on 27 
March 2012.  The NPPF sets out the Government’s planning policies for England and 
how these are expected to be applied.   
 
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 
 
The government published its NPPG on 6 March 2014. This is intended to complement 
the NPPF and to provide a single resource for planning guidance, whilst rationalising 
and streamlining the material. Almost all previous planning Circulars and advice notes 
have been cancelled. Specific reference will be made to the NPPG or other national 
advice in the Analysis section of the report, where appropriate. 
 
Unitary Development Plan (UDP):  
 
G/SP/2  Rural Protection and Regeneration 
G/SP/3  Meeting the Needs of Local Communities  
 
G/D/2  Green Belt 
D/4  Control of Development in the Green Belt – General 
 
G/LT/1  Sport, Leisure and Tourism 
LT/2  Protection of Tourism Attractions 
 
G/G/1  Greenspace 
G/3  Protection of Existing Recreational Open Space 
 
G/RE/1 Countryside and the Rural Economy 
RE/2  Countryside around Towns 
RE/3  Development Involving Agricultural Land 
RE/4  Diversification of the Rural Economy 



RE/5  Access to the Countryside 
RE/6  Recreational Rights of Way 
 
G/A/1  Accessibility 
A/2  Accessibility Hierarchy 
A/3  New Development – Access for Pedestrians and Disabled People 
A/4  New Development – Access for Cyclists 
A/5  New Development – Access for Bus Services 
A/7  New Development – Access for Service Vehicles 
A/8  New Development – Capacity of the Highway Network 
A/9  New Development – Access for General Traffic 
A/11  New Development – Transport Assessments 
A/13  Local Walking Route Network 
A/14  A Strategic Cycling Route Network 
A/15  Facilities for Buses 
 
G/BE/1            Design Quality 
BE/2                Design Criteria for New Development 
 
G/BE/9 Conservation of the Built Heritage 
BE/10  Development Affecting Archaeological Sites and Ancient Monuments 
BE/11 Protection of Locally Important Buildings and Features of Architectural 

and Historic Interest 
BE/15  New Development Affecting the Setting of a Listed Building 
BE/17  New Development Affecting Conservation Areas 
BE/19  Protection of Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest 
 
G/EM/1 Environmental Protection and Pollution Control 
EM/2  Pollution  
EM/3  Noise and New Development 
EM/7  Development and Flood Risk 
EM/8  Protection of Surface and Ground Water 
 
G/EM/12 Renewable Energy and Energy Conservation 
EM/13  Energy Efficiency and New Development 
EM/14  Wind Power Developments 
EM/16  Sustainable Energy Sources 
 
G/EN/1 Nature Conservation 
NE/2 Designated Sites of Ecological and Geological/Geomorphological 

Importance 
NE/3  Biodiversity and Development 
NE/4  Protected Sites 
 
G/NE/5 Landscape and Woodlands 
NE/6  Landscape Protection and Enhancement 
 
Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD): 
Climate Change Adaptation 
Energy and New Development  
Wind Power Developments – SPG 
 
Conservation Area Appraisals 
 
Conservation Area Appraisal – Prickshaw and Broadley Fold 



Conservation Area Appraisal – Whitworth Square 
Conservation Area Appraisal – Bacup 
Conservation Area Appraisal – Cloughfold 
Conservation Area Appraisal – Fallbarn 
Conservation Area Appraisal – Rawtenstall Town Centre 
 
Greater Manchester Policies 
 
Greater Manchester Minerals Plan 
 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
 
Introduction 
Chapter 1 Building a strong, competitive economy 
Chapter 3 Supporting a prosperous rural economy 
Chapter 4 Promoting sustainable transport 
Chapter 5 Supporting high quality communications infrastructure 
Chapter 7 Requiring good design 
Chapter 8 Promoting healthy communities 
Chapter 9 Protecting Green Belt Land 
Chapter 10 Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change 
Chapter 11 Conserving and enhancing the natural environment 
Chapter 12 Conserving and enhancing the historic environment 
Chapter 13 Facilitating the sustainable use of minerals 
Annexe 1 Implementation 
 
National Energy Statements 
 
Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy (EN-1) 
National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-3) 
 
Other National and Regional Energy Policy and Guidance 
 
Kyoto Protocol (1997) 
UK Climate Change Programme (2008) 
EU Renewables Directive 2001  
Energy White Paper (2003) 
Energy White Paper (2007) 
UK Renewable Energy Strategy (2009) 
UK Low Carbon Transition Plan (2009) 
Northwest Sustainable Energy Strategy (2006) 
Northwest Climate Change Action Plan (2010-2012) 
 
Planning for onshore wind farms – Standard Note: SN/SC/4370 
Wind Farms – Distance from housing – Standard Note: SN/SC/5521 
 
Adopted Commissioned Reports 
 
Julie Martin – Landscape capacity Study for Wind Energy Development In the South 
Pennines, January 2010 
Julie Martin – South Pennines Wind Energy Landscape Study, October 2014 
 
Rochdale Publication Core Strategy (draft) 
 



The Council’s Core Strategy is currently scheduled to undergo an Examination in Public 
in June 2015. This is expected to centre on a single issue, that of housing numbers, 
and as such the remainder of the Core Strategy can now be given some, albeit it at this 
time without further advancement, limited weight in decision making. It is expected that 
based on current timescales, the Core Strategy will be adopted in late 2015 / early 
2016.  
 
The following policies of the emerging and currently un-adopted Core Strategy (known 
more formally as the emerging Rochdale Publication Core Strategy) are relevant:-  
  
SO1  To deliver a more prosperous economy 
SO2  To create successful and healthy communities 
SO3  To improve design, image and quality of place 
SO4  To promote a greener environment 
 
SD1  Delivering sustainable development 
 
SP1  Rochdale borough’s role in the city region 
SP2  The spatial strategy for the borough 
SP3/P  The strategy for Pennines 
SP3/R  The strategy for Rochdale 
 
E5  Encouraging the visitor economy 
E6  Supporting and diversifying the rural economy 
 
C6  Improving health and well being 
C8  Improving community, sport, leisure and cultural facilities 
 
P2  Protecting and enhancing character, landscape and heritage 
P3  Improving design of new development 
 
G1  Tackling and adapting to climate change 
G2  Energy and new development 
G3  Renewable and low carbon energy developments 
G4  Protecting Green Belt land 
G7  Increasing the biodiversity and geodiversity 
G8  Managing water resources and flood risk 
G9  Reducing the impact of pollution  
G10  Managing mineral resources 
 
T2  Improving accessibility 
DM1  General development requirements 
DM2  Delivering planning contributions and infrastructure 
  
PUBLICITY 
 
Neighbour Letters: 
 
The Environmental Statement (ES) was publicised with 121 no. neighbour notification 
letters on the 3rd September 2014. 
 
The Further Environmental Information (FEI) and Supplementary Environmental 
Information was publicised with 901 no. neighbour notification letters on the 20th 
January 2015. 
 



Site Notice:  
 
The ES was publicised with 21no. site notices on 4th September 2014.  
 
The FEI and SEI were publicised with 20no. site notices on 15th January 2015. (This 
number is one less than for the ES as the footpath post on the top of Rooley Moor used 
for a site notice had been removed at the time FEI and SEI was submitted, with no 
alternative post/site available).  
 
Press Notice: 
 
The ES was publicised in the Heywood Advertiser and the Rochdale Observer on the 
17th September 2014 
 
The FEI and SEI were publicised in the Heywood Advertiser and the Rochdale 
Observer on the 21st January and the 11th and 12th February 2015. 
 
RELEVANT SITE HISTORY 
 
07/56355 – Application for determination of conditions to which a mineral site is to be 
subject – Undetermined 
Ding Quarry, Off Rooley Moor Road, Rochdale 
 
12/55576 – Erection of a temporary 60m high anemometer mast for a period of 36 
months – Approved 
 
12/55745 – Scoping opinion in respect of the erection of 18, 2.5MW turbines with a hub 
height of 90m and an overall height of 135m, land at Rooley Moor, with access taken 
from Rooley Moor Road – Environmental Impact Assessment required 
 
History of other wind development in Rochdale and neighbouring authorities 
 
Applications in Rochdale 
 
Scout Moor 
 
Application by Scout Moor Wind Farm Limited for consent to construct and operate a 
wind turbine generation station under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 – Approved 
2005 
 
15/00395 – Construction and operation of 16 wind turbines (2 in Rochdale) with a 
maximum height to the tip of the blade of 115 metres (above ground level) for a 
temporary period of 25 years together with: the installation of associated ancillary 
infrastructure, the installation of an anemometer mast of a maximum 60m height, 
retention of necessary elements of ancillary infrastructure associated with the existing 
Scout Moor Wind Farm, a scheme of moorland restoration and management (MRMP), 
erection of boundary treatments and pen in association with creation of a permissive 
bridleway, formation of paths for pedestrians and horse-riders to link with access tracks 
and existing Rights of Way – Undetermined 
Land at Scout Moor and near Edenfield, Rossendale 
 
Crook Hill  
 
07/D48920 – Erection and operation of 7 turbines with associated ancillary 
infrastructure for the generation of wind power – Appeal Allowed  



Crook Hill/Shore Moor, North of Watergrove Reservoir, Rochdale  
 
08/D51145 – Erection and operation of 4 wind turbines with associated ancillary 
infrastructure for the generation of wind power (revised proposal for the previously 
submitted planning application D48920) – Appeal Allowed  
Cross Hill/Shore Moor, North of Watergrove Reservoir, Rochdale 
 
11/D54095 – Revised access arrangements to serve the approved wind farm at Crook 
Hill for a total of 12 turbines using parts of the approved access track layouts for 
planning permissions D45920 and D51145, including the re-alignment of some sections 
of those access tracks and junctions, together with the re-positioning of the approved 
anemometer mast – Approved 
Crook Hill/Shore Moor, North of Watergrove Reservoir, Rochdale 
 
11/D54145 – Revised access arrangements using a new access route from the A671 at 
Shawforth, along Landgate, through Middle Hill Quarry and over Rough Hill to serve the 
approved wind farm at Cross Hill for a total of 12 wind turbines and using parts of the 
approved access track layouts for the planning permission D48920 and D51145, 
including the re-alignment of some sections of those access tracks and junctions and 
together with the re-positioning of the approved anemometer mast and the temporary 
construction compound – Approved 
Crook Hill/Shore Moor, North of Watergrove Reservoir, Rochdale  
 
Applications in Rossendale 
 
Rooley Moor  
 
2014/0388 – Erection of 12 wind turbine generators (maximum height to tip of 125m), 
construction of access tracks and crane pads, formation of borrow pits for the extraction 
of stone for on site construction works, erection of 70m height meteorological mast, 
erection of substation, transformer housings, control room and associated laydown area 
and construction compound, associated infrastructure and development ancillary 
thereto – Undetermined 
Land to the east and west of Rooley Moor Road, Rochdale 
 
Scout Moor 
 
Application by Scout Moor Wind Farm Limited for consent to construct and operate a 
wind turbine generation station under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 – Approved 
2005 
 
2015/0112 – Scout Moor Wind Farm Extension – 16 wind turbines up to 115m to blade 
tip (14 of which are in Rossendale) and associated ancillary infrastructure – 
Undetermined 
Scout Moor Wind Farm, Rochdale 
 
Crook Hill 
 
2011/0030 – Revised access arrangements using a new access route from A671 at 
Shawforth, along Landgate, through Middle Hill Quarry and over Rough Hill to serve 
approved Wind Farm at Crook Hill – Approved 
Land at Crook Hill, Reddyshore, Scout Gate Lane, Todmorden 
 
 
 



Reaps Moss 
 
2007/125 – Three turbines - Appeal Allowed 
Reaps Moss  
 
2010/0479 – To amend the application site boundary to embrace the full sweep of the 
blades of the 3 wind turbines permitted by planning permission 2007/125 – Approved 
Reaps Moss, Bacup 
 
2012 – 0165 – Modifications to the infrastructure for the consented Reaps Moss Wind 
Farm, including new site entrance arrangements, rearranged construction compound, 
and alteration to cutting, access road & hardstandings  - Approved 
Land east of Bacup and south of Bacup Road known as Reaps Moss Wind Farm, 
Todmorden Road, Bacup 
 
Gorpley Reservoir/Inchfield Moor 
 
2012/0526 – Construction of 5no wind turbines of a maximum height of 125m to blade-
tip and associated infrastructure, including 85m high meteorological mast, switch 
gear/control building, crane hardstandings and access tracks extending from Bacup Rd, 
Todmorden – Approved 
Inchfield Moor between Todmorden Road & Bacup  
 
Applications in Calderdale 
 
Crook Hill 
 
07/00632/WDF – Installation and operation of fiver wind turbines and associated 
infrastructure (including transformers, access tracks and temporary construction 
compound) for the generation of wind power (as part of a larger scheme for 12 wind 
turbines) (Revised Report) – Appeal Allowed 
Crook Hill Wind Farm, Reddyshore, Scout Gate, Walsden, Todmorden 
 
08/01281/WDF – Installation and operation of four wind turbines and associated 
infrastructure (including transformers, access tracks and temporary construction 
compound) for the generation of wind power (as part of larger scheme for eight wind 
turbines) – Appeal Allowed 
Crook Hill Wind Farm, Reddyshore, Scout Gate, Walsden, Todmorden 
 
11/00079/WDF – Revisions to access to serve approved 12 turbines wind farm at Crook 
Hill (partially using tracks approved under planning permission 07/00632/WDF and 
08/01281/WDF) – Approved 
Crook Hill Wind Farm, Reddyshore, Scout Gate, Walsden, Todmorden 
 
11/00080/WDF – Revisions to access to serve approved 12 turbine wind farm at Crook 
Hill (partially using tracks approved under planning permission 07/00623/WDF and 
08/01281/WDF) and removal of contractors compound 
Crook Hill Wind Farm, Reddyshore, Scout Gate, Walsden, Todmorden 
 
Todmorden Moor 
 
07/00349/WDF – Installation and operation of 5 wind turbines and associated 
infrastructure (including transformers, access tracks, a sub-station and a meteorological 
mast) for the generation of wind power (Revised Report) – Appeal Dismissed 
Todmorden Moor, Flower Scar Road, Todmorden 



 
10/01057/WDF – Installation of 5 wind turbines for 25 years (max. height to blade tip 
125m) and ancillary infrastructure including crane hardstandings, control building, 
substation, on-site access tracks, permanent monitoring mast, site entrance and 
underground electric cables – Approved 
Todmorden Moor, Flower Scar Road, Todmorden 
 
Reaps Moss 
 
07/00351/WDF – Upgrade of access track to service proposed Reaps Moss Wind Farm 
(Revised Report) – Appeal Allowed 
Access track at Reaps Moss, Bacup Road, Todmorden 
 
12/00229/WDF – Modifications to the infrastructure for the consented Reaps Moss 
Wind Farm, including new site entrance arrangements, rearranged construction 
compound and alteration to cutting, access road and hardstandings – Approved 
Reaps Moss and access track off Bacup Road, Todmorden 
 
Gorpley Reservoir/Inchfield Moor 
 
12/01355/WDF – Construction of 5 no wind turbines of a maximum height of 125m to 
blade-tip and associated infrastructure, including 85m high meteorological mast, switch 
gear/control building, crane hardstandings and access tracks extending from Bacup Rd, 
Todmorden – Refused 
Land South West of Gorpley Reservoir, Bacup Road, Todmorden 
 
14/00126 – Construction of 4 no. Wind Turbines of maximum height to blade tip of 
between 110m and 125m,  and associated infrastructure including turbine foundations, 
transformers, crane hardstanding areas and new onsite access tracks, a new 
switchgear/control building, underground cabling and a permanent meteorological mast 
(Re-submission of application 12/01355/WDF) – Refused 
Land South West of Gorpley Reservoir, Bacup Road, Todmorden 
 
CONSULTATION RESPONSES 
 
A summary of consultation responses. These have been ordered under the titles of: 
Objection, No Objection but with comment made and No Objection.  
 
Objections 

Open Spaces Society 
 
Outright objection. The open spaces society considers that the turbines will be a gross 
intrusion in the landscape and will interfere with peoples enjoyment of the open country. 
 
Ministry of Defence 
 
Object to both the 12 and 8 turbine scheme proposals.  
 
Turbines  5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 will be detectable by and will cause unacceptable 
interference to the ATC radar at Warton.  
 
The turbines can create false aircraft returns and can also result in aircraft not being 
detected. 
 



Concerns also raised about the impact on the met office radar but these are considered 
manageable through the imposition of conditions relating to mitigation measures.  
 
 
GMEU 
 

- Blanket bog, even in a degraded and inactive state, is a priority habitat for 

conservation under the terms of the EU Habitats Regulations and in terms of the 

UK Biodiversity Action Plan. Even though it is degraded, so is the majority of 

blanket bog in the UK, and particularly in the South and West Pennines. For this 

reason conservation efforts for these habitat types should be taken to very much 

include habitat restoration as well as habitat protection and the potential of these 

habitats to be restored should be taken into account.  

- The Outline Habitat Management Plan submitted in support of the application 

provides no accurate identification of locations and extent of site for peat 

restoration and gives no detailed assessment of the condition of bare peat and 

degraded habitats capable of restoration. Generic measures for peat restoration 

have been described, some of them simply cut-and-paste from information 

prepared by the Yorkshire Peat Partnership which may or may not be relevant to 

this site. Successful resoration of bog habitats relies on particular conditions 

being present and being able to be mainained in the long-term; in particular 

there needs to be of minimum depth (>50 cm) and the ability to successfully 

manage hydrology over long periods of time so that the peat is kept sufficiently 

wet to maintain the anaerobic conditions required for new peat formation. There 

is a lack of detail at this stage about whether these conditions pertain within the 

area of search and/or whether it would be possible to maintain these conditions 

in the long-term such that the extent of habitat compensation required could in 

fact be delivered. It is stated in the Habitat Management Plan that areas of bare 

peat do exist in the areas of search and GMEU do not doubt this; but although it 

is possible to re-vegetate bare peat this does not necessarily lead to bog 

restoration. Added to these ‘technical’ uncertainties is the issue of Common 

Land; approval and co-operation of the Commoners, particularly in relation to 

stock grazing densities, may well be needed to ensure the success of any 

habitat restoration proposals and these appear uncertain at this time.  

- In the light of the above, and mindful of government advice that planning 

conditions should be precise, enforceable and that pre-commencement 

conditions should be avoided wherever possible, GMEU would consider that too 

many uncertainties remain to give the LPA sufficient confidence that the 

preparation and implementation of a satisfactory detailed Habitat Management 

Plan could be made a condition of any approval that may be granted to the 

scheme.  

British Horse Society 
 

- Concerns over the destruction of Rooley Moor 

- The turbines are too close to the Mary Towneley Loop which is a national trail 

bridleway. The BHS recommends a separation from a highway or PROW of 3 



times the height and 4 times the height for a national trail. Some turbines are 

less than their own height away from RMR, so any horses frightened by them 

cannot get away. This would possibly ruin the route for equestrian tourists.  

- Concerns over the impact of equestrian tourism businesses in close proximity to 

RMR.  

- The landscape which includes blanket bog will be destroyed for ever. The 

impact on the environment outweighs the green credentials.  

- Concerns over the impact on amenity for nearby residents through construction 

traffic.  

- The inefficiency of wind power.  

Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) 
 

- The landscape impacts of the proposed turbines would be severe. The 

cumulative and in-combination impacts of the proposed turbines would be 

severe. 

- Ministerial Statement 9th April 2014 – Eric Pickles made it clear that the need for 

renewable energy does not automatically override environment protections and 

the planning concerns of local communities.  

- The fact turbines are temporary must only be given very limited weight – DCLG 

- The noise created will severely impact on the rural character with harm to the 

amenity of residents, walkers and wildlife.    

- The risks to priority habitats and species are significant and ought to be 

awarded significant weight. 

- Concerns over the impacts of the development on a number of cultural heritage 

interests within 5km of the site.  

- Concerns over the impact on RMR which is a pack horse road first documented 

in 1729. The University of Manchester 2003 referred to it as a striking example 

of later C18 road building and English Heritage refer to the local heritage value 

stemming from the cotton famine.  

- Concerns over the character and profile and the adverse impact a more densely 

developed wind farm will have on the upland plateau.  

- The cumulative impacts with nearby turbine sites cannot be satisfactorily 

addressed.  

- The site design does not minimum the visual effects from the wider landscape or 

have any impact in reducing the erosion of landscape character.  

- There are alternative less sensitive landscapes in Rochdale which are more 

suitable for this type of development.  



- Concerns that the carbon footprint of the development is negative, not positive, 

due to the disturbance and loss of peat.  

- If minded to approved conditions shall require restoration of land, including 

removal of turbine equipment and foundations. 

 Calderdale MBC 
 

- The proposal adds significantly to the already consented and operational 

commercial wind farms in the South Pennines in terms of cumulative impacts, 

both in landscape and visual terms. The South Pennines is becoming dominated 

by wind farms to the detriment of the visual quality of the landscape where 

turbines will be present in most close and far range views including from outside 

the host authority’s boundaries.  

- The construction of the turbines alongside Rooley Moor Road is likely to 

discourage horse riders from using this trail in this location which is also part of 

the Mary Towneley Loop. 

- As the Pennine Bridleway and Mary Towneley Loop pass through Calderdale it 

is considered that the presence of the turbines is likely to reduce usage and 

diminish users’ enjoyment of the rights of way which will have a knock on effect 

on the local economy.   

 
No objection but with comments made 
 
RSPB 
 
Following discussions with the applicant RSPB are satisfied that the common land 
consents necessary to build the wind farm and to erect fences for the habitat 
enhancement area will be an integral part of the consents for the wind farm and would 
allow for the erection of necessary fencing for both restoring peat areas disturbed by 
construction or the enhancement of degrading areas of blanket bog. Also understand 
that this can be controlled through a habitat management condition.  
 
Having discussed with the applicant agree that the land identified for mitigation for 
Curlew is the best locally available for site mitigation of displaced birds and that is within 
their flight range. The issue of whether displaced Curlew will utilise the mitigation land 
remains but the applicant advises that landowners and graziers maintaining the area 
can be dealt with effectively.  
 
RSPB understand a Grampian Condition relating to a habitat management plan will be 
required.  
 
Environmental Health 
 
Have reviewed the report provided by Hepworth Acoustics and are in agreement with its 
findings.  
 
 
 
 



Minerals and Waste Planning Unit 
 
Proposals for borrow pits should be treated in the same way as any other mineral 
extraction scheme. This means that the borrow pits must be justified in terms of being 
the most suitable source of material to meet demand, and that appropriate 
environmental safeguards covering both working and reclamation are included in any 
planning application. 
 
Whilst accepting that the mineral development in this instance is to enable a major 
construction project, weight should be given to policy 2 of the Minerals Plan (Key 
Planning and Environmental Criteria), with particular reference give to criteria 7 in 
Policy 2 with regard to traffic and access.    
 
If the application was for two quarries significant weight would be given to the adverse 
impact on RMR. However given that the works are part of a wider project for renewable 
energy, weight must be awarded accordingly.  
 
Reference given to previous highway objections to Ding Quarry.  
 
Natural England 
 
The proposal will have a direct and potential indirect negative effect on areas of blanket 
bog. It is important for the LPA to be satisfied that there would be no significant impacts 
on this habitat resulting from the development.  
 
The restoration of borrow pits does not form part of the Outline Habitat Management 
Plan. There needs to be a management plan in place to ensure that appropriate 
management and monitoring of these areas is carried out to the benefit of biodiversity.  
 
While a HMP Stakeholder Group is welcomed in principle, Natural England cannot at 
this time confirm their engagement.  
 
The alternative 8 turbine scheme is unlikely to have significantly different impacts on the 
natural environment.  
 
The LPA need to be satisfied that appropriate mitigation will be put in place to avoid or 
minimise the impacts of the proposed development on the National Trail.  
 
The developer and contractors should agree in advance the extent of authority given to 
the appointed Ecological Clerk of Works (ECOW) to stop works that are not complying 
with defined working methods, not just advise as is currently suggested.  
 
Apply standing advice for protected species.  
 
There should be a more detailed assessment of peat depth over the likely development 
footprint to more accurately inform the peat plans.  
 
There is need to consider a more extensive peat restoration programme than is 
currently proposed.  
 
There are limited remediation measures on decommissioning – confirmation received 
over the retention of access tracks but this was just one example.  
 
 
 



Environment Agency 
 
OHMP – As over 15.5 ha of land will be directly impacted the proposal should clearly 
demonstrate the schemes wider environmental benefits and that any priority habitat and 
habitat communities will be protected and appropriately mitigated. 
 
Brandwood Management Plan – There is a lack of detail of how, when and where 
proposed habitat reinstatement and enhancement are going to be included as part of 
the proposed development.  
 
Environmental Statement – welcome the overall peat balance strategy, ensuring that 
only those areas necessary for wind farm construction be disturbed. It is sought that all 
excavated peat be fully reused within Knowl Moor or neighbouring peatland and that no 
peatland soils be removed from the site.  
 
Support peat storage. 
 
A CEMP will be needed to clarify the following 

- The distance and specific track design for both cut and fill and floating track, 

clearly identifying where the more environmentally sensitive floating track would 

be constructed, based on peat depth.  

- The use of settlement lagoons will need to be carefully considered.  

- It is essential that new development will not increase surface water run off.  

 
Public Rights of Way 
 
Serious concerns about the parallel use of construction traffic and the legitimate used of 
the Pennine Bridleway. 
 
Serious concerns about the close proximity of legitimate uses to borrow pit one.  
 
Appendix 2 indicates that the bridleway is diverted around the rear of the “security 
Lodge and Holding Area”. This is a diversion and a temporary diversion order would be 
required.  
 
The designated footpaths cannot be suggested as alternative rights of way. Inference at 
public exhibitions by the public that these routes are used by local riders does not allow 
the route to be used as a bridleway and permission would be needed from the land 
owner and council. 
 
Insufficient information about how the rights of way routes will be connected and how 
they will remain open when construction work takes place to the access road (which will 
cross the routes).  
 
Insufficient information given as to the construction of the new section of bridleway 
which is on undulating and boggy ground.  
 
The specification for consideration in the formation of a new bridleway is provided, 
included a requirement for the route to be no less than 4 metres wide.  
 
 
 



United Utilities 
 

- Development should be sited on the shallowest peat and the minimum amount 

of peat should be excavated or disturbed.  

- A more detailed study into peat is required.  

- The borrow pits should be located outside the drinking water catchment area.  

- Further detail is required regarding watercourse crossing plans.  

- There should be no overall negative impact on water quality over the life of the 

development.  

- Where tracks cross peat of more than 0.5m depth they should be floating roads.  

Highways 
 
The long term operation and maintenance of the proposed wind farm does not raise 
any transport concerns. Once this development is built it generates few vehicle 
movements.  
 
The main concerns regarding this proposal from a transport perspective are the delivery 
of Turbine parts and construction and maintenance traffic, and to some extent the 
possible decommissioning phase in circa 25 years.  
 
Whilst the construction period is a temporary period and not a permanent situation, 
given the scale of this development in the view of Highways and Engineering weight 
should be given to the effects of the construction period upon the surrounding transport 
network.  
 
The access route for turbine delivery is the most logical and least disruptive available to 
the applicant. The existing routes to the nearby Scout Moor wind farm are Private 
Roads and not available to the applicant. Discounting the Scout Moor access, the most 
logical route to the site is as follows. 
 
A627(M)/Edinburgh Way/Roch Valley/Sandy Lane/Ings Lane/Rooley Moor Road.  
 
Highways and Engineering (‘Highways’) has stated that this route is direct to the site 
and will be the least disruptive to the rest of the network. I do however accept that the 
delivery by AILs will cause temporary disruption along these routes. In some places the 
route is narrow and the AIL deliveries will come within a close proximity of the buildings. 
It will also be necessary to remove some street furniture. Highways has stated that it is 
however convinced that the physical delivery of the turbine components is possible.  
 
The numbers considered when assessing the traffic valume are a worst case scenario 
and do not consider any take from the Borrow Pits.  
 
The current background volume of traffic along this road is so low that any increase will 
appear to have a dramatic effect upon the ambience of the area. However whilst the 
ambience may differ greatly that is not to say that the network cannot accommodate the 
additional vehicles. At its peak in weeks 18 and 20 the development is likely to attract 
310 vehicle movements this breaks down to 2 minutes between each vehicle 
movement. Whilst this increased traffic is a significant increase on the background 
volumes of traffic I would expect the network to able to accommodate this increase.  



 
The concern is not only the volume of the traffic but the increased incidence of conflict 
between construction vehicles and that of pedestrians and other users such as 
equestrians. The rural nature of the road close to the site does mean that in many 
places no pedestrian defensibility is available. However due to the rural nature of the 
road we would expect a change in the driving style to match the area.  
 
AIL deliveries will be the most disruptive aspect of the construction period. There is no 
doubt that this is of great inconvenience to other road users. Highways has however 
observed Colletts convoys delivering wind turbine components of an identical size to 
the proposed development. The delivery process is managed by the Police. A large 
number of motorcycle outriders perform a rolling street closure to ensure that good 
warning is given to other road users and the AILs can continue without hindrance. 
Whilst the process is slow the AILs movement is more efficient than one might 
otherwise imagine. Due to the incredibly well organised Police involvement Highways 
has no concerns regarding the safety of such deliveries. Whilst the AIL aspect is 
undoubtedly going to cause inconvenience, Highways finds it will be a physical 
possibility.  
 
The delivery time of the AIL will be agreed with RBC and GMP prior to the delivery date. 
The intention is to ensure that these deliveries do not clash with the busiest times on 
the network and can be safely and properly supervised.  
 
A point to note is that the AILs have many more axles that the HGVs and the weight 
distributed between these axles is comparable to a standard HGV levels.  
 
A photographic survey will be undertaken to ascertain the state of the road before and 
after the development takes place. The developer will make good any damage caused 
during the construction period with RBC maintaining the road thereafter.  
 
The new access roads will remain the responsibility of the developer.  
 
The Highways Engineer recommends the following conditions:- 
 
Prior to the commencement of any works the developer shall undertake full assessment 
of any culverts or bridges crossed on the delivery route. The developer should submit 
the assessments to be approved by Rochdale BC and identify any improvements 
necessary. Improvements to any culverts/bridges necessary should be agreed in 
principle by Rochdale BC and carried out by the developer prior to commencement.  
 
Prior to the development commencing an extensive photographic survey should take 
place in the presence of Rochdale Borough Council Officers to establish the state of the 
road. Following construction any damage which has taken place should be remedied. 
During the construction period should any damage take place which compromises the 
functionality or safety of the highway this should be immediately rectified.  
 
The delivery turbine components by AILs should be agreed prior to commencement 
with officer from GMP and RBC.  
 
No objections  
 
Peak & Northern Footpaths Society 
 
Request for condition that there is no obstruction of a right of way and if this is 
unavoidable a diversion order should be put in place.  



 
Sport England 
 
Sport England does not wish to comment on this application.  
 
Highways 
 
The long term operation and maintenance of the proposed wind farm does not raise 
any transport concerns.  
 

- Access route for turbine delivery is the most logical and least disruptive 

available.  

- Although the volume of traffic will increase this will not create any network 

capacity issues. 

- A photographic survey will need to ascertain the state of the road pre and post 

construction with any damage made good.  

- Delivery hours will need to be agreed and these should not clash with the 

busiest time on the network.  

- A full assessment of any culverts or bridges on the route will be required with 

any necessary improvements made.  

Economic Affairs Manager 

No objection. Comment provided on the construction and operational phases of 

development and that the main benefit is through the community funds.  

English Heritage 
 
English Heritage’s remit is development affecting the setting of Heritage assets of a 
listing grade I or II*. We do not consider the proposed development to be harmful in this 
remit.  
 
There are no scheduled monuments within the development site, however we would 
recommend contacting the county archaeologist for discussion of no scheduled 
archaeology.  
 
Manchester Airport 
 
No objection subject to an informative requiring notification of the development to 
Manchester Airport.  
 
The Coal Authority 
 
The Coal Authority concurs with the recommendation of the Mining Risk Assessment 
Report; that coal mining legacy potentially poses a risk to the proposed development 
and that intrusive site investigation works should be undertaken prior to development in 
order to establish the exact situation regarding coal mining legacy issues on the site.  
 
Condition required in regards to the above.  
 



GMAAS  
 
Accepts the conclusions and recommendation of the heritage assessment. A condition 
requested relating to a Written Scheme of Investigation.  
 
National Grid 
 
No objection 
 
NATS 
 
Objection withdrawn subject to conditions  
 
 
REPRESENTATIONS 
 
The application has been publicised with press notices, site notices and neighbour 
notification letters.  
 
525 letters of objection have been received in respect of the application and in support 
of the application seven individual letters have been received as well as 716 copies of 
18 versions of a mass produced letter. This is a total of 723 letters of support.  
 
The objections and letters of support are summarised in brief below and a more 
comprehensive summary of representations is provided in Appendix B and C. 
 
Objection 
 
The 527 letters of objection received have been in respect of both the original 
submission and following the submission of FEI and SEI. These include an objection 
from MP Jake Berry which reads “I would like to put on record my objection to the 
above planning application which would have a detrimental effect on the Rossendale & 
Darwen Constituency which I represent”. 
 
The remaining objections are separated into those received following the first 
publication of the application and those received following the publication of FEI and 
SEI. 
 
 
First publication  
 

- Water/drainage issues 
o Private domestic water supplies will be put at risk 
o The works could alter the drainage characteristics of the moor 

 
- Farming 

o Broadley Fold Farm will be unable to continue farming the land and the 
alternative land offered is not acceptable. 

 
- Ecology/Ornithology 

o The effect on resident and migrating bid populations has been 
inadequately considered 

o The works will permanently reduce the areas available for wildlife.  
o A threat to endangered species. 

 



- Equestrian and amenity 
o Concerns over the impact on the Mary Towneley Loop.  
o The turbines would be too close to the bridleway and create a health and 

safety concern to horses and their riders.  
o The turbine distance does not comply with British Horse Society 

Guidance.  
o Businesses that rely on the use of the Mary Towneley Loop will be 

adversely affected.  
o The alternative bridleway route is not suitable 
o Concerns over impact on other amenity users 

 
- Landscape and visual amenity 

o Unacceptable impact on the landscape. 
o Unacceptable cumulative impacts when viewed with surrounding 

windfarms 
o The landscape is being altered to a windfarm landscape.  
o The development will be viewed as one large wind farm with Scout Moor. 

 
- Conservation/heritage 

o An unacceptable impact on the Conservation Area of Prickshaw and 
Broadley Fold. 

o Turbines will adversely impact on the setting of nearby listed buildings.  
o Adverse impact on Rooley Moor Road, which is an ancient highway and 

has links to the American Civil War as the ‘Cotton Famine Road’.  
o No in depth archaeological surveys have taken place 
o Impact on heritage assets in Whitworth.  

 
- Environmental concerns 

o Concerns over the damage to peat on the moor and the environmental 
impacts from this  

o Questions over the efficiency of wind turbines and how much energy 
they take to produce, versus what they save. 

 
- Borrow pits 

o How can an application be approved with no research into the amount of 
material available.  

o Use of borrow pits seems to be contrary to refusal of application to re-
open Ding Quarry. 

o The visible scars that will be left by quarrying. 
o The proximity of quarrying to the bridleway. 

 
- Residential amenity including noise  

o The proximity to urban areas is unsuitable for the largest wind farm in 
England.  

o The potential noise has not been properly assessed. 
o Concerns over construction noise, particularly construction vehicles as 

they travel through residential areas. 
o Concerns over damage to houses on Ings Lane and Rooley Moor Road 

from construction vehicles.  
o Health and safety concerns over the proximity of turbines.  
o Concerns regarding flicker. 

 
- Highway safety 

o The volume of traffic, materials and plant will create a health and safety 
risk. 



o Road safety concerns for the residents of Ings Lane and Rooley Moor 
Road, particularly at Catley Lane Head. 

o The highway surveys are inadequate and the highest point of the survey 
was done before the housing estate on Rooley Moor Road, not taking 
into account the impacts further up Rooley Moor Road. 

o The route passes three schools. 
o Construction traffic will prevent the access of emergency access vehicles 

and bus services.  
 

- Security 
o Concerns about fly tipping and anti-social behaviour, meaning security of 

the site will be important.  
 

- Financial 
o No economic benefits to outweigh the harm caused.  
o Concerns over local businesses who rely on the bridleway and Mary 

Towneley Loop.  
 

- General comments 
o Do something positive for Rochdale  
o The application will result in Rochdale being a less attractive place to live 

and invest.  
o The application includes a lot of unknowns. 
o The application should be considered as one with any application to 

extend Scout Moor. 
o The application is not fit for purpose. 

 
- Non material 

o Impacts on property values.  
o Wind energy is not efficient 
o The community benefit fund is not sufficient.  
o Impact on human rights 
o Questions over the credibility of the applicant.  

 
FEI and SEI 
 

- Water/drainage issues 
o Concerns over impact on private water supplies 
o Any impacts on water supplies will also affect livestock 
o Concerns development may increase flooding 

 
- Farming 

o The development will terminate hill farming at Rooley Moor 
o The alternative common land option for farmers is unacceptable.  

 
- Ecology/Ornithology 

o The moors are home to a number of breeding birds that will be affected 
by the development.  

o The application underestimates the impacts on birds. 
o Concerns over other wildlife at the site.  

 
- Equestrian and amenity 

o The area is enjoyed by a variety of outdoor enthusiasts who will be 
adversely affected by the development.  



o Any intention to enhance the existing environment will only sanitise it and 
ruin the current unique experience. 

o The application will create a health a safety risk to horses and their 
riders.  

o The development will adversely affect the bridleway which is part of the 
Mary Towneley Loop.   

o Concerns about the alternative bridleway route. 
 

- Landscape and visual amenity 
o The development would have a significant cumulative landscape impact 

when considered alongside other wind farms in the area.  
o The development will create a wind farm landscape.  
o Alternative energy sources should not be to the detriment of the 

landscape.  
o The development will be viewed as a single wind farm alongside Scout 

Moor. 
o The development alongside Scout Moor extension would exceed the 

number of turbines recommended in the Landscape capacity study for 
wind energy.  

o The proposal would be inappropriate in the Green Belt, for which no very 
special circumstances exist, so as to outweigh the harm by 
inappropriateness and other harm.  

 
- Conservation/heritage 

o The development would adversely affect the Prickshaw and Broadley 
Fold Conservation Area. 

o The historic character and fabric of Rooley Moor Road would be 
damaged by the development.  

o There would be a harmful impact on heritage assets in Whitworth. 
o The application would affect the setting of nearby listed buildings.  

 
- Environmental concerns 

o There would be permanent damage to peat.  
o Questions over the carbon footprint created by the development of the 

site.  
 

- Borrow pits 
o The borrow pits extend too close to the bridleways 
o No factual evidence supporting their use.  

 
- Residential amenity including noise 

o The disturbance caused to residents on the access route would be 
unacceptable. 

o Concerns over the proximity of delivery vehicles to houses.  
o Concerns over the noise created by delivery vehicles.  
o Concerns over road closures and the restriction of access to emergency 

vehicles and bus services. 
 

- Highway safety 
o An unacceptable increase in HGV’s through Catley Lane Head. 
o Concerns about the traffic survey and the location of traffic readings.  
o Health and safety concerns for highway users, including pedestrians. 
o The route passes three schools.  
o Concerns over the required removal of traffic calming measures. 



o Previous concern was raised in respect of highway safety in association 
with the proposals to re-open Ding Quarry. 

 
- Security 

o Concerns about anti-social behaviour 
 

- Financial 
o The jobs created by the development would be temporary and most 

likely using contractors from outside the area.  
o Concerns over the impact of farming businesses that use the site.  
o The development will impact on equestrian and B&B businesses that rely 

on the use of the Mary Towneley Loop. 
 

- General 
o The reduction to 8 turbines changes noting in regards to the 

unacceptability of the application.  
o There are enough turbines in the area. 
o The application will result in irreparable damage 
o Human rights concerns 
o Health and safety concerns with the turbines. 

 
 

- Non material 
o The support letters are all centrally collected stencil letters with no 

planning reason for acceptance.  
o The development will devalue properties in the area. 
o The application is unethical 

 
Support  
 
Seven individual representations of support have been received in respect of the 

submission of FEI and SEI. One of these representations has however been submitted 

with no comments included.  No individual letters of support were received in respect of 

the first period of publicity.  

The submitted support comments are summarised below:- 

• I support the application. 

• The roads for Knowl Hill windfarm make the moors more accessible for horse 

riders.  

• This is a great way to create sustainable energy. 

• We need renewable energy in the fight against climate change. 

• Wind power is based on eco-friendly technology and puts less strain on the 

limited reserves of fossil fuels available.  

• Rooley Moor is suitably placed to support wind turbines,  

• The site is in an area designated for more wind turbines according to the local 

landscape character assessment.  

• This is the correct place for another wind farm and we should be doing all we 

can to generate clean energy and energy security for the UK.  

• Coronation Power has experience in carefully and cautiously developing 

successful wind power schemes.  



• As long as there are no outstanding issues with any wind power application it 

needs to be built.  

 

Other letters of support 

Nine mass-produced support letters have been received in respect of the original 

submission and publication for twelve turbines, with a total of 372 letters received.  

Through the submission and publication of FEI and SEI a further 344 copies of mass-

produced letters have been received and these comprise nine new letters and four 

which are additional copies of the letters already received.  

In total 716 copies of the 18 mass-produced letters have been received. The comments 

raised in these letters are summarised below and are provided in full in Appendix A.  

Summary of mass produced support letters:- 

I’m writing to support this application for renewable energy because: 

• Wind power helps to improve the UK’s energy security 

• More wind power means cheaper electricity in the long run 

• I regard the location as an appropriate site for a wind farm. Whilst the 12 
turbines may be visible, this would not significantly spoil my enjoyment of the 
landscape.  

• The wind farm would provide at least £2 million for local education and 
environment projects and offer the local community the prospect of shared 
ownership in the wind farm.  

• Wind turbines are not noisy.  

• Climate change is the greatest threat facing our planet and we need urgent 
action on the issue. We need renewable technology solution, such as this 
proposed wind farm, to tackle climate change.  

• These 12 turbines could provide enough energy for the equivalent of around 
20,000 homes per year.  

• Wind power is clean and doesn’t produce emissions of acid rain gases, carbon 
dioxide or particulate matter unlike conventional power generation or coal.  

• It would save the emission of around 41,000 tonnes per year. 

• Wind power reduces the need for new expensive nuclear power stations that 
leave a toxic legacy of radioactive waste that remains dangerous for thousands 
of years.  

• I prefer it to nuclear power which is both dangerous and expensive. 

• There’s no evidence they put off tourists.  

• The turbines have no health impacts, despite opposition claims.  

 



The above letters have also been accompanied by individual comments that are 
summarised below: 
 

- We need a diverse energy policy/provision 
- More wind power, less fracking 
- Good/great idea 
- The support future energy for future generations  
- Look better than electricity pylons 
- Yes to wind 
- Let it blow 
- You know it makes sense 
- No fracking 
- Wind turbines can be beautiful  
- It benefits other people in the long run 
- In full support of all clean alternative energy – wind, wave, solar etc 
- Needed, we have solar panels. They definitely work 
- Walk in the area and feel it is positive for Rochdale and the environment going 

forward 
- Help save the planet 
- We need to do this to tackle climate change  
- Go renewables 
- Clean energy and better for future generations   
- Wind farms ok – better than pylons. Clean energy 
- Climate change 
- To ensure no fracking takes place in this area 
- In particular, reference should be made to the use and access to the service 

roads during installation and in operation 
- More wind farms 
- Renewables need to be encouraged in whatever form possible  
- Look great on sky line 
- No problem with them at all 
- 20,000 home, 12 turbines, what to think about. Best thing to happen, More, 

more green energy 
- Work in renewable energy. Great idea 
- All for renewable energy 
- Go for it 
- Nuclear power – bad impact on environment  
- No to nuclear / better than nuclear 
- Carbon zero energy, always better than fossil fuels  
- Don’t be too late, it’s the future  
- It’s good to have such renewable energy in the borough   
- I’m learning about this in college. I think it’s a good idea. 
- I support the idea of wind turbines 
- Don’t be dependent on unstable supplies 
- Rather see wind turbines than nuclear power stations 
- Wind turbines are the way forward  
- I love windmills 
- Alternative energy is needed and me and my children love to visit wind farms in 

our area and would not be put off visiting Rochdale due to these  
- I urge the Council to invest in wind and water power 
- It will help protect the environment 
- They look wonderful 

 
 



ANALYSIS 
 
Principle of development 
 
Wind Energy Development Context 
 
The Government’s approach to avoiding the risk of climate change has at its heart the 
Climate Change Act 2008, which requires the Government to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions by cutting emissions by at least 34% by 2020 and 80% by 2050 (below the 
1990 baseline) and setting and meeting five-yearly carbon budgets for the UK during 
that period. Around 30% of the UK’s electricity is likely to need to come from 
renewables alone by 2020 in order to meet the legally binding EU target to source 15% 
of the UK’s energy from renewable sources by that date (Carbon Plan, Department of 
Energy and Climate Change, March 2011) 
 
There is support from the Government with regards to planning proposals for renewable 
energy and the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) highlights this. Paragraph 
93 of the NPPF establishes that planning plays a key role in helping shape places to 
secure radical reductions in greenhouse gas emissions by supporting the delivery of 
renewable energy. This is central to the economic, social and environmental 
dimensions of sustainable development. Paragraph 98 of the NPPF establishes that 
when determining planning applications, Local Planning Authorities should not require 
the overall need for renewable energy to be demonstrated, recognising that even small 
scale projects provide a valuable contribution to cutting greenhouse gas emissions. 
LPA’s should approve applications for renewable energy schemes (unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise) if its impacts are (or can be made) acceptable. 
However currently National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) and Standard Note 
SN/SC/4370 – Planning for onshore wind farms, make it clear that the need for 
renewable energy does not automatically override environmental protections and the 
planning concerns of local communities. It is also noted that the cumulative impact of 
turbines requires particular attention.  
 
Policies G/EM/12, EM/13, EM/14 and EM/16 of the Rochdale UDP provide the Councils 
adopted planning policy in regards to wind and renewable energy development and 
establish that applications will be supported where the development would have no 
unacceptable impact on the local environment. Specifically, policy EM/14 relates to 
wind power developments and establishes that the Council will support proposals 
where there is no unacceptable intrusion in the landscape, having regard to the 
cumulative impact and inter-visibility of such development whether within Rochdale or in 
neighbouring local authority areas. The following criteria must also be met in each case: 
 

- The proposal would not have an unacceptable effect on the visual character and 
quality of the landscape or materially detract from the physical record of the 
historic and cultural evolution of the landscape. Any proposal in conflict with this 
criterion will need to demonstrate that other locations are not suitable; 

- The proposal would not have an adverse impact on the setting of historic 
structures and Conservation Areas or historic landscapes;  

- The proposal creates no unacceptable amenity or noise problems for local 
residents; 

- The proposal would not result in a health or safety risk, nuisance to the public or 
adverse impact on highway safety by undue distraction to road users; 

- The proposal by virtue of its setting or operation, would not adversely affect 
areas of ecological value or result in danger to wildlife or loss of important 
habitats; 



- Any proposal must demonstrate the best use of topography, siting, design and 
colour to minimise the visual impact of the proposal. Any ancillary structure and 
access roads should employ sensitive design and use of local materials to 
respect the character and appearance of its setting; 

- Every effort is made to route power lines underground where they link a wind 
power development to the national grid, or link an individual wind generator to 
user buildings. All proposals should seek to minimise the length of cable 
connection in order to reduce the visual impact of such structures when sited 
above ground; 

- The council is satisfied that the proposal would not result in electro-magnetic 
interference with local television and special radio communication networks.  

- Full consideration of the impact of any proposal including construction, vehicular 
access, visual and physical impacts and the effect on local residential amenity 
will be sought by the Council through a detailed statement of the environmental 
effects, to be submitted preferably at the time of application; and 

- The proposal will not cause serious harm to the value of the surrounding area 
for quiet relaxation and recreation.  
 

Policy EM/14 also requires that where any wind farm facility is approved in accordance 
with the above, it should be used for power generation only. Also any grant of planning 
permission in accordance with this policy will be subject to the condition that, if any wind 
turbine generator is not in operation and producing electricity for six months, it shall be 
removed and the site fully restored to a use and condition which are appropriate to its 
surroundings and in accordance with the UDP.  
 
In addition to the above policies, the Council also have Supplementary Planning 
Guidance (SPG) on Wind Power Developments (adopted 1998). It is however noted 
that this guidance is now out of date, having been superseded by the UDP and later 
Government policy and guidance albeit it has not been formally cancelled. The SPG 
therefore now carries very limited weight.  
 
National Energy Statements 
 
Further to the above policy, the Department of Energy and Climate Change have 
produced two major documents setting out the Government stance on energy 
development; EN-1 – Overarching National Statement for Energy and EN-3 – National 
Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure.  
 
The materiality and weight that should be awarded to the two above energy statements 
is of some question due to the ambiguity over whether the statements relate purely to 
Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects (NSIPs) or do indeed cover all scales of 
energy development (it is worth noting that the Secretary of State (SoS) (through the 
Department of Energy and Climate Change) has officially decided that this application 
does not fall within the NSIP regime and is not a Development Consent Order 
application).  
 
EN-1 and EN-3 both make it clear that “Whether, and to what extent, this NPS is a 
material consideration will be judged on a case by case basis” with similar advice 
provided in the Annex to the letter to the Chief Planning Officers issued by the 
Department for Communities and Local Government (CLG) on 9 November 2009, “and 
the weight to be applied to it by the decision-maker will have to be determined on a 
case by case basis.” 
 
Through looking at recent appeal decisions for similar applications it is noted that in the 
High Court case of: Trafford Borough Council v Secretary of State for Communities and 



Local Government, Peel Energy (Barton) Limited [2014] EWHC 424 (Admin) that both 
Trafford BC and the developer accepted that at least EN3 was a material consideration 
in the determination of the application. The SoS Decision Letter also outlines at 
paragraph 53, that a key consideration is what weight should be given to the National 
Planning Strategy – EN1 and EN3.  
 
In the High Court challenge of the above, similarly little reference to weight is provided. 
The Judge acknowledges that EN1 and EN3 “were prepared for larger projects than 
this site but were a material consideration in this application.” The Judge does not 
provide an opinion on whether this was correct or not. However, the Judge states at 
paragraph 650 of the Judgement: 
 
Relevant statements of government policy are also set out in the Overarching National 
Policy Statement for Energy, July 2011 (EN-1) and the National Policy Statement for 
Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-3). Although these apply specifically to proposals 
for National Significant Infrastructure Development (NSID), the underlying principles are 
applicable to schemes which do not meet the thresholds.  
 
In addition to the above High Court Case it is also noted that the NPPF  states under 
note 17 (pg 22) “In assessing the likely impacts of potential wind energy development 
when identifying suitable areas, and in determining planning applications for such 
development, planning authorities should follow the approach set out in the National 
Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (read with the relevant sections 
of Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy Infrastructure, including that on 
aviation impacts). Where plans identify areas as suitable for renewable and low-carbon 
energy development, they should make clear what criteria have determined their 
selection for what size of development the areas are considered suitable.”  
 
With the above in mind it is therefore considered that EN/1 and EN/3 should be 
considered as material considerations for the purposes of this application, as it is 
reasonable to conclude that the underlying principles are applicable to planning 
applications of this nature. However, given the statements provided in EN/1, EN/3 and 
the letter to Chief Planning Officers issued by the Department for Communities and 
Local Government (CLG) on 9 November 2009, the weight to be attributed is up to the 
Council as the decision maker.  
 
It is clear that EN-1 and EN-3 were compiled to deal principally with applications 
considered to fall within the NSIP regime, and it is clear that this application does not 
fall within this regime, as has been confirmed by the SoS. Nonetheless, given the 
underlying principles of the statements, it is considered that they would be to some 
extent applicable to the application before the Council and appropriate weight should be 
awarded to them. However, due to the uncertainties in the position and the fact that it 
has been expressly considered whether or not it should be part of the NSIP regime, in 
the absence of further official guidance or advancement in common law and SoS 
conditions detailing the point, the Council is limited in the weight that it may attribute to 
EN-1 and EN-3 so far as they are material considerations relating to determination of 
this application.  
 
National Planning Policy Framework 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published in 2012 and under 
paragraph 14 it is established that at the heart of the NPPF is a presumption in favour 
of sustainable development, which should be seen as a golden thread running through 
both plan-making and decision-taking. For decision taking this means: 
 



- Approving development proposals that accord with the development plan 
without delay, and 

- Where the development plan is silent, or relevant policies are out-of-date, 
granting planning permission unless: 

o Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the 
Framework taken as a whole; or 

o Specific policies in the framework indicate development should be 
restricted.  

 
Annex 1 of the NPPF establishes that the introduction of the NPPF has not changed the 
legal requirement that applications for planning permission must be determined in 
accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise, with paragraph 211 making it clear that for the purpose of decision-taking, 
the policies in the Local Plan should not be considered out-of date simply because they 
were adopted prior to the publication of the Framework. However, under paragraph 212 
it is also clear that the policies contained in the framework are material considerations 
which local planning authorities should take into account, and under paragraph 215, 
due weight should be given to relevant policies in existing plans according to their 
degree of consistency with the framework, and the closer the policies in the plan to the 
policies in the framework, the greater the weight that may be given.  
 
In accordance with the above, the NPPF has emphasis towards sustainable 
development and under paragraph 17, one of its core principles is to support the 
transition to a low carbon future, in a changing climate, taking full account of flood risk 
and coastal change, and encourage the reuse of existing resources, including the 
conversion of existing buildings, and encourage the use of renewable resources (for 
example, by the development of renewable energy). 
 
Draft Core Strategy 
 
The Draft Core Strategy also provides a number of policies in regards to renewable 
energy provision and although these can currently be awarded only limited weight, 
those relevant are listed below: 
 
G1 – Tackling and adapting to climate change. 
 
We will address climate change and ensure growth does not increase CO2 emissions 
by (amongst others): 

- Encouraging and promoting renewable energy developments, including 
standalone and community developments, that do not, by virtue of their scale, 
siting, construction or operation, cause harm to the local area, its character and 
environmental assets and adjoining uses, which cannot be satisfactorily 
mitigated 

 
G3 – The Council will promote renewable, low and zero carbon energy generating 
development, including wind power, biomass, Combined Heat and Power (CHP), hydro 
and heat pumps in order to help meet CO2 reduction targets and contribute towards 
energy security for Greater Manchester and the North West. Proposals should ensure 
that through appropriate design, location and scale harm is minimised and fully 
mitigated wherever possible and avoid unacceptable, visual, landscape or townscape 
character impacts including any cumulative impacts.  
 
Any proposal through its scale, siting, construction, operation, access and associated 
infrastructure must avoid harm to the health and safety of the public, including through 



nuisance or adverse impact on highway safety by conflict with or undue distraction to 
road users. Any harm to the following must be minimised and appropriately mitigated. : 

- The visual character and quality of the landscape or townscape or materially 
detract from the physical record of the historic and cultural evolution of the area.  

- The setting of heritage assets including Scheduled Ancient Monuments, 
Conservation Areas and Listed buildings; 

- Local residents and their amenity; 
- Biodiversity including protected species, statutory and locally designated sites 

and important habitats, and geodiversity; 
- The value of the borough’s peatlands as an ecological resource and as a carbon 

sink; 
- The value of the surrounding area for quiet relaxation and recreation; 
- Water quality (there must be no deterioration in water body status, and 

compliance with the Water Framework Directive or equivalent) and; 
Land which is used for water catchment purposes and which is critical to the 
delivery of water supply. 
 

Any proposal must demonstrate the best use of location, topography, siting, design and 
colour to minimise its visual and other impacts. Any ancillary structures and access 
roads should employ sensitive design and the use of local materials to respect the 
character and appearance of the setting. The visual impact of infrastructure associated 
with renewable energy developments should be minimised, including by routing power 
lines underground wherever possible. All proposals should seek to minimise the length 
of cable connection in order to reduce the visual impact of such structures when sited 
above ground. It must be demonstrated that the proposal will not result in electro-
magnetic interference with local television reception and specialist radio communication 
networks.  
 
All the above issues, where relevant, will have to be addressed in a detailed statement 
of environmental effects submitted with the application. 
 
Planning permission will be subject to a condition that if a wind turbine generator, or 
other redundant plant or infrastructure, is not producing electricity of six months or 
more, it shall be removed and the site fully restored to a use and condition appropriate 
to its surroundings in accordance with this plan.  
 
Weight of renewable energy provision 
 
With regard to this application, information submitted with the Environmental Statement 
indicates that the proposed turbines would each have an anticipated maximum capacity 
of 3.3MW. As such, this would give a total capacity of 39.6MW for the 12 turbine 
scheme and 29.7MW for the 8 turbine scheme.  
 
It is clear under paragraph 98 of the NPPF that applicants for energy development are 
not required to demonstrate the overall need for renewable energy. However, the 
energy created by the turbines would contribute to the Government targets on 
renewable energy and would assist in reducing carbon emissions, thereby contributing 
to improving air quality, addressing climate change, and delivering social and economic 
benefits. These factors must be given significant weight in the overall consideration of 
the application.  
 
It is noted that recently the former Secretary of State, Eric Pickles MP, has issued 
statements regarding on-shore wind energy development and established that 
landscape and heritage issues must be given great weight. NPPG guidance establishes 
that “planning has an important role in the delivery of new renewable and low carbon 



energy infrastructure in locations where the local environmental impact is acceptable” 
and proposals for green energy should be “appropriately sited. The NPPG is also clear 
on the fact that the need for renewable energy does not automatically override 
environmental protections and the planning concerns of local communities and note 
that the cumulative impact of turbines requires particular attention.  
 
In light of the above it is necessary to balance these considerations with the need to 
provide renewable energy, while avoiding any unacceptable damage to the 
environment and its key assets. If, on the balance of considerations, any identified harm 
outweighs the benefits, having regard to all the material considerations, the 
development will not be acceptable. This balance of considerations is assessed below. 
 
Green Belt Policy Context 
 
The application falls within an area allocated as Green Belt under the Rochdale Unitary 
Development Plan. Chapter 9 of the NPPF is therefore relevant to any proposal for the 
site and under paragraph 80, the five purposes of the Green Belt are outlined as: 
 

- To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas,  
- To prevent neighbouring town merging into one another, 
- To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment, 
- To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns, and  
- To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and 

other urban land. 
 
Paragraph 87 of the NPPF then goes onto say that inappropriate development is, by 
definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special 
circumstances. Furthermore, under paragraph 88 it is established that substantial 
weight should be given to any harm to the Green Belt and ‘very special circumstances’ 
will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of 
inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations. 
 
It must be recognised that not all development in the Green Belt is inappropriate, and 
these exceptions are established in paragraph 89 of the NPPF as: 
 

- Buildings for agriculture and forestry, 
- Provision of appropriate facilities for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation and for 

cemeteries, as long as it preserves the openness of the Green Belt and does 
not conflict with the purposes of including land within it.  

- The extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in 
disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building,  

- The replacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same use and 
not materially larger than the one it replaces,  

- Limited infilling in villages, and limited affordable housing for local community 
need under policies set out in the local plan, or 

- Limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed 
sites (brownfield land), whether redundant or in continuing use, on the openness 
of the Green Belt and the purposes of including land within it than the existing 
development.  

 
Paragraph 90 of the NPPF continues in this vein and establishes that certain other 
forms of development are also not inappropriate in the Green Belt provided they 
preserve openness and do not conflict with the purposes of including land in it. These 
are: 

- Mineral extraction 



- Engineering operations 
- Local transport infrastructure which can demonstrate a requirement for a Green 

Belt location.  
- The re-use of buildings provided that the building are of permanent and 

substantial construction, and 
- Development brought forward under a Community Right to Build Order.  

 
Paragraph 91 of the NPPF also makes it clear that renewable energy development is 
not normally considered appropriate development in the Green Belt, stating that; when 
located in the Green Belt, elements of many renewable energy projects will comprise 
inappropriate development. In such cases developers will need to demonstrate very 
special circumstance if projects are to proceed. Such very special circumstances may 
include the wider environmental benefits associated with increased production of 
renewable energy from renewable sources.  
 
The above NPPF policies are the most up-to-date in regards to Green Belt 
development. Nonetheless, the Council’s UDP still contains relevant policies (G/D/2 and 
D/4) which advises that other than certain exceptions (which are similar to those 
provided in paragraph 90 of the NPPF), development in the Green Belt will not be 
approved, except in very special circumstances.  
 
Assessing the current proposal against the outlined relevant policies, it can be seen 
that the proposed renewable energy project (wind turbines and ancillary development) 
does not fall within any of the categories of appropriate development in the Green Belt 
and would conflict with the purposes of including land within the Green Belt. As such, 
the development of wind turbines (and ancillary development) on this site constitutes 
inappropriate development that will not be supported unless ‘very special 
circumstances’ can be demonstrated to ensure that the harm to the Green Belt by 
reason of inappropriateness and any other harm is clearly outweighed by other 
considerations.  
 
Policy G4 of the emerging Core Strategy states that the Green Belt will be protected in 
the Pennine rural fringe in the north and east of the Borough and development will be 
restricted to those limited types of development which are deemed appropriate by 
national planning policies unless very special circumstances can be demonstrated. 
 
In light of the above, one of the principal considerations under this application is 
whether there are any material considerations sufficient to clearly outweigh the harm 
the development would cause to the openness of the Green Belt, by reason of 
inappropriateness and any other harm, thereby justifying the application on the basis of 
very special circumstances.  
 
Of particular relevance to the above, the recent Court of Appeal judgement in Redhill 
Aerodrome Ltd v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 
established that ‘any other harm’ in paragraph 88 of the NPPF (i.e. non-Green Belt 
harm) can be taken into account in the weighing exercise of the planning balance as to 
determining whether or not very special circumstances outweigh the harm to the Green 
belt by inappropriateness or any other harm.  
 
This recent Court of Appeal judgment is an important reminder that under paragraph 88 
of the NPPF, when considering any planning application concerning proposed 
development in the Green Belt, local planning authorities should continue to ensure that 
substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ 
will only be demonstrated in circumstances where the potential harm to the Green Belt 



by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other 
considerations.   
  
Landscape and Visual Impact 
 
In 2010, Rochdale Council alongside Burnley BC, Bury MBC, Calderdale MBC, Kirklees 
MC and Rossendale BC commissioned a report by Julie Martin Associates, entitled 
“Landscape Capacity Study for Wind Energy Developments in the South Pennines”. 
The scope of this report was to provide: 
 

- Broad guidance of the relative sensitivity of each of the landscape character 
types that occurs within the study area, based on systematic assessment of 
their sensitivity using an explicit set of criteria that encompasses both landscape 
character and landscape values; 

- Indicative advice on the landscape capacity of different parts of the study area 
(termed capacity areas) for different forms of wind energy development, under 
heading of constraints, opportunities, guidance, cumulative and cross-district 
issues and overall capacity (in terms of number of sites, turbine grouping and 
turbine heights). 

 
In 2014 a further report was commissioned entitled “South Pennines Wind Energy 
Landscape Study”. This report did not include areas within Rochdale but the northern 
section of Rooley Moor (contained within Rossendale) was assessed and the purpose 
of this report was to update and extend the 2010 Landscape Capacity Study for Wind 
Energy Developments in the South Pennines and directly respond to the planning and 
policy context and to the growing number of planning applications for wind energy 
development in the South Pennines.  
 
Within the 2010 report Rooley Moor falls within the capacity study area titled ‘Scout 
Moor’ where the land comprises; High Moorland Plateaux  Moorland Fringes/Upland 
Pastures, (the study area also includes Settled Valleys and Wooded Rural Valleys). 
This study notes the existing Scout Moor wind farm development (of 26 turbines) and 
considers that there may be landscape capacity for (including the existing Scout Moor 
development), two large wind farms or one very large wind farm with large turbines. 
This equates to a maximum total of 40 turbines across Rooley and Scout Moor.   
 
In the 2014 study the northern end of Rooley Moor (Rochdale part is not included in 
assessment) is classed again as ‘High Moorland Plateaux’ and the study notes that the 
key cumulative issues arising are the considerable landscape and visual influence 
exerted by wind farms in the west part of the study area, particularly around Scout 
Moor.  
 
Both of the above studies are adopted by Rochdale Council as planning policy and 
must therefore be considered as material considerations that will be awarded weight in 
the assessment of the current application.  
 
To assess the landscape impacts from the current application the Council have 
commissioned consultants LUC to undertake a landscape study on their behalf. This 
study has commented on the methodology undertaken by the applicants in their 
assessment of landscape matters and advises on the acceptability of the application 
from a landscape perspective.  
 
In the comments provided by LUC (on behalf of Rochdale BC) and within the LVIA 
submitted by the applicants, the 2010 Julie Martin Study is considered and the site is 
identified as High Moorland Plateaux. High Moorland Plateaux are identified as being 



sited mainly between 300 and 500m AOD and as large a sweeping landform, with high 
ridges that are narrow in places and are intersected by numerous deeply incised 
valleys; and alternating tough gritsones and soft shales that have created a 
characteristic stepped profile with prominent tors and regoliths. This type of landscape 
is also noted as being highly sensitive in that it is characteristically open and 
undeveloped, in contrast to the adjoining valleys. However, locally the landscape may 
be affected by quarries on plateau edges, transmission lines and increasingly, wind 
energy development that reduces its sensitivity.   
 
In terms of visibility and views, the moorland plateaux are characteristically open in 
character, with expansive views and wide areas of intervisibility, and in this sense they 
are highly sensitive. They are visible from many well know vistas including Blackstone 
Edge, Stoodley Pike and the Pennine Way, and such views tend to occur mainly on 
higher ground along the main South Pennine ridge. It is also noted that this is a 
windswept, exposed upland landscape that possesses a strong sense of remoteness 
and wildness. It is very sparsely settled and this leads to a sense of isolation and 
relative tranquillity which is rare and highly valued, especially given the close proximity 
to large urban areas. The areas are also a key recreational resource for surrounding 
urban populations, with extensive areas of open access and a strong connection of 
National Trails and other long distance recreational routes.  
 
In terms of overall sensitivity, the High Moorland Plateaux landscape type is identified 
as being high and moderate – high in the west of the study area which includes Rooley 
Moor. In the area around the application site, which is identified as Scout Moor it is 
identified that the landscape has lower sensitivity as it has already been affected by 
extensive wind energy and other influences such as quarrying and urban fringe 
pressure.  
 
In its individual assessment of Scout Moor, which includes Rooley Moor, the Julie 
Martin Study characterises the area as an outlying block of High Moorland Plateaux 
west of and separate from the main South Pennine Ridge. The moor rises to a height of 
474m and at a broad scale has a gently domed form, marked by a number of smaller 
knolls such as Knowl Hill. The north and east sides of the moor are somewhat steeper 
and more dramatic than the south and west which have a gentler, more rolling form.  It 
is also noted that as a separate and discrete upland area, the Scout Moor capacity area 
is widely visible at close range from the valleys and facing hillsides all around. On its 
steeper northern and eastern edges, views from the valley below are generally 
contained by the enclosing convex hillsides and the tops are not visible. On the gentler 
and more open southern and western edge the upland is more exposed to view, for 
example from the A680 which crosses its southern flank. Over longer distances of 5km 
or more, Scout Moor is widely visible from the M66, M62 and Greater Manchester to the 
south, from the top of the West Pennine Moors to the west, from Pendle Hill to the north 
and from the moorland plateaux of the South Pennine Moors to the east, where 
recreational viewers are affected. Visibility from lower ground to the west, north and 
east is relatively limited.   
 
Policy Landscape Assessment 
 
Under both local and national policy it is clear that landscape is an important factor with 
policy EM/14 of the UDP requiring that wind power developments do not have an 
unacceptable effect on the visual character and quality of the landscape. Chapter 11 of 
the NPPF – Conserving and enhancing the natural environment, paragraph 109 also 
establishes that the planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and 
local environment by (amongst other things) protecting and enhancing valued 
landscapes. 



 
Policies G/NE/5 and NE/6 also relate specifically to landscapes with policy G/NE/5 

stating that ‘Proposals that contribute to the protection and enhancement of landscape 

quality and character and help to enhance or reintroduce local distinctiveness, will be 

supported. In considering the impact of development proposals, special emphasis will 

be placed on the effect of development on the visual and cultural character of the 

landscape and features of acknowledged cultural, natural and historic significance. The 

council will carry out and encourage actions by other parties to protect and improve 

landscape character, structure and quality.’ 

Policy NE/6 relates to the assessment of applications impacting on landscape and 

establishes that ‘Development will be permitted where it conserves the physical and 

cultural attributes of the landscape and contributes, as appropriate, to the regeneration, 

restoration, enhancement or maintenance of the landscape likely to be affected.  

Proposals with potential landscape and visual implications will be assessed having 
regard to the extent to which they would: 
 

- Make a positive contribution to the visual amenity of the area (including views 
into and from the site and surrounding area); 

- Remove incongruous landscape features; 
- Assist the conservation of: 

o Landscape elements that contribute to local distinctiveness; 
o Historic elements which make a significant contribution (individually or 

cumulatively) to landscape character and quality (e.g. field, settlement or 
road patterns, existing buildings, sites and features of archaeological 
interest); 

o Semi-natural vegetation which is characteristic to the landscape type; 
o The visual condition of landscape elements, and; 
o Tranquillity and the amenity and informal recreation value of the 

landscape.  
 

Development which adversely affects the character of physical structure of the 
landscape or which would detract from the physical record of the historic and cultural 
evolution of an area will not be permitted.’ 
 
The Draft Core Strategy also includes policy on the protection of landscape and in its 
Strategic Objectives, establishes under policy SO3 to improve design, image and 
quality of place, by measures including “Protecting and enhancing our heritage and 
natural assets, the special character of our towns, our countryside, open spaces, river 
valleys and water features”. Policy SO4 also aims to promote a greener environment by 
“Maximising the value of our green open areas and countryside to provide opportunities 
for recreation, amenity, biodiversity and flood management.” 
 
The following Core Strategy policies are also relevant: 
 
SP3/P – The Strategy for Pennines, establishes that the Council will enhance the South 
Pennine gateway and promote tourism by (amongst others), “Protecting and supporting 
measures to enhance the special biodiversity and landscape value of the South 
Pennine Moors”.  
 
Policy P2 – Protecting and enhancing character, landscape and heritage states: 



“We will protect and enhance the borough’s character, the distinctiveness of its town 
centres, housing areas and countryside, and the qualities of its landscapes, utilising the 
consideration potential of these assets in development and regeneration schemes. We 
will do this by (amongst others): 

- Requiring new development to integrate successfully with the key natural 
features in the borough, e.g. river valleys and the Pennine landscape; 

- Requiring new development to take opportunities to protect and open up 
important views of hills and valleys which are part of the borough’s unique 
character.   

 
Policy G3 which relates to renewable and low carbon development also establishes that 
development should not adversely impact on the visual character and quality of the 
landscape or townscape or materially detract from the physical record of the historic 
and cultural evolution of the landscape. 
 
The former Minister of State for Housing and Planning, Brandon Lewis MP, wrote to the 
Chief Executive of the Planning Inspectorate in respect of landscape character. This 
letter states that recent appeal cases where harm to landscape character has been an 
important consideration in the appeal being dismissed are a reminder of one of the 
twelve core principles in the NPPF – that plans and decisions should take into account 
the different roles and character of different areas, and recognise the intrinsic character 
and beauty of the countryside – to ensure that development is suitable for the local 
context. Outside of designated areas (e.g. AONBs) the impact of development on 
landscape can be an important material consideration. 
 
Development Proposal 
 
From the submitted Environmental Statement, and as outlined in the site description, 
the application comprises the development of 12 turbines along with the following 
ancillary works; 
 

- the construction of access tracks; 
- substation and associated external compound 
- permanent metrological mast 
- temporary construction compound 
- crane hardstandings 
- borrow pits for the extraction of stone for on-site construction works and their 

associated landscaping, and 
- associated infrastructure including cabling, utility services, external transformers 

and a grid connection.  
 
Supplementary Environmental Information is also submitted for an alternate 8 turbine 
scheme and this removes the four turbines to the east of Rooley Moor Road and also 
reduces the length of access track proposed. The remaining works would however be 
as per the 12 turbine scheme. 
 
The above elements would undoubtedly be visual elements within the landscape and 
would lead to a change in the existing appearance and landscape of Rooley Moor, and 
as is demonstrated within the submitted ES and accompanying LVIA, these visual 
changes would be apparent from many vantage points and at considerable distance 
from the site. Nonetheless, a visual change in landscape does not necessarily equate 
to an unacceptable change in landscape and these matters are assessed below. 
 
In the ES the landscape impacts are concluded as “the presence of the proposed 
turbines would have only a localised clear influence upon the surrounding and views 



available. Their presence would more typically constitute an incremental increase in the 
influence of an existing feature. The presence of the turbines would be notable from 
areas where existing wind farms have only limited or no influence at present. This 
would be the case from the valley slopes in and around Cowpe, Bacup and Whitworth, 
and from some areas at the southern edge of Scout Moor/Rooley Moor to the north of 
Rochdale. Localised significant effects are inevitable for any commercial scale wind 
farm development; however in the case of the development at Rooley Moor, such 
effects would not result in the recognised capacity of the landscape to accommodate 
wind turbines being exceeded.”  
 
In assessing the impact on landscape, LUC (on behalf of Rochdale MBC) have 
confirmed that the methodology used in the submitted LVIA is in accordance with the 
Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, Third Edition (Landscape 
Institute and Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment, 2013) . It is also 
noted that the Baseline Conditions set out are comprehensive and in accordance with 
best practice, although they could have benefited from some further study. The 
presentation of mitigation proposed is also in accordance with best practice.  
 
The landscape effects from the proposal have been considered by LUC from eight 
different aspects and these are; construction effects, landscape fabric, landscape 
character, visual effects, sequential visual effects, residential visual amenity, effects on 
landscape designations and cumulative effects. These matters are addressed below:  
 
Construction effects 
 
The ES advises that the construction process for the development would be of 
approximately 12 months duration and would be managed in accordance with a project 
specific Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). In terms of landscape 
impacts, the ES considered the individual components of the construction development, 
with consideration given to the construction of the compound, site access (in terms of 
the changes to Rooley Moor Road), the borrow pits, haul roads and presence of 
cranes. These elements are also illustrated in the photomontages submitted for the 8 
turbine scheme (SEI) with viewpoints 19, 20 and 21, although it is noted this information 
is missing from the 12 turbine scheme.  
 
As part of the submission, no consideration has been given to the construction effects 
of the on-site tracks, other than the temporary haul road, and the construction effects 
on Rooley Moor Road, and the applicants state that this is due to the access tracks 
being present throughout the life of the development, rather than just being a 
component of the construction period. Nonetheless, as the construction phase is a 
short term phase during which activity is going on across the whole site, with the 
development being seen as a confusing arraying of partially constructed elements, this 
should be seen as different visual effect than that which results from the operational 
phase of development and which can be read as complete and designed.  
 
Nonetheless, while the assessment does omit some details and fails to consider the 
construction effects as a whole, the findings of the assessment, which identifies short 
term, significant effects during the construction period are reasonable. Furthermore, it is 
considered that while these effects would certainly result in some short term harm to 
landscape, this harm would not be sufficient in the long term and would therefore not be 
unacceptable. As such the construction effects on landscape are considered to be 
acceptable. 
 
 
 



Landscape Fabric 
 
When assessing the impacts on landscape fabric, this looks at the actual loss of 
moorland habitat and any mitigation proposals, i.e. the physical elements of the moor 
and the combination of these elements that make up the landscape. This includes the 
physical changes that would occur from the loss of any peat and moorland habitat as 
well as the physical changes that are proposed to Rooley Moor Road, including its 
resurfacing and widening.  
 
Firstly in assessing the amount of Moorland lost by the proposal, the ES confirms that 
out of the total site area of approximately 454 ha, c.25ha (c.5%) would be lost for the 
operational life of the development and in addition there would be c.4.5ha of temporary 
habitat loss that would be reinstated following construction. The environmental impacts 
from these losses are assessed later in the report, however, in purely landscape terms, 
this amount of moorland habitat loss is considered to be acceptable and would result in 
no undue harm to landscape character. The loss to moorland habitat would not be 
visually prominent from a landscape perspective although further consideration will be 
given to the impact on Rooley Moor Road later in the report, from a purely landscape 
viewpoint, the impacts would not be significant.  
 
Landscape character 
 
As detailed above, the landscape character of the site is High Moorland Plateaux and it 
is also adjacent to Moorland Fringes/Upland Pastures. The ES advises that both of 
these landscape types would experience significant effects upon their character, but 
considers that in both cases, the significant effects experienced would be localised in 
extent, with some parts of both landscape types unaffected by the presence of the 
turbines. 
 
The ES goes onto states that “With regards to landscape Type A: High Moorland 
Plateaux, significant effects upon character would be limited to the eastern part of the 
Scout Moor/Rooley Moor landform. This area is currently open and undeveloped, with 
views to the existing Scout Moor turbines, which are located further west on the same 
landform. This landscape would become dominated by turbines and would extend the 
wind farm landscape created by Scout Moor, due to the presence of turbines, access 
tracks and movement of rotor blades. The physical spread eastwards of wind turbines 
as a result of the Development would significantly alter the landscape characteristics of 
this part of the High Moorland Plateaux.” 
 
On behalf of Rochdale MBC, LUC consider these findings to be sound and also agree 
that other parts of the High Moorland Plateaux, immediately to the east, would not 
experience significant effects as a result of the development due to the separation 
distances that would be in excess of 5.8km, 4.7km and 6.5km from the Crook Hill, 
Reaps Moss and Todmorden Moor wind farms respectively. These findings are 
particularly considered to be reasonable due to the nature of the project in relation to 
the existing Scout Moor Wind Farm, which has to some degree already altered the 
character of the wider landscape.  
 
Furthermore, it is accepted that in regards to the other neighbouring landscape types, 
i.e. settled valleys, there would be no significant effects on landscape character. It is 
recognised that from these settled valleys there is a widespread theoretical visibility, 
and there are a number of viewpoints within and on the edge of this landscape 
character type, from which significant visual effects have been identified. However, it is 
recognised that actual visibility is reduced by localised development, and that therefore, 



the development would not significantly affect the core areas of the settled valley 
bottoms.  
 
It is also noted that the development as proposed would broadly accord with the 
recommendation of The Landscape Capacity for Wind Energy Development in the 
Southern Pennines, as the Rooley Moor and Scout Moor turbines would comprise a 
maximum total of 38 turbines, which is below the maximum 40 turbines suggested in 
the study. Nonetheless, whilst this is true in numerical terms, the capacity of an area 
cannot simply be expressed in absolute numbers, as every development proposal is 
unique and in spite of numbers, there remains a need for a detailed consideration of the 
landcape and visual impacts as well as the siting, layout and design of individual 
applications on a case by case basis. As such, the mere fact that the proposal would 
bring the total number of turbines on Rooley and Scout Moor to less than 40 is not sole 
reason to accept the proposal in landscape terms. It must also be acknowledged that 
this calculation of 38 turbines was made prior to the submission of the Scout Moor 
Extension Application, the impacts from this and particularly the cumulative impacts are 
assessed later in the landscape section under ‘cumulative effects’.  
 
In further assessment of landscape character it is noted that the ES also includes 
consideration of the landscape effects on the Pennine Bridleway (Rooley Moor Road), 
and in regards to the 12 turbine scheme, this relates principally to the location of 
turbines on both sides of the route. Information submitted in the FEI advises that “this 
section of the ES is concerned with the landscape effects that would be experienced by 
users of the Pennine Bridleway as it passes through the site. It is not concerned 
specifically with the visual impact on users or the sequential effect on users which use 
the route. The text seeks to establish the sections of the route that would pass through 
a wind farm landscape, as opposed to passing adjacent to a wind farm landscape.” 
 
This approach in the ES of considering landscape effects from a route is considered to 
be unusual, as routes are experienced by people in a sequential manner and as such 
are not a landscape resource in their own right.  
 
When considering the impacts on this route, the ES seeks to downplay the effects by 
calculating the percentage of the entire route of the Pennine Bridleway affected by the 
development and concluding that this would equate to less than 0.17%. The ES then 
concludes that ‘the localised impact on the character and visual amenity of the route is 
not considered significant’. This assessment is considered however to be an 
underestimation and does not fully consider the localised impacts. With turbines located 
to either side of the Pennine Bridleway and Rooley Moor Road, recreational users 
would experience the effect of walking through a wind farm, which would change the 
character and experience of the route, which currently passes to one side of the 
operational Scout Moor Wind Farm.  As such, and when considering the sequential 
effects from this route, and given the proximity of the proposed development, it is 
considered that localised significant effects are likely and the application is 
unacceptable in this regard. Similar effects would also be felt for both the Rossendale 
Way and Rochdale Way.  
 

8 turbines 
 
When looking at the 8 turbine scheme it is recognised that the impacts on landscape 
character would be reduced, and as such when assessing the impact of the 
development on the landscape character types, the development would be viewed as 
acceptable in landscape terms and the removal of four turbines would marginally 
reduce the areas over which significant landscape effects are felt. Furthermore, the 
removal of turbines to the west of Rooley Moor Road, would reduce the sense of 



passing through a wind farm landscape and maintain uninterrupted views to the east, 
for the entire length of the Pennine Bridleway across the moor.  The 8 turbine scheme 
is therefore acceptable in terms of landscape character.  
 
Visual Effects 
 
In assessing the visual effects of the proposal, the ES includes in the LVIA assessment 
a number (36 in total) of viewpoints that illustrate the visual effects from areas in all 
directions of the development site. Of these 36 viewpoints, the ES considers that 
significant visual effects would be experienced from 12 of these. Furthermore, after 
assessment of the viewpoints LUC (on behalf of the Council) consider a further two 
viewpoints (viewpoint 7 and 8) would likely experience significant visual effects, rather 
than the ‘moderate’ levels as identified in the ES. 
 
In assessing the viewpoints of significant effect, it is considered that there are four 
turbines (T3, T6, T11 and T12) which are consistently problematic. T3 and T6 often 
appear to be notably more prominent in the view and can sometimes encroach over the 
horizon of the moorland plateau and T11 and T12 often appear as outliers to the 
proposed development. These turbines are not considered to integrate well with the 
proposed development or the existing turbines at Scout Moor, and the landscape 
impacts from these four turbines would not be acceptable in landscape terms.  
 
It is recognised that the FEI has attempted to justify these four turbines, advising that 
more prominent turbines have been removed from earlier iterations of the proposal, and 
while although from some locations the turbines appear as outliers, this layout was 
considered preferable during design as it enabled turbines to the south of the array to 
be deleted, whist optimising generation capacity and the overall viability of the project. 
Furthermore, while the applicant recognises the removal of turbines T3, T6, T11 and 
T12 would improve the overall composition of the development from a number of 
viewpoints, they also consider that the overall magnitude of change would not generally 
alter and the significance of effects would not change, as such concluding that the 12 
turbine scheme is acceptable from a landscape and visual perspective.  
 
The above comments from the applicant have been noted and considered. 
Nonetheless, this application must be assessed against the scheme currently applied 
for, and previous iterations of this, or the mere fact that this layout is an improvement of 
one previously proposed, is not relevant. As such, the four turbines in question (T3, T6, 
T11 and T12) remain unacceptable in landscape terms as they form outliers in many 
views, often form the most prominent turbines in views (standing at a higher elevation to 
the proposed turbines which are set further back into the moorland plateau of Rooley 
Moor), and lie to the east of Rooley Moor Road, the set back from which necessitates 
separation from the other turbines to the west of the route.   
 
In further assessment of the visual effects, it is noted that neither the original ES nor the 
FEI include detailed landscape information on the ancillary elements of development. 
Nonetheless, this information has been included within the SEI for 8 turbines and 
viewpoints, 18, 20 and 21 illustrate the visual effects from the ancillary elements. These 
effects are assessed in full below (in the SEI assessment), but in brief, although it is 
considered that ideally the ancillary elements would have been located up on the top of 
the moorland plateau so as to help screen them from landscape viewers and 
recreational users, it is considered that with appropriate conditions controlling the 
restoration of the borrow pits (which it is noted would only be active during the 
construction period of development) and the materials used in the construction of the 
compound, substations and other ancillary development, the landscape impacts of 



these elements can be reduced to an acceptable level and be in accordance with the 
above noted policy. 
 
 8 turbines 
 
In the SEI the proposed development is reduced to eight turbines and the four turbines 
noted as problematic in landscape terms (T3, T6, T11 and T12) have been removed 
from the development. It is still considered that significant visual effects would be 
experienced from the 12 viewpoints identified in the ES and viewpoint 8 would also 
experience borderline significant effects. However, the removal of the four turbines (T3, 
T6, T11 and T12) has removed the previous concerns over these four turbines 
integrating poorly with the remaining turbines and those at Scout Moor, and as such, 
removes the Councils previous objections in this regard.  
 
The SEI also provides further information that is not included in the ES or FEI relating to 
the ancillary elements (borrow pits, substations and the widening of Rooley Moor 
Road). This information, in the form of additional information shown on viewpoints 19, 
20 and 21, clearly indicates the highly visible nature of these ancillary elements on the 
southern and eastern facing slopes of the Rooley Moor Plateau and LUC consider that 
further consideration should be given to relocating these components up on the top 
moorland plateau, using natural depressions in the landscape to help further screen 
these features from viewers in the surrounding landscape and from recreational 
receptors on the moor.  
 
Nonetheless, it is also recognised that the visual impacts of these elements can be 
reduced through certain measures, and certainly in regards to the borrow pits, these are 
a temporary feature that would be restored following construction of the site. As such, 
the Council can reasonably control a sensitive restoration scheme for these elements of 
the development and with such control over the borrow pits, it is considered that while 
there would be significant temporary visual effects from their siting, the duration of 
these effects would reduce the significance of this to an acceptable level and on 
balance the borrow pits would be acceptable from a landscape perspective.  
 
Moving to the substation and other ancillary equipment within the site compound, it is 
again noted that the impacts of these could be adequately reduced through the 
inclusion of appropriate conditions. It is noted that this element of the development 
would be more permanent than the borrow pits and the compound would be retained 
throughout the lifetime of the windfarm and during decommissioning. However, through 
the control of surface and building materials, the visual impacts from these elements, 
when viewed from a distance, can be reduced to a level where on balance it is 
considered the harm to visual landscape effects would not be significant and would 
therefore be acceptable in this regard.    
 
In light of the above the 8 turbine scheme would be acceptable in terms of visual 
landscape effects.  
 
Residential visual amenity 
 
Although the turbines would be visible from a number of residential properties, none 
would be closer than 1.16km (1160m) to the nearest turbine. Over this distance, it is not 
considered that, despite the scale of the turbines, the development would have an 
unpleasantly overwhelming or unavoidable presence from these properties which would 
detrimentally impact on living conditions to an unacceptable degree.  
 



There are however other concerns in respect of residential amenity unrelated to the 
visual impacts of the development which are addressed later in this report.  
 
Effects of landscape designations 
 
In assessing the landscape impacts on designated landscapes, it is recognised that the 
development would be in view from both the Peak District National Park and the Forest 
of Bowland (Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty). Nonetheless, given the distance to 
both of these landscapes, the proposed turbines would be seen as distant features on 
the skyline that would be seen in the context of other similar development as well as 
other urban development. As such it is considered that the application as proposed 
would not give rise to any significant or adverse effects of either the National Park or 
Areas of Outstanding National Beauty and the landscape impacts of the development 
are acceptable in this regard.  
 
Looking at designed landscapes around the area it is noted that the application site is 
within view from several heritage assets, which includes, listed buildings, conservation 
areas and historic parks and gardens. Any landscape issues associated with these 
assets is assessed later in the report in the cultural heritage section.   
 
Cumulative effects 
 
The National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) states that “cumulative landscape 
impacts and cumulative visual impacts are best considered separately. The cumulative 
landscape impacts are the effects of a proposed development on the fabric, character 
and quality of the landscape; it is considered with the degree to which a proposed 
renewable energy development will become a significant or defining characteristic of 
the landscape” 
 
“Cumulative visual impacts concern the degree to which proposed renewable energy 
development will become a feature in particular views (or sequence of views), and the 
impact this has upon the people experiencing those views. Cumulative visual impacts 
may arise where two or more of the same type of renewable energy development will 
be visible from the same point, or will be visible shortly after each other along the same 
journey. Hence it should not be assumed that, just because no other sites will be visible 
from the proposed development site, the proposal will not create any cumulative 
impacts.” 
 
When assessing the cumulative effects it is noted that the application site is near to a 
number of other windfarm sites, notably the existing Scout Moor Wind Farm which is 
sited to the west. It is also noted that on submission of the current application any 
extension to the existing Scout Moor Wind Farm was only speculative, but in March 
2015 an application was submitted for a 16 turbine scheme.  
 
In considering any cumulative impacts it is also important to ensure any results from 
development would not tip the balance to a ‘windfarm landscape’, as is advised in both 
the 2010 and 2014 Julie Martin Studies. In the 2014 report the following statement is 
noted of particular importance in considering cumulative impacts: “in repowering 
existing wind energy sites or extending the existing Scout Moor wind farm [care will 
need to be taken to ensure that] the surrounding landscape does not become ‘a wind 
farm landscape’ i.e. a landscape in which the influence of wind energy development 
dominates landscape character, effectively creating a new character”.  It is also noted 
that the 2014 capacity study no longer refers to numerical limits to the number of 
turbines that could be accommodated.  
 



In consideration of the proposed development, LUC (on behalf of the Council) have 
assessed the cumulative impacts of development and consider that “..given the 
pressure for wind farm development that the Scout/Rooley Moorland Plateau is under 
we would maintain that between the operational and proposed wind farms in this area 
there is an opportunity to design on larger and coherent wind farm. This larger wind 
farm should be contained within the central core of the Scout/Rooley moorland plateau 
with sufficient offset from the surrounding valleys to help minimise adverse landscape, 
visual and cumulative effects. In addition, we would maintain that this should be 
contained to the west side of the Rooley Moor Road only.”  
 
LUC (on behalf of the Council), then continue to advise the following in regards to both 
the 12 and 8 turbine scheme: 
 
The revised 8 turbine scheme for Rooley Moor Wind Farm does not extend to the east 
of Rooley Moor Road, which can be seen as a perceptual limit or barrier to the 
eastward spread of turbines. While Rooley Moor Road could be seen from the wider 
context as ‘just a line across a moor’, it is important as it is a line that people follow 
when crossing the moor, and it therefore represents a way in which people experience 
the moor.  
 
The area of Rooley Moor that lies to the east of Rooley Moor Road is important in 
providing turbine-free open upland to preserve the relative scale of the moor being 
larger than the wind farms on it. This undeveloped area is important for creating 
separation between turbines and the Whitworth to Bacup valley, and also for 
maintaining undeveloped upland between turbines on Rooley/Scout Moor and turbines 
on other upland areas such as Crook Hill, Reaps Moss or Todmorden Moor.  
 
The Rooley/Scout Moor uplands are experienced either in views from the wider 
landscape, or by crossing them along footpaths and bridleways. The Pennine Bridleway 
along Rooley Moor Road is the key route from which Rooley Moor is and Rooley Moor 
Wind Farm would be experienced. From this route, the 12 turbine scheme will be on 
either side, whereas the 8 turbines scheme will be seen to one side, importantly on the 
same side as the existing turbines of Scout Moor Wind Farm. Although there would be 
significant landscape and visual effects experienced from this route with either the 12 
turbine or 8 turbines scheme, the difference in experience would be one of walking 
through a wind turbine landscape (that extends east beyond the route) or walking round 
a wind turbine landscape (that is contained to the west).  
 
The 12 turbine scheme for Rooley Moor Wind Farm would extend the windfarm 
landscape to the east of Rooley Moor Road as seen by people on this route, and is 
therefore considered to go against the ethos of the advice of the capacity study. The 8 
turbine scheme would also slightly extend the windfarm landscape eastwards from 
Scout Moor Wind Farm, but not so much that it would go against the ethos of the 
capacity study.  
 
The fact that the Scout Moor Extension has been reduced to 16 does not mean that the 
12 turbine proposal from Rooley Moor is more acceptable, because the issues relating 
to the spread of turbines to the east across Rooley Moor Road remain. While comments 
on Scout Moor Extension are not appropriate here, that proposal (of either 16 or 22) will 
be seen to spread turbines further across the Scout/Rooley Moors upland area when 
seen from the wider landscape, reducing the capacity of the upland area to 
accommodate further turbines before appearing to be dominated by them. The 
introduction of Scout Moor Extension (of either 16 or 22 turbines) would therefore make 
the eastern part of the moor even more important as an undeveloped area. 
 



In light of the above it is considered that the 12 turbine scheme raises significant 
concerns over cumulative impacts, particularly in relation to its impact when viewed 
against the existing and proposed Scout Moor Wind Farm development and other wind 
farms in the area. It is noted that the 8 turbine scheme goes some way to resolve these 
landscape concerns and for any acceptable development (in cumulative landscape 
terms), it is considered that the turbines should be sited solely to the west of Rooley 
Moor Road. Without such siting the development would allow for insufficient separation 
between the turbines and the Whitworth to Bacup Valley, and also for maintaining 
undeveloped upland between turbines on Rooley/Scout Moor and the turbines on other 
upland areas such as Crook Hill, Reaps Moss or Todmorden Moor. Any development 
that sites turbines to the east of Rooley Moor Road is therefore likely to have 
unacceptable cumulative landscape impacts. 
 
Conclusion on landscape 
 
In conclusion it is considered that there are unacceptable landscape and visual impacts 
associated with the development of 12 turbines at the site. There are four turbines that 
are consistently problematic in views of the development and which fail to integrate well 
with the proposed development or the existing turbines at Scout Moor. Turbines T11 
and T12 often appear as outliers to the proposed development and turbines T3 and T6 
often appear to be notably more prominent in views from the east and southeast and 
can sometimes be seen in from of the horizon of the moorland plateau.  The removal of 
these four turbines would improve the overall balance of the turbine layout and improve 
the landscape and visual impacts from the development.  
 
The cumulative landscape impacts of placing turbines to the east of Rooley Moor Road 
are also considered to be unacceptable as such a turbine layout would allow for 
insufficient separation between the turbines and the Whitworth to Bacup Valley, and 
also for maintaining undeveloped upland between turbines on Rooley/Scout Moor and 
the turbines on other upland areas such as Crook Hill, Reaps Moss or Todmorden 
Moor. In this regard it is considered that the area of Rooley Moor that lies to the east of 
Rooley Moor Road is important in providing turbine free open upland in order to 
preserve the relative scale of the moor being larger than the wind farm on it.  
 
Turbines T3, T6, T11 and T12 are also of concern due to the impact they would have 
on recreational users of Rooley Moor Road who would experience the effect of walking 
through a wind farm, which would change the character and experience of this route. 
This matter will be addressed further in the section of rights of way, but from a 
landscape aspect, such impacts are not considered acceptable and in this sense the 
development should be sited solely to the west of Rooley Moor Road.  
 
In light of the above it is considered that the development of 12 turbines at Rooley Moor 
would have unacceptable and adverse impacts on landscape matters. The application 
is therefore unacceptable in this regard.  
 
When examining the 8 turbine scheme it is recognised that the problematic turbines 
(T3, T6, T11 and T12) to the east of Rooley Moor have been removed. Given their 
removal the above issues relating to the prominence of these turbines, the siting of 
turbines to the east of Rooley Moor Road and the landscape impact on amenity users 
have been removed and the eight turbine scheme is considered to be acceptable in 
landscape terms.  
 
 
 
 



Hydrology, Hydrogeology and Geology 
 
Policy 
 
Under policy G/EM/1 of the Rochdale Unitary Development Plan it is established that 
the Council will seek to ensure that the location and impact of new development is 
regulated in the interests of good environmental management and the council will seek 
the minimum practicable levels of ground, air, water and noise pollution from all 
development. Development and landuse activities will also be expected to safeguard 
public safety and the natural environment, including water courses and flood plains.  
 
Policy EM/2 of the UDP also similarly advises that development will not be permitted 
where it would lead to an increase in pollution which would be harmful to the 
environment, and to land uses and land users in the area. Policy EM/8 also requires 
that development likely to pose an unacceptable risk to surface water and ground water 
quality, or to water supply will not be permitted and development proposals will be 
expected to ensure that there will be no detrimental effect upon the availability of water 
resources to existing users and the environment.  
 
Under policy G/NE/1 it is also established that sites and features of nature conservation  
value will be given full and appropriate recognition and protection, and in particularly, 
policy NE/2 establishes that development proposals adversely affecting sites or 
geological/geomorphological importance will not be permitted, with the Council seeking 
to protect and enhance them. Finally, policy NE/3 requires that development proposals 
affecting areas of peatland, should seek to safeguard such areas from loss of damage. 
 
Chapter 11 of the NPPF also relates to conserving and enhancing the natural 
environment and establishes that the planning system should contribute to and 
enhance the natural and local environment by measures that include (amongst others): 
 

- protecting and enhancing valued landscaped, geological conservation interests 
and soils,  

- recognising the wider benefits of ecosystem services,  
- preventing both new and existing development from contributing to or being put 

at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of 
soil, air, water or noise pollution or land instability,  

- remediating and mitigating despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated and 
unstable land, where appropriate.  

 
Paragraph 121 of the NPPF also established that planning decision should ensure that 
development sites are suitable for their new use, taking into account ground conditions 
and land instability, including from natural hazards or former activities such as mining, 
pollution arising from previous uses and any proposals for mitigation including land 
remediation or impacts on the natural environment arising from that remediation.  
 
The Draft Core Strategy also provides policy on the above and policy G7 states that the 
focus is to maintain and enhance the peatland habitats of the South Pennine Moors and 
that development proposals should protect and enhance existing features such as 
peatland. Policy G8 requires the appropriate management of water resources and flood 
risk, ensuring that development does not directly or indirectly lead to pollution of 
existing water resources. Policy G3 also set out various requirements for renewable 
energy development, among them being the protection of the boroughs peatlands as an 
ecological resource and as a carbon sink. Furthermore, there should be no 
deterioration in water quality, with land which is used for water catchment purposes, 
recognised as being critical to the delivery of water supply.  



Hydrology and Private Water Supplies (PWS) 
 
In line with the above policies the impact on hydrology is a material consideration and 
this is also noted as a significant matter of concern within the representations received, 
as a number of properties in the area are reliant on private water supplies which are 
sourced from Rooley Moor. It is also acknowledged that disruption to PWS has 
occurred at a limited number of properties during the construction of the Crook Hill Wind 
Farm. The submitted environmental information in respect of hydrology assesses the 
effects on surface water, ground water, geology and private water supplies.  
 
In assessing the impact on hydrology the ES notes that the application site drains five 
surface water catchments which ultimately drain to the River Irwell (to the north and 
west), the River Spodden (to the east) and Naden Brook (to the south). The catchments 
also include United Utilities public water supply reservoirs which received surface water 
inputs from watercourses located within the upper parts of the catchments.  
 
As the Council’s own officers do not have the necessary specialism or expertise in this 
area to carry out a robust assessment of the application it commissioned JBA 
Consulting (JBA) to act on its behalf. Detailed comments on these matters were also 
received from Natural England and GMEU.  
 
A number of potential effects on private water supplies, ground water, geology and 
surface water were identified in the submitted environmental information. For example, 
construction could lead to temporary reductions in water quality, disruption of private 
water supplies and disturbance and degradation of peat. The operation of the wind farm 
could lead to changes in ground water flow regimes from the presence of concrete and 
the decommissioning could also impact on water quality. This is not intended to be a 
comprehensive list of all possible effects of the proposals but simply gives some 
examples. 
 
It is considered that overall the possible impacts on water quality, specifically colour and 
turbidity of surface water runoff into reservoirs is a potentially very significant impact. 
Regarding this impact the possibility of disturbing peat and generating peat within run 
off from this site is the main source of potential colour and associated suspended 
impact (the impacts on peat are assessed in the next section of the report) (disturbing 
mine water may also be significant). In this regard it is probably of little importance if the 
peat disturbed is shallow (less than 0.5m depth) but issues arise if the peat gets into 
any of the surface water drainage systems.  
 
A number of concerns were raised in respect of the assessment of hydrology in the 
original Environmental Statement. The applicant however submitted FEI and SEI which 
generally addressed the above concerns with the overall risk to private water supplies 
considered to be minor and the risk to surface water shown as moderate.  
 
Following the submission of the FEI and SEI the disruption to PWS remained a concern 
given the proximity of some of these supplies to the site and the presence of mining 
enhanced permeability and faulting. It was acknowledged that the risk of such 
disruptions is unlikely, but given the sensitivity of the particular impact, it was 
considered further justification to support the conclusion that there is a rare likelihood of 
occurrence should be provided and in particular, before PWS matters can be 
conditioned, an outline monitoring plan should be submitted for the PWS which are 
closest to the development area and deemed to be at greater risk of impact.  
 
The submitted environmental information, including additional information included in 
the SEI and FEI set out a number of mitigation measures which would implemented to 



avoid adverse impacts on hydrological interests, including PWS. These were assessed 
by JBA and were, in the main, considered to be appropriate and would be brought 
forward through a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP), Drainage 
Management Plan (DMP) and Peat Management Plan (PMP) overseen by an 
Ecological Clerk of Works and a series of robust planning conditions. Further discussion 
has taken place between the developer and JBA since the submission of the FEI and 
SEI to come to an agreement on suitable planning conditions to cover the outstanding 
issues in respect of hydrology and in particular PWS. Lessons that have been learnt 
from the PWS issues arising from the Crook Hill development have been applied to the 
drafting of these conditions and it is considered that matters of hydrology and in 
particular PWS have now been satisfactorily addressed.  
 
Geology and Peat 
 
As briefly mentioned above impacts on peat can potentially affect hydrology and peat 
itself is an important consideration, with blanket bog (which covers much of the site) 
identified as an Annex 1 priority habitat under the EC Habitats Directive.  
 
Within the application it is acknowledged that peat around the application site will be 
disturbed by the development. Consideration of the impacts from this has been 
provided by JBA (on behalf of the Council), Natural England and GMEU, all of whom 
have raised concerns with the loss of peat and proposed mitigation.  
 
Assessment of Environmental Statement (ES) 
 
The application clearly acknowledges that all aspects of the development would impact 
on peat, but attempts have been made where possible to avoid the deeper areas. 
Where the applicant has considered that deeper areas cannot be avoided, measures 
such as ‘floating tracks’ have been proposed. Nonetheless, in the assessment of the 
Environmental Statement it was considered that more could have been done to avoid 
mapped peat.  
 
It is also noted that consideration of the peat slide risk assessment is not adequate as 
several of the turbines (T4 and access track, T8 (and possibly T10) and track) intersect 
areas of moderate peat slide and should be avoided. This matter has not however been 
adequately addressed in the ES, identifying that with mitigation the risk of peat slide is 
minor. However, the main means of mitigating peat slide risk is to avoid the area of risk, 
which does not appear to have been done. In this regard it is considered that the design 
should either be amended to avoid the areas of risk or further geotechnical analysis 
should be undertaken to determine the level and nature of risk.  
 
In consideration of the removed areas of peat it is also considered that insufficient 
information was provided in regards to reinstatement and management of the disturbed 
peat. For example, in the areas around the turbines re-vegetation of the peat is 
discussed rather than reinstatement. However, in the case of peat this would need to 
be replacement of peat turves (or seeding of peat using a peatland vegetation seed 
source), The issue of re-vegetation can be very significant and it is important that re-
vegetating areas are not grazed until vegetation is well established as overgrazing is a 
key factor in the degradation of peat. This is noted as being a problematic issue on 
common land where fencing and grazing restrictions are difficult to arrange.  
 
It is also noted that the use of peat turves for bunding may not work as these would be 
elevated and unlikely to have a high water table. As such the peat vegetation is likely to 
die, leaving the peat exposed and subject to oxidation and erosion.  
 



Although the ES has not fully addressed the full risks associated with the development 
an Outline Peat Management Plan has been submitted. This does not fully account for 
the loss of peat and even where development is on shallower areas, it should be 
avoided if possible as these will be hydraulically connected to the deeper area. 
Nonetheless, the peat management plan has been considered in full and in addition to 
the concerns over avoiding peat, it is considered that the peat restoration proposals are 
also insufficient. In particular, it is noted that there are likely issues with grazing and 
recreational use and the impact these factors would have on peat restoration. It is 
unclear how the restoration areas would be protected from grazing and recreational 
uses and it is unclear if methods such as fencing would be used. The detrimental 
impact on restoration through grazing and recreation is known to have been a concern 
on the nearby Scout Moor site and with this concern realised it is considered that more 
information is required in regards to protection of the restoration areas.  
 
In further regard to the restoration areas it is noted that peat is to be used on the edge 
of tracks so to limit their visual impact. However, due to these areas being located at 
higher levels, such restoration is unlikely to be effective with the peat likely to dry out 
and oxidise.  
 
FEI and SEI 
 
Following the above assessment additional information has been submitted in the form 
of FEI and SEI. Following this information it is considered that sufficient justification has 
been submitted in regards to the siting of the development, particularly in regards to its 
relationship to peat deposits. However, concerns remain with the submitted Outline 
Habitat Management Plan and the identified areas of peat restoration, and it is 
considered that this plan still fails to ensure adequate restoration would take place.  The 
20ha proposed at the moment is still only identified as ‘proposed’ with a lack of certainty 
relating to whether this area can actually be used and if not, what is the contingency 
position. Also, although 20 hectares has been earmarked for peat restoration purposes, 
concerns remain as to whether or not it will be possible to restore the peat land habitats 
which will be lost within the proposed restoration area (and also any additional areas 
that can be identified and set aside) and the final quality of this habitat. Furthermore, 
proposals to use peat across new and widened access tracks are still a significant 
concern given that it is known such measures were not successful on the adjacent 
Scout Moor site. It is also unclear if long term peat restoration is to take place across 
and adjacent to Rooley Moor Road and if so how effective such proposals will be, given 
that it appears any restoration would need to be carried out above residual areas of 
hardstanding.  
 
In light of the above, although some concerns regarding the displacement of peat on 
the site have been addressed, the restoration method required to mitigate against these 
losses are still insufficient and fail to demonstrate that the development would provide 
sufficient mitigation and that this mitigation would be effective. Without this information 
the applicant has failed to demonstrate that peat restoration would be carried out 
effectively, leading to a loss of peat habitat. It is not considered that these outstanding 
concerns are matters that can be adequately dealt with through condition or planning 
obligation. The applicant continues to discuss these issues with JBA (on behalf of the 
Council) and GMEU in order to come to a position where the peat restoration is 
considered to be satisfactory. This position has not been reached and given that the 
development is unacceptable in a number of other fundamental respects, it is not 
considered that the submission of substantive additional information, if necessary, to 
address this issue would be appropriate. The proposals would therefore have an 
unacceptable impact in respect of its impact on peat.  
 



Ecology and ornithology 
 
Under policy G/NE/1 of the UDP it is important that sites and features of nature 
conservation value will be given full and appropriate recognition and protection in the 
assessment of development proposals. Additionally, policy NE/2 establishes that 
development proposals adversely affecting sites and areas of ecological importance will 
not be permitted, with the Council seeking to protect and enhance them and under 
policy NE/3 the effect of land use change on habitats of ecological value will be taken 
into account. Policy NE/4 is also of important and this establishes that development 
proposals that would affect a species protection by national or European law or its 
habitat, will not be permitted unless it can be demonstrated that:- 
 

- There is no adverse impact on the species concerned.  
- Loss of, or damage to habitats supporting such species is minimal and, where 

required, adequate alternative habitats are provided to sustain at least the 
current levels of the population of the species, and  

- Where a proposal affects a European Protected Species, it fulfils the appropriate 
criteria for development as set out in National and European legislation.  
 

The NPPF under chapter 11 – Conserving and enhancing the natural environment, also 
requires the planning system to contribute and enhance the natural and local 
environment by measures including: 
 

- Recognising the wider benefits of ecosystem service.  
- Minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where 

possible, contributing to the Government’s commitment to halt the overall 
decline in biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological networks 
that are more resilient to current and future pressures.  

 
Under paragraph 118 of the NPPF it is also stated that “When determining planning 
applications, local planning authorities should aim to conserve and enhance biodiversity 
by applying the following principles: 
 

- If significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through 
locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, 
or, as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be 
refused; 

- Proposed development on land within or outside a Site of Special Scientific 
Interest likely to have an adverse effect on a Site of Special Scientific Interest 
(either individually or in combination with other development) should not 
normally be permitted. Where an adverse effect on the site’s notified special 
interest features is likely, an exception should only be made where benefits of 
the development, at this site, clearly outweigh both the impacts that it is likely to 
have on the features of the site that make it of special scientific interest and any 
broader impacts on the national network of Site of Special Scientific Interest.  

- Development proposals where the primary objective is to conserve or enhance 
biodiversity should be permitted.  

- Opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in and around developments should be 
encouraged.  

- Planning permission should be refused for development resulting in the loss or 
deterioration of irreplaceable habitats, including ancient woodland and the loss 
of aged or veteran trees found outside ancient woodland, unless the need for, 
and the benefits of, the development in that location clearly outweigh the loss; 
and  



- The following wildlife sites should be given the same protection as European 
sites: 

o Potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of 
Conservation; 

o Listed or proposed Ramsar site, and 
o Sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse 

effects on European sites, potential Special Protection Aras, possible 
Special Aras of Conservation and listed or proposed Ramsar sites.  

 
The Draft Core Strategy also provides further policy and establishes that under policy 
G3, applications for renewable development should not adversely impact on 
biodiversity including protected species, statutory and locally designated sites and 
important habitats and geodiversity. Policy G7 also requires that sites and features of 
biodiversity and geodiversity importance are given full and appropriate recognition and 
protection, with particular reference give to the South Pennine Moors and the peat land 
habitats and biodiversity value that they provide.  
 
Ecology 
 
In regards to the surveys undertaken, these have been assessed by JBA (on behalf of 
the Council) and are considered to be satisfactory, giving a comprehensive baseline for 
ecology within the development area. As a result of these surveys the following 
recordings have been made in regards to ecology.  
 

- White-clawed Crayfish are known to occur within the area but the closest known 
occurrence is at the Rochdale Canal, 4.7km from the development area. The 
streams within and immediately downstream of the development area are not 
suitable for this species and a desk study to a 2km radius of the area did not 
return any records for white-clawed crayfish.  
 

- Common Lizard was confirmed on the site.  
 

- Fish have been omitted from the list of faunal receptors and no fish were 
returned from the data search. It is agreed that the impact on fish is likely to be 
negligible from the development.  

 
- No Great Crested Newts have been recorded within 500m of the proposed wind 

farm infrastructure, although Palmate Newts and frogspawn were present.  
 

- No Otter or Water Vole were found present within the development area, 
although three records for Water Vole were found in the wider area, with the 
closest being 500m to the east. No signs of Badger were also found within the 
development area, although a Badger sett was located within 300m of the 
development area, with another 15 sett records returned from the data search of 
2km. 

 
- Bat Surveys were undertaken at the optimal survey time and only Common 

Pipstrelle bat were recorded within the development area, however there are 
records of other bats within 2km of the development area. The area is deemed 
as providing low potential for bats and no bats that have a high potential to be 
impacted by wind turbine development were recorded during the surveys. 

 
- Brown Hare have been recorded within the development area and are of local 

value. It is acknowledged that this species is unlikely to be significantly impacted 
by the development.  



 
Given the above it is recognised that the proposed scheme could impact on ecology in 
the area and as a result of the development a total of 8.72ha of habitat would be lost 
(this area would be reduced on the 8 turbine scheme). Mitigation is therefore required 
throughout construction and operation and to mitigate against the above losses and 
possible risks to ecology, mitigation measures have therefore been proposed, including 
a Habitat Management Plan. 
 
JBA (on behalf of the Council) have confirmed that the mitigation proposed, including 
the Habitat Management Plan, is appropriate. This includes direct measures during 
construction to avoid disturbance of species, including (amongst other measures) a 
50m allowance for micro-siting of the turbines should a badger sett be found. During 
construction, all excavations greater than 1 m depth will also be either covered at night 
or designed to include a ramp to allow animals a mean of escape should they fall in. In 
addition, all potentially dangerous substances or materials will be carefully stored within 
temporary construction compounds to ensure they could not cause any harm to species 
that may enter the compounds at night, and on site speed limits will be enforced at 
15mph.  
 
During operation of the turbines further mitigation is proposed, including habitat 
restoration, with measures such as spreading heather brash, seed and/or geo-jute 
matting and plug planting to help re-vegetate areas of bare peat. Temporary fencing will 
also be used to prevent grazing in the initial stages of restoration and bog restoration is 
also proposed. A further habitat mitigation site is proposed in excess of 1km from the 
site and while this has been specifically been referenced as being an area for Curlew 
(as discussed in the Ornithology section below), it would also provide habitat mitigation 
for other species in the development area.  
 
In light of the above it is considered that various species are present around the 
development area. Any undue impacts on these species can however be adequately 
managed through appropriate conditions, including the requirement for a Habitat 
Management Plan. As such the application would adequately protect the ecology 
around the development area. 
  
Ornithology 
 
In regards to the surveys undertaken, these have been assessed by JBA (on behalf of 
the Council) and are considered to be satisfactory. It is noted that some elements of the 
surveys did not fully comply with guidance, i.e. the number of hours surveyed and their 
timing within the year. However, the shortcomings are not significant and any 
information gaps have been addressed by data searches from the local records centre 
which is considered appropriate in the circumstances.  
 
In assessing the data from the submitted vantage point surveys it is noted that Curlew 
and Kestrel are most active in the application site area during the breeding season, 
while in the non-breeding season Curlew and Peregrine are recorded more frequently. 
These species are considered to require further assessment. Other species for which 
the site is designated, including Red Grouse, Redshank and Ring Ouzel have not been 
recorded in the development area and are therefore not taken forward for further 
assessment.  
 
Peregrine 
 
In regards to Peregrine on the site, no breeding birds have been recorded on site so it 
is agreed that no loss of nesting habitat will arise from construction of the wind farm. 



The closest recorded Peregrine nest is 500m from the proposed wind farm 
infrastructure and it is agreed that mitigation to prevent disturbance to this species 
would be required.  
 
In further assessment of impacts on Peregrine there were some initial concerns that the 
collision risk analysis did not take into account the hunting behaviour of this species 
which are more susceptible to collision when in pursuit of prey or the impact on young 
fledging Peregrine which are more likely to be susceptible to collision. However 
following the submission of FEI and SEI which confirmed few peregrine flight lines were 
logged within the turbine envelope, these concerns are considered to be addressed.  
 
It is also considered that the disturbance impact on peregrine has not been sufficiently 
assessed as they often hunt up to 6km from the site, with hunting likely to take place in 
the development area. It is noted that the FEI and SEI consider peregrine has low 
sensitivity to displacement, however the closet nest is sited only 500m from the 
application site and this falls at the lower end of the 500-750m disturbance distance. As 
such there is potential for disturbance to Peregrine and the conclusions drawn should 
be more precautionary. Nonetheless, given the low sensitivity to displacement the 
Council are satisfied that Peregrine around the site can be adequately protected from 
the development, subject to the inclusion of suitable planning conditions to provide 
suitable mitigation and control of this issue.  
 
Kestrel 
 
When considering the impact on breeding Kestrels in the area it is recognised that this 
is the species considered most at risk in the submitted collision risk analysis. This risk is 
however is not considered to be significant, relating to only 1 bird in every 0.9 years. 
Following this analysis it is noted that Kestrel have not been assessed in terms of 
disturbance from the operational wind farm, although it is agreed that Kestrel are 
relatively tolerant to disturbance and have low sensitivity to displacement by windfarms. 
Nonetheless it is noted that there is a potential (albeit low) for Kestrel to be displaced 
from the development area, particularly during hunting and this risk will need to be 
adequately mitigated through an appropriately worded planning condition.  
 
Curlew 
 
As stated above, it is noted that Curlew have been recorded breeding in the 
development area and as such, given the potential damage to active nests, mitigation is 
required. Disturbance to Curlew is also likely during the operational phase of 
development, and with the early breeding season, Curlew display flights will likely 
overlap the rotor sweep height of the turbines, which increases their collision risk. 
 
To mitigate the risk to bird species, and particularly Curlew, the submitted Habitat 
Management Plan indicates an area of mitigation land that will be permanently fenced 
off and which will allow habitat to be enhanced for Curlew and compensate for loss of 
habitat within the designated sites. This area was initially proposed to be within 800m of 
the turbines, but following some concerns that such proximity may still allow for 
disturbance during operation of the wind farm, SEI and FEI increased the separation to 
over 1km. This new distance from the wind farm is considered an appropriate 
mitigation/habitat enhancement measure for curlew. However, it is still of note that there 
is no guarantee that any displaced birds will move to this area. Nonetheless subject to 
the inclusion of a condition requiring that a habitat management plan, that would 
include details on the management of the mitigation area, sufficient monitoring 
proposals and the ability to change and improve works done to ensure the success of 
the mitigation land, it is considered that the development can be appropriately managed 



so as to not adversely impact on Curlew species in the area and the application is 
acceptable in this regard.  
 
Conclusion 
 
The main ornithological species potentially affected by the development are assessed 
above. It is however noted that other species should be considered. In regards to 
Dunlin, any risk from displacement and disturbance is considered to be insignificant due 
to the absence of records for this species. Furthermore, Red Grouse, Redshank and 
Red Ouzel have not been recorded and the submitted collision risk analysis 
demonstrates that the impact on Golden Plover would not be significant. 
 
In light of the above it is considered that subject to adequate conditions relating to 
mitigation, and in particular habitat management, the risks to bird species at and around 
Rooley Moor can be adequately reduced to ensure no undue harm is caused. As such 
the application is acceptable in this regard.  
 
Appropriate Assessment 
 
Regulation 61 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as 
amended) states that a ‘competent authority’ (i.e. the Local Planning Authority) must 
make an ‘appropriate assessment’ of the implications of a plan or project which is likely 
to have a significant effect on a European protected site. Greater Manchester Ecology 
Unit have carried out that ‘appropriate assessment’ on behalf of the Local Planning 
Authority and have concluded that the only European site that could potentially be 
affected is the South Pennine Moors Special Area of Conservation (SAC) / Special 
Protection Area (SPA) as pathways to other European protected sites do not exist. 
 
Appendix D includes the Summary Screening Assessment of the impact of this 
planning application on the special nature conservation interest of the South Pennine 
Moors SAC / SPA. They conclude that it would not have any significant impacts on the 
special nature conservation value of the SAC / SPA.  
 
Residential amenity 
 
Noise 
 
Under chapter 11, paragraph 123 of the NPPF it is established that planning policies 
and decisions should aim to: 

- avoid noise from giving rise to significant adverse impacts on heath and quality 
of life as a result of new development; 

- Mitigate and reduce to a minimum other adverse impacts on health and quality 
of life arising from noise from new development, including through the use of 
conditions; 

- Recognise that development will often create some noise and existing 
businesses wanting to develop in continuance of their business should not have 
unreasonable restrictions put on them because of changes in nearby land uses 
since they were established; and 

- Identify and protect areas of tranquillity which have remained relatively 
undisturbed by noise and are prized for their recreational and amenity value for 
this reason.  

 
Policies G/EM/1, EM/2 and EM/3 of the UDP also provide advice on pollution and 
advise that sensitive development should be protected from any unacceptable levels of 
noise nuisance or other elements of pollution. Policy EM/14 also requires that when 



assessing applications for wind power development, the proposal should create no 
unacceptable amenity or noise problems for local residents and cause no serious harm 
to the value of the surrounding area for quiet relaxation and recreation.  
 
Policy BE/2 of the UDP establishes design criteria for new development and requires 
that development proposals demonstrate good design by (amongst other things), 
minimising the potential environmental impact of and on the development, including 
noise, air and water pollution.  
 
Draft Core Strategy policies also recognise the importance of residential amenity with 
policy G3 requiring that all proposals for renewable developments take into account the 
impacts on local residents and their amenity. Furthermore policy SO3 establishes a 
focus on improving quality of place and DM1 requires that applications do not impact on 
amenity due to noise, air, dust, light and odour pollution, traffic generation or 
inadequate access.  
 
When considering the impacts of development, the application has assessed 
construction, operational and decommissioning noise. The impacts experienced from 
any off-site generated noise, e.g. noise from vehicles before they reach the site, are 
assessed later in the report and this section deals solely with impacts from noise 
generated within the application site. 
 
It is worth noting that this section of the report also only evaluates noise levels in terms 
of impact on residential locations, and the impact on amenity users of the area is 
assessed in the Public Rights of Way section of the report.  
 
Construction noise 
 
When considering noise impacts the Council have commissioned Hepworth Acoustics 
to assess the application and provide a report on the material considerations. In 
regards to construction noise it is noted that noise generation is always difficult to 
assess at application stage as it is necessary to make assumptions on the likely types 
of construction plant to be deployed. However, in assessing the application documents, 
Hepworths (on behalf on the Council) consider that the calculation scenarios and 
assumed types of plant/equipment that are described are appropriate and reasonable. 
Consideration is also given to the noise generated by the borrow pits and the applicants 
have confirmed that these would operate with no rock blasting.  
 
Following assessment of the application, Hepworths (on behalf of the Council) have 
confirmed that the site noise emission levels for construction would range from 33-64 
dB LAeq T. These levels would fall into the categories of ‘negligible’ and ‘minor’ as 
categorised by the applicant and agreed by Hepworths. Such levels of significance are 
considered to be acceptable in terms of noise impact, it is however still considered that 
measures should be implemented to minimise construction noise as far as possible, 
particularly in regards to the noisiest plant/activities such as pneumatic hammers, 
percussive pile driving and rock crushers. It is also noted that a noise mitigation scheme 
is proposed to be incorporated into a Construction Environmental Management Plan, 
and this would include measures such as control over construction hours which are 
currently indicated as 0700-1900 on weekdays and 0700-1300 on Saturdays. With any 
approval it is considered important that such a scheme is conditioned. However, in light 
of the above and subject to appropriate conditions it is considered that the on-site 
construction noise would not be adverse in terms of impact on residential locations.  
 
 
 



Operational noise 
 
In assessing the impact from operation noise from the wind turbines, the noise levels 
have been calculated for six sample residential locations in the area, with the 
calculations based on the ‘candidate turbine’ the Nordex N100 3.3 MW. Hepworths (on 
behalf of the Council) have confirmed that the noise levels for this turbine are typical of 
the upper end of noise emissions for turbines of the type and size considered for this 
site. The noise levels have also been assessed with an assumption that each receptor 
location is downwind of the turbines.  
 
In assessing the above calculated operation noise levels from the turbines, the 
predicted noise levels range from 19-35 dB(A), depending on wind speeds. These 
levels are within the criteria set out within ETSU-R-97 ‘The assessment and rating of 
noise from wind farms’ which is the Government prescribed standard approach for 
assessing noise from wind farms within the UK. As such the noise levels as emitted 
from the proposed wind turbines would comply with recognised standards and be 
acceptable in terms of both local and national policy.  
 
However, in further assessment of the operational noise created by the development it 
is considered that any cumulative impacts should also be assessed and this means that 
the application should be considered against the combined impact of the proposed 
development and any other relevant development nearby.  
 
When looking at nearby development it is acknowledged that there are a number of 
wind farm developments in the vicinity of the site. Nonetheless, in regards to noise 
impact the only development that need be considered is the adjacent Scout Moor Wind 
Farm which is sited to the west of the development site (all other sites are sited 
significant distance from the site so as not to result in cumulative noise impacts). In 
regards to these cumulative noise levels a calculation has been made for each of the 
six sample residential locations and these have confirmed levels ranging between 23-
41 dB(A), from low to high wind speeds. Again, it is the case that such noise levels are 
considered to be low and would not exceed the ETSU-R-97 criteria.   
 
It is noted that the phenomenon of Amplitude Modulation (AM) is not something that 
can be predicted at planning application stage. In the document produced by renewable 
UK ‘Wind Turbine Amplitude Modulation: Research to improve understanding as to its 
cause and effect’, this phenomena is summarised with the following “Modern large wind 
turbines normally produce a swishing noise with a sound level variation of a few 
decibels. However, in some cases periods of increased swish or thumping are reported. 
At presence the source mechanism for this Enhanced Amplitude Modulation (EAM) is 
not clear.” 
 
Hepworth’s (on behalf of the Council) have noted such matter as a potential concern 
but consider that it can adequately be addressed through an appropriately worded 
condition.  
 
Decommissioning 
 
No detailed proposals are currently submitted regarding the decommissioning but it is 
noted that this phase would normally involve less intensive activities and occur over a 
shorted period than construction. Therefore, on this basis it is concluded that the noise 
impact during decommissioning would be not more than of minor significance and 
therefore be acceptable.  
 
 



Conclusion 
 
In light of the above it is considered that the noise levels emitted by on-site 
construction, operation and decommissioning activities would be at a level that would 
cause no undue detriment to the amenity of nearby residential properties. The levels 
emitted from the development would comply with the recognised standard ETSU-R-97 
and would not be of excessive significance.  
 
Shadow Flicker 
 
As advised above, policy EM/14 of the UDP establishes that wind power development 
should not create any unacceptable amenity or noise problems for local residents. 
Furthermore, policy BE/2 establishes design criteria for new development and requires 
that development proposals demonstrate good design by (amongst other things), 
minimising the potential environmental impact of and on the development, including 
noise, air and water pollution.  
 
The Draft Core Strategy also requires that developments “, Do not adversely affect the 
amenity of residents or users through visual intrusion, overbearing impact or loss of 
privacy”, and also “Do not have an adverse impact on health, through its impact or the 
effect of existing problems” 
 
Shadow flicker is a known problem amongst some wind turbines and it occurs under 
certain combinations of geographical position and time of day, when the sun may pass 
behind the rotors of a turbine and cast a shadow over the neighbouring properties. 
When the blades rotate and light levels are high, the shadow moves across the ground 
and when this effect is experienced inside the buildings and the shadow passes 
through a narrow window or door opening, this results in flickering light levels, giving the 
effect known as ‘shadow flicker’. The effect predominantly occurs during sunrise and 
sunset (due to low sun levels) and the flickering light levels within an affected room can 
cause an annoyance to its occupants. Furthermore, in some cases the impacts from 
flicker effect have been linked to photosensitive epilepsy. In regards to this matter the 
applicants state in their ES that “of-photo sensitive epileptics, less than 5% are sensitive 
to low frequencies 2.5-3Hz, the remainder are sensitive only to higher frequencies. As 
modern turbines are known to operate at levels below 1Hz, seizures caused by shadow 
flicker are considered to be extremely unlikely”.  
 
Glinting is also a known effect that can be associated with wind turbines and occurs 
with the reflection of sunlight of turbine blades as they rotate. This matter has however 
been addressed over the years with development of the blade colour and finish so that 
the impacts from glinting can be appropriately managed.  
 
As part of the application, the properties considered most at risk from shadow flicker 
(within 15 rotor diameters of the proposed turbines) have been identified and the worst 
case occurrence of shadow flicker for these properties has been modelled. There is no 
UK statutory limit or guidance that stipulates acceptable levels of shadow flicker. 
However Predac, an EU sponsored organisation promoting best practice in energy use 
and supply, suggests that a maximum of 30 hours of shadow flicker in a calendar year 
with no longer than 30 minutes on any single occasion is acceptable.  
 
In assessing the worst case scenario figures against the above (non-statutory) 
guidance, it can be seen that one property would exceed the recommended shadow 
flicker occurrence with Height Farm potentially experiencing a maximum of 36 minutes 
in any day. While this figure only slightly exceeds those maximum levels recommended, 
it is recognised that flicker levels experienced could result in harm to residential 



amenity. As such, with any approval of the application an appropriately worded 
condition should be included. This will require any complaints over shadow flicker to be 
investigated and that the rectification of any substantiated shadow flicker is adequately 
mitigated through matters that might include operational controls that shut down the 
relevant turbine during conditions that would allow for potential flicker nuisance. The 
condition should also include that any turbines under investigation of shadow flicker are 
switched off following evidenced complaint, with no continued use until the matter of 
flicker has been appropriately mitigated against.  
 
In light of the above it is considered that the matter of shadow flicker can be adequately 
mitigated against through suitable planning conditions. 
 
Residential amenity relating to construction, operation and long term maintenance of 
the development 
 
Whilst it is Officers view that the long term on-site operation of the turbines would not 
give rise to unacceptable noise or other disturbances, there are concerns regarding the 
disturbance arising from access to the site.  Specifically, the impact that the use of this 
access for the construction, operation and maintenance of the proposed wind turbines 
would have upon residential amenity, particularly for those residents at Catley Lane 
Head, which is the most northern settlement on Rooley Moor Road before reaching the 
application site.   
 
The suitability of this access from a purely highway safety perspective is discussed later 
in the report. In  brief the Council’s Highways and Engineering Service has concluded  
that the access could physically accommodate all construction, maintenance and 
operation traffic without having an adverse impact on highway safety. This section of 
the report however concentrates solely on any amenity issues associated with the 
proposed access, with particular consideration given to Catley Lane Head.  
 
Under policy EM/14 it is clearly established that all applications for wind power 
development should give full consideration to the impacts of any proposal, including 
construction, vehicular access, visual and physical impacts and the effect on local 
residential amenity.  
 
The following two statements from paragraph 123 (chapter 11) of the NPPF are also 
considered important in this regard and these establish that development should; 

- Avoid noise from giving rise to significant adverse impacts on health and quality 
of life as a result of new development, and 

- Mitigate and reduce to a minimum other adverse impacts on health and quality 
of life arising from new development, including through the use of conditions.  

 
Information submitted with the ES confirms that the delivery vehicles associated with 
the development would be required to come within 0.6 metres of the closest residential 
property and delivery movements for the 12 turbine scheme would equate to a 
maximum of 227 loads per day (or 454 movements per day taking into account the 
return vehicle trips), on the assumption that no material can be sourced from the borrow 
pits. Furthermore, although the construction vehicle movement hours are not currently 
shown, the applicant acknowledges that on similar schemes, Abnormal Indivisible 
Loads (AIL) movements have been agreed to be overnight or early in the morning so as 
to ensure that disruption to all road users is minimised.  
 
It is recognised that certain elements of the above, such as the number and timing of 
delivery movements each day can reasonably be controlled through the imposition of 
planning conditions. However, the fact remains that the only proposed access to the 



site would be along Rooley Moor Road and in very close proximity to residential 
properties. An alternative access cannot be reasonably conditioned (a full assessment 
into the acceptance of any alternative access, and which may require separate planning 
permission, including alterations that may be required to the layout of turbines and 
ancillary equipment would be required), nor has one been suggested by the applicants, 
and therefore the impacts from the use of Rooley Moor Road must be considered. It 
should be noted that the Council have suggested the use of an alternative access 
throughout the application process and prior to the application being submitted, but the 
applicants have continued with the current application and access via Rooley Moor 
Road.  
 
When looking at Catley Lane Head it can be seen that the hamlet is much less 
developed than the areas further south along Rooley Moor Road, where there are 
significant swathes of urban residential estates leading towards the town centre of 
Rochdale. Rooley Moor Road in these more urban/developed areas is of sufficient 
width to easily accommodate two-way traffic and contains pedestrian footways 
(pavements) to either side of the road and traffic calming measures, with a large 
proportion of dwellings benefiting from off street parking provision. In terms of these 
properties it is recognised that the construction, operation and maintenance vehicle 
movements would result in some loss of amenity, but balanced against the existing 
character of these areas, it is considered that these disturbances would equate to a 
minor inconvenience and would not significantly affect residential amenity.  
 
On the other hand, Catley Lane Head is seen as a small attractive, rural 
settlement/hamlet, comprising circa 30-40 properties, including a working farm and 
riding school/stables. It is recognised that spatially, the distance from the more urban 
settlements to the south is only small, however, the change in character is significant 
and the form of Rooley Moor Road is noticeably less urban, with hedgerows and dry 
stone wall boundaries, interspaced with residential dwellings with only minimal 
separation from the highway. The change in character of Rooley Moor Road is further 
marked by way of a sporadic provision of pedestrian footways/pavements, consisting 
predominantly of a pavement to only one side of the highway, a significant narrowing of 
Rooley Moor Road in parts to a near single width carriageway, an absence of road 
markings and a proportionate increase in on-street parking, with less off road parking 
provision at private properties.  
 
Traffic surveys have been submitted as part of the application but the most northern of 
measurements taken were between Stone Hill Road and Fern Hill Road and hence 
south of Catley Lane Head and still within the more urban/developed area. It is 
recognised that these surveys were carried out predominantly to assess the impacts of 
the development on highway safety, and from this perspective the surveys are 
considered sufficient. However, when looking at the impacts on amenity, it is 
considered that the survey results could be rather misleading and probably give the 
impression of higher traffic movements at Catley Lane Head than those which are 
actually experienced.   
 
Given the above rural character of Catley Lane Head and its rather constrained nature 
(in terms of road width and proximity of dwellings to the highway) it is considered that 
the use of this section of Rooley Moor Road for construction vehicles as well as the 
long term operation and maintenance of the wind turbines, would have a significant 
impact on the residents at this settlement.  
 
Construction of the turbines equates to 121,916 vehicle loads (for 12 turbines) for 
construction works over an estimated 50 week period. In real terms this would result in 
double that amount of traffic movements to account for return trips, thus resulting in 



243,832 traffic movements through Catley Lane Head in a 50 week period. Of these 
loads, 42 would be AIL’s and the remaining would consist of wagons transporting stone, 
concrete and other material to and from the site, flat bed lorries and other HGV’s.  
 
Beyond the construction of the turbines, no detailed information has been provided in 
the application to advise how any long term repairs/maintenance of the turbines, other 
than basic maintenance with a land rover type vehicle would be carried out. However, 
the application does acknowledge that it is possible turbine components will require 
replacement and in the case of a blade requiring replacement, two cranes and a blade 
delivery vehicle would be required. Furthermore, given the sensitivity of Rooley Moor 
Road, it is presumed by the Council that any access by maintenance and repair 
vehicles larger than a land rover would require renewed protection of Rooley Moor 
Road.  
 
While it is acknowledged that there is a certain level of uncertainty over any repair 
works that may be required, it is considered that insufficient information has been 
provided to address this eventuality with any certainty.  No information has been 
provided to demonstrate how any required renewed protection work to Rooley Moor 
Road would be undertaken, however the Council would expect it to be to the same 
level, and have the same landscape and visual impacts, as would be required during 
the main construction period, and it would, in any case, be required to give sufficient 
protection of the heritage asset and take into account the impacts on the right of way 
along Rooley Moor Road, with care taken to ensure that the route is not adversely 
affected.   
 
Given that any works beyond minor maintenance/repair of the turbines would effectively 
require significant works to Rooley Moor Road, it is considered the impacts of the long 
term maintenance and repair of the turbines could result in additional further vehicle 
movements. While the extent of these movements would vary dependent on the repairs 
required and the works needed to protect Rooley Moor Road, any such movements 
would undoubtedly increase the potential level of disturbance experienced by residents 
along Rooley Moor Road, to the detriment of residential amenity.  
 
An assessment of the impacts of the development on these issues is therefore made on 
the basis set out above.  It can be seen that significant traffic movements would be 
experienced throughout the construction period and these movements may be repeated 
in part throughout the operation of the turbines to enable any required maintenance and 
repairs and the subsequent protection of Rooley Moor Road. These vehicle movements 
would, at their closest point, come within 0.6 metres of the nearest residential property 
(761 Rooley Moor Road) and would at several points over-sail the footway and highway 
verge in the area around Catley Lane Head and also require the removal of a telegraph 
pole. The latter would be subject to separate consent and is not a matter before the 
Council.  Information submitted by the applicant also states that when accounting for 
the large delivery vehicles moving at an estimated 15 miles per hour, the predicted 
noise level for properties in Catley Lane Head would be 65 dB LAeq, T. This figure is 
based on an average of 310 daily trips (two-way) and without including concrete 
deliveries. No explanation has been given as to why these parameters have been used 
and it is unclear as to why the figure used is 100 more vehicles per day than the figures 
used elsewhere in the ES. It can however reasonably be assumed that any vehicle 
movements associated with notable repairs/maintenance of the turbines, along with the 
required protection of Rooley Moor Road, would result in similar effects.  
 
The impacts from these traffic movements and the associated dB level has been 
assessed in part by the Councils appointed consultant, Hepworths and they have 
concluded that the calculated noise level of 65dB LAeq, T is a high level of traffic noise 



in an area where there is currently little passing traffic. No baseline noise survey data 
has been submitted for Catley Lane Head, however, given that it is a rural location with 
little existing traffic it is likely that a noise level of 65dB LAeq, T would represent an 
increase from the current noise level by at least 5dB, thus indicating a ‘major’ noise 
impact during the period of these traffic movements. Hepworths have also noted that 
the application compares the predicted dB level for Catley Lane Head with the criteria 
adopted for construction site noise that are based on guidance in BS5228. However, 
this guidance and construction site noise criteria should only be used for assessing on 
site construction operations and should not be applied to off-site traffic noise on public 
roads.  
 
The ES does include some further assessment of off-site traffic noise, by considering 
the potential change in noise levels and an appropriate noise change criteria was 
adopted as follows: 
 
 Change of <1 dB(A)  negligible impact 
 Change of 1 to 3 dB(A) minor impact 
 Change of 3 to 5 dB(A) moderate impact 
 Change of 5>dB(A)  major impact 
 
However, in the ES, the dwellings at Catley Lane Head were excluded from the 
assessment of off-site traffic noise despite the fact that residents at Catley Lane Head 
are likely to experience a greater change (increase) in ambient noise levels from off-site 
construction traffic than residents living alongside other parts of Rooley Moor Road. 
This is, as discussed above, because there is little existing traffic on Rooley Moor Road 
at Catley Lane Head and therefore the ambient noise levels will be lower than at 
residential areas further to the south where there is an element of existing passing 
traffic. It is noted of importance that as a general rule, the lower the ambient noise 
climate, the greater is the potential for adverse noise impact.  
 
In assessing the impacts from road traffic noise it is noted the CRTN (Calculation of 
Road Traffic Noise) method cannot be used where traffic flows are <1000/day. 
However, this does not mean that the noise impact on dwellings which currently have 
low numbers of passing vehicles can be ignored and the assessor must adopt a 
different approach that allows the magnitude of noise change to be assessed for 
dwellings alongside Rooley Moor Road at Catley Lane Head.  
 
Following submission of the ES, FEI and SEI, Hoare Lea, the noise consultants acting 
for the applicant, have communicated with Hepworths (acting for the Council) and it has 
been agreed that in the absence of any available ambient (LAeq) noise data specific to 
Rooley Moor Road at Catley Lane Head, data from one of the noise survey locations 
used for the assessment of turbine noise could be used. As such, in a recent letter from 
Hoare Lea, they have stated that the ambient noise levels measured at the nearest 
location, Lime Barn Farm, have been used and that this data (which is not included in 
the ES) typically varied between 45 and 50 dBLAeq (07:00-19:00hrs) 
 
As stated above, the predicted noise level from construction traffic passing dwellings at 
Catley Lane Head in the FEI is 65 dBLAeq, during the busiest 2 weeks of the 12 month 
construction phase. The recent letter does however state that the level is ‘below’ 65dB 
but fails to clarify how that precise level has been calculated.  
 
The letter also states that the noise levels from construction traffic would represent a 
‘change’ (i.e. increase) of 20dB ‘in ambient noise levels’. Referring to the assessment 
criteria for noise change adopted by Hoare Lea (as provided above), an increase in 
20dB would equate to a ‘major’ noise impact.  While it is acknowledged that during the 



construction period this increase would be a relatively short term impact (equating to a 
2 week period for the 12 turbine scheme), the letter from Hoare Lea also states that 
during the remaining construction period (in periods of less intense construction traffic 
volumes), the resulting noise levels would be ‘of the order of 10dB lower’ than the 65dB 
peak traffic noise figure. This therefore indicates a level of 55dBLAeq (07:00-19:00 hrs) 
and while this figure may not be as high in absolute terms, it would result in an increase 
in ambient noise level of up to 10dB(A) for residents at Catley Lane Head and using the 
Hoare Lea (on behalf of the applicant’s) criteria of noise change for off-site construction, 
this equates to a ‘major’ noise impact. Moreover, even ignoring any traffic associated 
with long term maintenance and operation of the wind farm, this impact could occur for 
a significant proportion of the envisaged 12 month construction phase.  
 
In light of the above, it is considered that the potential noise impacts on the living 
condition of the residents, due to passing traffic during the construction phase has been 
understated and the impact would be harmful to residential amenity in this case. 
Furthermore, as these impacts may easily be repeated during any more than minor 
maintenance or repair works, it is considered that this high level of noise could 
adversely impact on the residents of Catley Lane Head, beyond the relatively short term 
(approximately a year) construction period and final decommissioning.  
 
Further to the above it is considered that the traffic movements associated with the 
construction, maintenance and operation of the development would create an 
excessive level of noise, equating to a major noise impact. This would have a harmful 
impact on the amenities which residents of neighbouring properties around Catley Lane 
Head might reasonably be expected to enjoy and therefore have an unacceptable 
impact on residential amenity. The applicants agree (in their letter from Hoare Lea) that 
the relative increase in traffic on Rooley Moor Road at Catley Lane Head due to 
construction vehicle movements will be large, but conclude that the associated noise 
impact is ‘not significant’. However on the basis of the information currently submitted it 
is considered that such a conclusion cannot be supported and the impacts from traffic 
movements would be unacceptable. It is also noted that the applicants (through Hoare 
Lea) consider that construction noise could be controlled by mitigation enforced through 
planning conditions and provisions of the Control of Pollution Act. It is agreed that such 
control can be enforced for on-site construction activities, however other than by limiting 
construction hours, it is unclear what measures are envisaged by the applicant for 
mitigating noise from construction traffic on public roads. Furthermore, the Council do 
not believe that such matters can be adequately conditioned so to adequately protect 
nearby residents. As such, and in light of the above, the traffic movements associated 
with the construction, maintenance and operation of the development would create 
excessive levels of noise and be harmful to the amenities residents of properties at 
Catley Lane Head might reasonably be expected to enjoy. 
 
In assessing the impacts on the residents of Catley Lane Head it is considered that the 
proximity of the construction and possible maintenance/repair vehicles would also 
adversely affect the amenity of residents along Rooley Moor Road. As previously 
mentioned, the largest vehicles would come within 0.6 metres of the nearest residential 
property and also come within close proximity of a number of other dwellings that front 
onto Rooley Moor Road. These dwellings largely have habitable room windows facing 
directly onto Rooley Moor Road and have minimal separation to the highway with a 
footpath and sometimes a small area of curtilage, providing the only separation.  
 
Taking into account the proximity of the residential dwellings, along with the size and 
frequency of the construction vehicles, it is considered that the residential amenities of 
these nearby properties will be adversely affected by close passing by of HGVs. The 
proximity of these vehicles will create a threatening and domineering presence, making 



people feel both unsafe and marooned their properties and detracting from the 
everyday enjoyment of these dwellings.  While it is recognised that in order to enable 
development such impacts may be acceptable in the short term, the fact that these 
impacts cannot be quantified and could be repeated during the operation of the 
development, is of significant concern, and the residents of Catley Lane Head could be 
subject to these impacts a number of times throughout the 25 year operation period.  
 
In addition to the above it is noted that during the construction period and particularly 
during the movement of AILs, parking restrictions will be required throughout Catley 
Lane Head and also for some distance to the south. Such restrictions will prevent 
residents from parking outside of their properties and impinge on the availability of 
access to these properties.  No alternative parking provision has been included within 
the application. Additionally, given the narrow width of Rooley Moor Road, the 
frequency and duration of traffic movements are likely to impact on the operation of the 
public transport (bus) service which operates in the area and restrict the use of the 
highway for the access of emergency vehicles. This would have a negative impact on 
the amenities which residents of these properties might reasonably be expected to 
enjoy.   
 
Furthermore, when assessing the amenity issues concerned with a large number of 
HGVs using the upper end of Rooley Moor Road, it is also considered that the 
frequency of over-sail of the pavement, would further detract from the overall amenity of 
the area, creating a perceived threat and domineering impact for pedestrian users of 
the highway.  
 
In light of the above it is considered that the use of Rooley Moor Road for the 
construction, operation and maintenance of the development is unacceptable due to the 
adverse impact HGV vehicles to the site would have on residential amenity. The vehicle 
movements associated with the construction of the development would result in 
excessive levels of noise and also come within very close proximity (within 0.6m) to the 
nearest residential properties so as to create an excessive level of disturbance as well 
as well as a threatening and domineering feeling. Furthermore, the size of the vehicles 
required for the site will require on street parking restrictions, be restricting in residents 
accessing their properties and with no alternative parking provision provided. The area 
of Catley Lane Head would also be subject to a general loss of amenity, with access for 
public transport and emergency vehicles being prejudiced by access to the 
development, and the frequent over-sailing of the highway creating a perceived threat 
to pedestrian users. It is acknowledged that these issues could also be to the detriment 
of the free movement of traffic along Rooley Moor Road, although it is recognised that 
physically, the highway network is capable of accommodating the development. 
 
As any more than minor maintenance/repair works during the lifetime and operation of 
the development would likely require the protection measures to the sensitive areas of 
Rooley Moor Road to be reinstated for every incident that occurs, the disturbance to 
residents along Rooley Moor Road (particularly Catley Lane Head) would be repeated 
for a period of time which is entirely unquantifiable. This unknown harm would result in 
unacceptable and long term impacts on the amenity of residents within Catley Lane 
Head and also create a general loss of amenity for those in the area.  
 

8 turbines 
 
When looking at the 8 turbine scheme it is acknowledged that the traffic movements 
associated with the development would decrease to a maximum of 119 loads per day 
(or 228 movements taking into account return vehicle trips). Based on these traffic 
movements the applicant’s noise consultant considers that this reduced scheme would 



also equate to ‘reduced noise levels from the construction traffic’. However, this is not 
borne out by the facts presented in the application.  
 
As stated in the above assessment of the 12 turbine scheme, we have been advised by 
the applicant that the 65dBLAeq (07:00-19:00) would occur during the busiest 2 weeks 
of construction traffic, (excluding concrete deliveries) averaging 310 passing vehicles 
per day (the above assessment makes note that this figure does not correspond with 
the traffic figures provided elsewhere in the ES). However, in Chapter 10 of the SEI for 
the 8 turbine scheme it is stated that, outside of concrete delivery days, daily 
construction traffic averaging 310 vehicles/day (again it is noted that the figure does not 
correspond with the traffic figures provided elsewhere in the SEI) is expected to occur 
for 6 weeks. Thus Hoare Lea are predicting a construction traffic noise level of 65 
dBLAeq (07:00-19:00hrs) at Catley Lane Head for 2 weeks for the 12 turbine scheme, 
but 6 weeks for the 8 turbine scheme.  
 
In light of the above, it is considered that the reduction in traffic movements associated 
with the construction of the proposed 8 turbine scheme would not reduce the noise 
levels to an amount that would adequately protect the amenity of residents at Catley 
Lane Head. Furthermore, the uncertainty relating to the maintenance and operation of 
the turbines remains, and if any works that required vehicles larger than a land rover 
were required, the protection works to Rooley Moor Road would be necessary, thus 
bringing with it associated traffic movements, the issues of which are described in full in 
the assessment of the ES.  
 
In addition to the above, it is considered that the reduction in traffic movements would 
not remove or adequately reduce the concerns relating to the proximity of construction 
and possible maintenance vehicles to residential properties, with the largest vehicle still 
required to come within 0.6 metres of the nearest dwelling. The removal of street 
furniture, oversailing of the pavement, and restrictions to on street parking, public 
transport and access for emergency vehicles would also still be required and the loss to 
amenity, as described in full in assessment of the ES, would still be significant.  
 
Giving the above full consideration, it is considered that the reduction to an 8 turbine 
scheme would not adequately reduce the impacts on residential amenity from traffic 
movements associated with the construction, maintenance and operation of the wind 
farm. As such the development of an 8 turbine scheme would still result in an 
unacceptable loss to amenity. 
 
CULTURAL HERITAGE 
 
Introduction 
 
The impact of the proposals on cultural heritage focuses on those impacts of the 
proposals on heritage assets, both designated and non-designated and both above and 
below ground. Very simplistically, above ground assets are generally categorised as 
‘built heritage’ and those below ground ‘archaeology’. The whole or part of an asset 
could however fall into both categories which is why the wider definition of ‘cultural 
heritage’ is used.  
 
Impacts from development can be felt on the fabric1 of a heritage asset and on its 
setting2. Impacts on the fabric of a heritage asset tend only to be felt within the site, 

                                                           
1
 “The material substance of which places are formed, including geology, archaeological 
deposits, structures and buildings, and flora.”  
p71, Conservation Principles, English Heritage, 2008  



whereas an impact on setting could potentially be felt anywhere within the Zone of 
Theoretical Visibility, albeit common practice draws a boundary at 10km from the 
turbines for the limit of any assessment on heritage assets. 
 
Like landscape and visual effects, the impact of development in this Borough could be 
felt outside the administrative boundary. Nevertheless, if these impacts occur as a 
result of development which is proposed to take place in the Borough they must be 
given the same weight in the planning balance as any impacts within the Borough 
boundaries. 
 
It is acknowledged that there are numerous heritage assets within the Zone of 
Theoretical Visibility which would not be adversely affected by the proposals. The 
submitted environmental information undertakes a ‘selection process’ in which it 
effectively eliminates the great many heritage assets that it considers would not 
experience adverse impact on setting as a result of the proposed wind farm, and 
focuses instead on a selected group of heritage assets that would potentially be subject 
to adverse impacts. This report follows that model as it is considered to be a sensible 
and methodical approach. This report also includes an analysis of the impact of a 
development on a non-designated heritage asset which is not identified in the 
applicant’s environmental information. 
 
Appendix E lists all potentially affected designated heritage assets (as identified in the 
Environmental Statement, FEI and SEI). Non-designated heritage assets have been 
identified in the submitted environmental information and are specified, as appropriate, 
in the body of this report. It is considered that the list of potentially affected heritage 
assets identified by the submitted environmental information is, in the main, 
satisfactory. There is only considered to be one notable omission, that of Catley Lane 
Head, which is considered to be a non-designated heritage asset that requires further 
assessment. 
 
English Heritage (now Historic England) have confirmed that they have advised on, and 
are satisfied with the scope of the assessment of heritage assets within the submitted 
Environmental Statement. They did not comment further on the FEI / SEI. They 
consider that the information submitted with the application is sufficient to satisfy the 
requirement of Paragraph 128 of the National Planning Policy Framework. This is an 
assessment, however, simply of the level of information submitted with the application, 
and no inference should be drawn as to the acceptability or otherwise of its 
conclusions. English Heritage further advise that the application should be determined 
in accordance with national and local policy guidance and on the basis of the Council’s 
own specialist conservation advice. This specialist conservation advice has been 
provided in this instance, for capacity and continuity reasons, by Grover Lewis 
Associates, a heritage consultancy specialising in the assessment of this type of 
development. 
 
Where the conclusions of the submitted environmental information are considered to be 
less than satisfactory they are in relation to the assessment of the magnitude of the 

                                                                                                                                                                           

 
2
 “The surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced. Its extent is not fixed and may 
change as the asset and its surroundings evolve. Elements of a setting may make a positive or 
negative contribution to the significance of an asset, may affect the ability to appreciate that 
significance or may be neutral.”  
Annex 2: Glossary, National Planning Policy Framework, Department of Communities and Local 
Government, 2012  

 



impact of the proposals on various heritage assets, which differs markedly from the 
Council’s own appointed specialist advice. This report therefore contains a full analysis 
of the impact of the development on each of the affected heritage assets, both 
designated and non-designated, including that not identified by the applicant. 
 
This report makes reference to the terms ‘substantial harm’ and ‘less than substantial 
harm’ which are used in the National Planning Policy Framework to differentiate 
between a level of harm which should only proceed in exceptional circumstances and 
one where a balanced view can be taken to weigh the benefits of any scheme with the 
harm to heritage assets. The bar for ‘substantial harm’ has been found to be very high – 
equating to total destruction or loss of a heritage asset or its setting. Clearly this bar will 
be reached in only a small number of cases. Harm can therefore remain ‘less than 
substantial’ in NPPF terms, but there are degrees of ‘less than substantial harm’ which 
at their highest level can still be significant and not outweighed by the benefits of a 
scheme. Numerous appeal decisions have found this to be the case and where ‘less 
than substantial harm’ exists it must be weighed very carefully in the planning balance 
with reference to the Local Planning Authority’s duty under the law to have ‘special 
regard’ / pay ‘special attention’ to that heritage asset. 
 
The government’s National Planning Practice Guidance Paragraph: 017 Reference ID: 
18a-017-20140306, advises that ‘substantial harm’ is a very ‘high test’, but can arise 
from development within an asset’s setting.  

‘Whether a proposal causes substantial harm will be a judgment for the decision taker, 

having regard to the circumstances of the case and the policy in the National Planning 

Policy Framework. In general terms, substantial harm is a high test, so it may not arise 

in many cases. For example, in determining whether works to a listed building 

constitute substantial harm, an important consideration would be whether the adverse 

impact seriously affects a key element of its special architectural or historic interest. It is 

the degree of harm to the asset’s significance rather than the scale of the development 

that is to be assessed. The harm may arise from works to the asset or from 

development within its setting’. 

‘While the impact of total destruction is obvious, partial destruction is likely to have a 

considerable impact but, depending on the circumstances, it may still be less than 

substantial harm or conceivably not harmful at all, for example, when removing later 

inappropriate additions to historic buildings which harm their significance. Similarly, 

works that are moderate or minor in scale are likely to cause less than substantial harm 

or no harm at all. However, even minor works have the potential to cause substantial 

harm’. 

Legislative Background 
 
Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states 
that:- 
 
‘in considering whether to grant planning permission for development which 
affects a listed building or its setting, the local planning authority… shall have 



special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any 
features of special architectural or historic interest it possesses’. 
 
Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states:- 
 
‘in the exercise, with respect to any buildings or other land in a conservation area 
of any functions under or by virtue of… [the Planning Acts], special attention 
shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or 
appearance of that area’. 
 
The courts have held that “preserving means doing no harm” and have established that, 
where a proposal would cause some harm, the desirability of preserving listed buildings 
and their settings and the character and appearance of conservation areas, should not 
simply be given careful consideration, but should be given “considerable importance 
and weight” when the decision-maker comes to a conclusion on the planning balance.  
 
Planning Policy Context 
 
National Planning Policy Framework 
 
One of the 12 core planning principles in the NPPF is to ‘conserve heritage assets in a 
manner appropriate to their significance, so that they can be enjoyed for their 
contribution to the quality of life of this and future generations’.  
 
Section 12 and specifically paragraphs 128, 129 and 131 to 135 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework state respectively:- 
 
In determining applications, local planning authorities should require an applicant to 
describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution 
made by their setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ 
importance and no more than is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the 
proposal on their significance. As a minimum the relevant historic environment record 
should have been consulted and the heritage assets assessed using appropriate 
expertise where necessary. Where a site on which development is proposed includes or 
has the potential to include heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning 
authorities should require developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment 
and, where necessary, a field evaluation. 
 
Local planning authorities should identify and assess the particular significance of any 
heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by development affecting 
the setting of a heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence and any 
necessary expertise. They should take this assessment into account when considering 
the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise conflict between the 
heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal. 
 
In determining planning applications, local planning authorities should take account of: 

• the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets 
and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation; 

• the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to 
sustainable communities including their economic vitality; and 

• the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local 
character and distinctiveness. 

 



When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a 
designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation. 
The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. Significance can be 
harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development 
within its setting. As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require 
clear and convincing justification. Substantial harm to or loss of a grade II listed 
building, park or garden should be exceptional. Substantial harm to or loss of 
designated heritage assets of the highest significance, notably scheduled monuments, 
protected wreck sites, battlefields, grade I and II* listed buildings, grade I and II* 
registered parks and gardens, and World Heritage Sites, should be wholly exceptional. 
 
Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to or total loss of 
significance of a designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should refuse 
consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary to 
achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss, or all of the following 
apply: 
 

• the nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site; 

• and 

• no viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium term 
through appropriate marketing that will enable its conservation; and 

• conservation by grant-funding or some form of charitable or public ownership is 

demonstrably not possible; and the harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of 

bringing the site back into use. 

Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the 
significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the 
public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use. 
 
The effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset 
should be taken into account in determining the application. In weighing applications 
that affect directly or indirectly non designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement 
will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of 
the heritage asset. 
 
The policies in section 12 of the NPPF are predicated on the understanding of the 
significance of heritage assets. Significance is defined as “the value of a heritage asset 
to this and future generations because of its heritage interest. That interest may be 
archaeological, architectural, artistic or historic. Significance derives not only from a 
heritage asset’s physical presence, but also from its setting” (NPPF Annex 2: Glossary).  
 
Rochdale Unitary Development Plan (2006) 
 
The adopted Rochdale Unitary Development Plan contains several policies relating to 
cultural heritage:- 
 
Policy G/BE/9 states that priority will be given to the practical conservation and 
enhancement of those features of the built environment which are the most valuable. 
The supporting text states that the Plan places particular emphasis on the positive 
contribution that built heritage can make to maintaining the character and sustaining the 
regeneration of the Borough’s… rich historic and cultural landscapes. 
 
Policy BE/10 relates to archaeological sites and ancient monuments and states that 
planning permission will be refused where developers do not sympathetically 



accommodate such structures or remains, particularly where the proposal has a 
significant effect on the site itself or its setting. 
 
Policy BE/11 relates to the protection of locally important buildings and features of 
architectural and historic interest. This policy states that the Council will permit 
development proposals that do not adversely affect buildings and features which are of 
local interest and which contribute to the character of an area and / or are important in 
townscape terms. 
 
Policy BE/15 states that development will not be permitted, where through its siting, 
scale, design or materials, would harm the setting of a listed building. 
 
Policy BE/17 states that development proposals will be permitted that preserve or 
enhance the character or appearance of a conservation area and sets out a number of 
principles which will be taken into account when assessing a proposal. 
 
Policy BE/19 states that development proposals which would result in the loss of, or 
cause harm to the historic character, structure or setting of any part of a designated 
historic park or garden will not be permitted. 
 
Policy EM/14 relates to wind energy development generally but gives specific criteria 
which need to be met if a development is to be acceptable. In respect of cultural 
heritage, these criteria require that the proposal would not materially detract from the 
physical record of the historic and cultural evolution of the landscape and the proposal 
would not have an adverse impact on the setting of historic structures and conservation 
areas or historic landscapes. 
 
Emerging Rochdale Publication Core Strategy 
 
The emerging Rochdale Core Strategy seeks to protect the Borough’s character, 
landscape and heritage by (inter alia), conserving, enhancing and promoting key 
heritage assets, both statutory and non-statutory, including consideration of their wider 
settings. Policy SO3 states that the Council will focus on protecting and enhancing our 
heritage and natural assets. 
 
Policy P2 states that the Council will protect the Borough’s heritage by, inter alia, 
conserving, enhancing and promoting key heritage assets, both statutory and non-
statutory, including consideration of their wider settings and conserving, enhancing and 
utilising other non-statutory heritage assets of local interest. 
 
Policy G1 states that the Council will encourage and promote renewable energy 
developments… that do not… cause harm to the local area, its character and 
environmental assets and adjoining uses which cannot be satisfactorily mitigated. 
 
Policy G3 of the draft Rochdale Core Strategy states that the Council will promote 
renewable, low and zero carbon energy generating developments. Proposals should 
ensure that harm is minimised and fully mitigated wherever possible and avoids 
unacceptable visual, landscape or townscape character impacts including any 
cumulative impacts. In respect of cultural heritage the policy states that harm to the 
following should be minimised and appropriately mitigated:- 
 

a) the visual character and quality of the landscape or townscape or materially 

detract from the physical record of the historic and cultural evolution of the 

landscape; 



b) the setting of heritage assets including Scheduled Ancient Monuments, 

Conservation Areas and Listed Buildings. 

 

Supplementary Planning Guidance – Wind Power Developments 

 

This document, dating from 1998 is out of date in many respects, particularly in its 

references to now cancelled policy and guidance and can therefore be given very 

limited weight. Nevertheless, its principles remain and it states that much of the special 

character of the South Pennines derives from the interrelationship of buildings and 

various structures and features of historic and archaeological value in the landscape. 

This document requires wind energy proposals to take full account of the setting and 

character of historic buildings, structures and archaeological sites and the need for 

appropriate investigation where the possibility of an archaeological site exists.  

National Policy Statements 
 
The Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy (EN-1) states:- 
 
The particular nature of the significance of the heritage asset should be taken into 
account and the value they hold for future generations. The desirability of sustaining, 
and where appropriate enhancing the significance of heritage assets, the contribution of 
their settings and the positive contribution they can make to sustainable communities 
and economic vitality should also be taken into account. There should be a presumption 
in favour of the conservation of designated heritage assets. 
 
The National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-3) states that 
the length of time for which consent is sought when considering any indirect effect on 
the historic environment, such as effects on the setting of heritage assets. 
 
Historic England Guidance 
 
English Heritage (now Historic England) have produced two ‘Historic Environment Good 
Practice Advice in Planning’ relevant to this application; Note 2 – Managing 
Significance in Decision Taking in the Historic Environment and Note 3 – The Setting of 
Heritage Assets (GPA3). GPA3 supersedes the earlier English Heritage guidance on 
setting published in 2011. The new document is considerably shorter but broadly 
analogous with the earlier guidance. It defines setting as ‘the surroundings in which a 
heritage asset is experienced’. The guidance advises that ‘While setting can be 
mapped in the context of an individual application or proposal, it does not have a fixed 
boundary and cannot be definitively and permanently described for all time as a 
spatially bounded area or as lying within a set distance of a heritage asset because 
what comprises a heritage asset’s setting may change as the asset and its 
surroundings evolve.’  
 
A further historic environment good practice guidance note (GPA 2) was published by 
English Heritage/Historic England in March 2015, entitled ‘Managing Significance in 
Decision-Taking in the Historic Environment’. This document reiterates earlier advice in 
assessing the significance of heritage assets as an essential part of the planning 
process.  
 
 
 
 



National Planning Practice Guidance 
 
The National Planning Practice Guidance includes, inter alia, guidance on decision 
taking in respect of the historic environment, the assessment of substantial harm, 
designated and non-designated heritage assets and specifically in respect of taking 
heritage into account when assessing applications for wind turbine development.  
 
The PPG emphasises the need for a clear understanding of the significance of a 
heritage asset and its setting in order to develop proposals which avoid or minimise 
harm to significance (Paragraph: 019 Reference ID: 18a-019-20140306). 
  
It also states that as the significance of a heritage asset derives not only from its 
physical presence, but also from its setting, careful consideration should be given to the 
impact of wind turbines on such assets. Depending on their scale, design and 
prominence a wind turbine within the setting of a heritage asset may cause substantial 
harm to the significance of the asset. (Paragraph: 019 Reference ID: 5-019-20140306). 
 
Conservation Area Appraisals 
 
Relevant Conservation Area Appraisals include that for Prickshaw and Broadley Fold 
Conservation Area, prepared by this authority and that for Whitworth Square 
Conservation Area, prepared by Rossendale Borough Council. 
 
Heritage assets 
 
The environmental information submitted with the application separates the assessment 
of impacts into three ‘study areas’. The inner study area comprises the application site 
and all heritage assets within 1km of the development site. The outer study area 
encompasses an area of 5km from the application site (and includes the inner study 
area). Beyond this, an assessment is made of the most sensitive heritage assets 
(Grade I and Grade II* listed buildings, Registered Parks and Gardens, Scheduled 
Monuments) within 10km from the turbines.  
 
Grade I and II* listed buildings and scheduled ancient monuments 
These most highly graded heritage assets are considered to have the greatest 
sensitivity to change, as reflected in the National Planning Policy Framework.  
 
Inner study area 
 
There are no Grade I or Grade II* listed buildings or scheduled ancient monuments 
within the development site or the inner study area.  
 
Outer study area 
 
There are no Grade I listed buildings within the outer study area. There are four Grade 
II* listed buildings within the outer study area, all within the administrative boundaries of 
Rossendale.  
 
10km boundary 
 
There are nine scheduled ancient monuments between 5km and 10km from the 
turbines, four Grade I listed buildings and 30 Grade II* listed buildings. 
 
English Heritage, in their consultation response, have stated that their remit is 
development affecting the setting of Grade I and Grade II* listed buildings. They also 



confirm that there are no scheduled ancient monuments within the development site. 
They do not consider the development to be harmful, specifically within this remit, 
and leave the assessment of the impact upon other designated and non-designated 
heritage assets to the Local Planning Authority.  
 
All Grade I and Grade II* listed buildings and scheduled ancient monuments within a 
10km radius have been considered by the applicant in their submitted environmental 
information. It is agreed that there would be no adverse impacts on either the fabric or 
setting of these particular assets from these proposals. There is no reason to deviate 
from the advice of English Heritage in this regard. 
 
Grade II listed buildings  
 
Inner Study Area 
 
There are no Grade II listed buildings within the development site. There are 11 Grade 
II listed buildings within the inner study area. It is considered that of these heritage 
assets Prickshaw Cottages would experience adverse impacts from the proposals. 
These are set out in more detail below.  
 
Outer study area 
 
There are 179 Grade II listed buildings within the outer study area, including the 11 
identified above. It is considered that of these heritage assets the Church of St. 
Bartholemew, Whitworth, and the three cemetery chapels at Whitworth Cemetery would 
experience adverse impacts from the proposals. These are set out in more detail below.  
 
Registered Parks and Gardens 
 
Inner Study Area 
 
There are no Registered Parks or Gardens within the inner study area. 
 
Outer Study Area 
 
There is one Registered Park and Garden in the outer study area, Whitworth Cemetery 
(Grade II). It is considered that this particular heritage asset would experience adverse 
impacts from the proposals. These are set out in more detail below. 
 
10km boundary 
 
There are four Grade II registered parks and gardens within 10km of the turbines, 
Rochdale Cemetery, Broadfield Park, Queens Park and Falinge Park, all within the 
administrative boundaries of Rochdale. 
 
Conservation Areas 
 
Inner Study Area 
 
There is one conservation area in the inner study area, Prickshaw and Broadley Fold. It 
is considered that this particular heritage asset would experience adverse impacts from 
the proposals. These are set out in more detail below. 
 
 
 



Outer Study Area 
 
There are six further conservation areas within the outer study area, Ashworth Fold, 
within Rochdale and the remainder all falling within the administrative boundaries of 
Rossendale; Bacup; Cloughfold; Fallbarn; Rawtenstall Town Centre and Whitworth 
Square. It is considered that of these heritage assets Whitworth Square Conservation 
Area would experience adverse impacts from the proposals. These are set out in more 
detail below. 
 
Non-designated heritage assets 
 
It is impossible to quantify the number of non-designated heritage assets within either 
the development site or any boundary beyond it, arbitrary or otherwise, as they are, by 
their very nature, non-designated, and in the case of buried archaeology, unknown until 
they are uncovered (by development or any other means). 290 non-designated assets 
are listed in the Historic Environment Record but this is not exhaustive. Of particular 
importance to these proposals however are Rooley Moor Road, Catley Lane Head 
and buried archaeological remains on the development site. It is considered that of 
these heritage assets Rooley Moor Road and Catley Lane Head would experience 
adverse impacts from the proposals. These are set out in more detail below. 
 
Archaeology 
 
Greater Manchester Archaeological Advisory Service have been consulted, and have 
provided advice on, the potential for the development to impact on non-designated 
heritage assets of archaeological importance. They state that a search of the Greater 
Manchester Historic Environment Record was undertaken and at their recommendation 
a walkover survey was carried out to identify any visible surface remains. A written 
scheme of investigation for a paleoenvironmental hand auger survey was agreed and 
the fieldwork and analysis of this undertaken and reported upon. This was to assess the 
potential for paleoenvironmental and dating information in the peat cover and to better 
understand the potential for in situ prehistoric lithic scatters to be encountered at the 
peat / mineral soil interface. 
 
The GMAAS considers that excavation of the southern borrow pit would have a minor 
physical impact on a known historic quarry site which they believe can be mitigated by a 
programme of archaeological investigation and recording. 
 
GMAAS considers that the auger survey report established that parts of the 
development area can be characterised as being subject to a variety of active 
geomorphological processes including mass movement and gullying. This means that 
peat deposits can have been reworked and re-deposited, significantly reducing their 
value for palaeoenvironmental analysis. However, a single sample site was judged to 
provide stable conditions where such disruptive processes have not been at work. Plant 
macrofossils show a change from wooded wetland to open, damp ground dominated by 
sedges. The report proposes accelerator mass spectrometry dates be obtained from 
two samples in the core allowing the onset of peat and the subsequent accumulation 
rate to be calculated. This will be supplemented by pollen analysis and plant 
macrofossil evidence to provide an understanding of past climate, vegetation and land-
use change.  
 
The evidence for mass movement and gullying, allied to a general absence of a 
developed mineral soil horizon at the base of the peat, suggests that the potential for 
encountering in situ prehistoric flint scatters/ remains is somewhat reduced. 
Nevertheless, the report concludes that there remains some potential for heritage 



assets of prehistoric date to be present in the development area. It recognises that 
there should be a conditioned programme of pre-construction evaluation which could 
inform micro-siting of the turbines or give rise to excavation and recording. 
 
In terms of known non-designated archaeological interest GMAAS are satisfied that 
impacts have been avoided or minimised by design. The report concludes that a 
specification for a programme of archaeological works should be prepared and 
submitted to GMAAS for approval prior to the commencement of construction works. 
This will include provision for the survey and recording of sections of Rooley Moor Road 
and the quarry at the southern borrow pit that will be disturbed, evaluation of turbine 
base and erection sites to inform micro-siting and/ or excavation, and a watching brief. 
These matters can be dealt with, in the view of GMAAS, by suitable planning 
conditions. 
 
Affected Heritage Assets 
 
Although the submitted environmental information identifies that the proposed Rooley 
Moor Wind Farm could potentially affect the settings of a selected range of heritage 
assets within the surrounding area, it is notable that the conclusions of the assessment 
only find one effect of moderate significance, and that the remaining are, at most, 
minor. The great majority of effects are calibrated at none or negligible.  
 
On-site investigation, together with scrutiny of photomontages and wireframes prepared 
by the applicant’s agents, indicates that in a number cases the calibrations by the 
applicant underestimate the effects. This under-calibration is not attributable to 
methodological shortcomings, but rather appears to result more from the weight given 
in the assessment of significance, and more particularly to the contribution made to 
significance by setting. This is especially apparent in respect of some conservation 
areas where the identification of significance is largely attributed to the architectural and 
historic interest of the component buildings and structures rather than the townscape 
and wider setting qualities of the areas concerned. 
 
The designated heritage assets deemed to be adversely affected by the proposals are 
Prickshaw and Broadley Fold Conservation Area, Prickshaw Cottages, Whitworth 
Square Conservation Area, the Church of St. Bartholemew, Whitworth Cemetery and 
the three Whitworth Cemetery chapels. The non-designated heritage assets which 
would be adversely affected are Rooley Moor Road and Catley Lane Head.  
 
Prickshaw and Broadley Fold Conservation Area and Prickshaw Cottages 
 

• Significance 
 
Prickshaw and Broadley Fold is a historic Pennine textile hamlet dating from the late 
18th century. It is a small settlement comprising a group of vernacular stone buildings 
linked by a winding stone sett roadway. Leading off this roadway are several paths and 
tracks, linking the settlement to the surrounding rural landscape. The settlement lies on 
a gentle south-west incline, surrounded by open countryside, with Rooley Moor to the 
north-west.  
 
Prickshaw and Broadley Fold was designated as a conservation area in 1987, at which 
time its buildings were unoccupied. Following sensitive renovation of the buildings the 
settlement was brought back into residential use in 1993, and was the recipient of 
several awards including a Civic Trust Award.  
 



The Council’s own Conservation Area Appraisal (May 2012) describes the settlement in 
some detail, and explains its significance. It highlights the architectural and historic 
interest of its vernacular historic buildings. In describing the special interest and 
heritage significance of Prickshaw and Broadley Fold the conservation area appraisal 
emphasises not only the architectural and historic interest of its buildings, but also ‘the 
historic formation of the settlement along the path of the old stone sett road and natural 
topography’, ‘the close relationship between topography, the stone sett road, private 
gardens, houses and the rural setting’, and ‘views of the settlement on approach, views 
around the settlement from the historic road, and views out towards the unspoilt, rural 
setting from within the settlement’.  
 
The conservation area appraisal emphasises that the conservation area boundary 
‘does not take into account of the significant contribution of views to, from and around 
the settlement to the conservation area’, and states that ‘the wider unspoilt, rural setting 
is critical to the character of the settlement.’  
 
The conservation area appraisal highlights that ‘the close relationship between the 
surrounding landscape and the conservation area is critical to its particular character 
and significance’. Important views into the moorland countryside, including views to the 
north-west in the direction of the proposed wind farm, are indicated on the townscape 
analysis map within the appraisal. The conservation area appraisal specifically identifies 
views towards Rooley Moor as a particularly important part of the significance of the 
Conservation Area. This relationship with the surrounding landscape helps to foster a 
sense of isolation and remoteness and upland rural character, which contributes greatly 
to the significance of the conservation area. Crucially, the conservation area character 
appraisal culminates with the observation that: ‘The wider green spaces, particularly the 
(largely) unspoilt, rural setting of the settlement, not only contributes greatly to the 
character area, but is a formative part of it. This rural setting complements and 
enhances the remoteness of the settlement, the understanding of its historic 
development as well as the rural vernacular of the building styles’. These concluding 
observations make it very clear that a vitally important and essential part of the 
significance of the Prickshaw and Broadly Fold Conservation Area is derived from its 
wider rural setting.  
 
Prickshaw Cottages are Grade II listed and an integral part of the group of buildings 
which make up Prickshaw and Broadley Fold Conservation Area. They derive their 
significance from their historic interest (early 19th century), their architectural interest 
and also from their group interest with the remainder of Prickshaw. The significance of 
their setting is also indivisible from that of the wider Prickshaw in relation to the 
moorland context and the views to and from the heritage assets.  
 

• Assessment of Impacts 
 
The turbines would be located between 2.5km and 3.8km to the north-west of 
Prickshaw and Broadley Fold Conservation Area.  It is considered that the proposed 
Rooley Moor turbines would be highly visible at various points within the Prickshaw and 
Broadley Fold Conservation Area. This includes views from the core of the conservation 
area amongst the historic buildings, including views of Prickshaw Cottages as well as 
important views from the winding lanes that lead into and out of the settlement.  
 
An indication of the degree of visual impact of the proposed wind farm on the setting of 
the conservation area is provided by the photomontage from VP22. This shows the 
proposed Rooley Moor wind turbines viewed from the conservation area. In this view 
the turbines would be visible on the top of the hill behind the conservation area in views 
from the south-east. It should be acknowledged that views from the conservation area 



in this direction are already somewhat marred by the presence of electricity pylons and 
power lines. However, the addition of large turbines in this view would serve to further 
damage the setting of the conservation area, and would have an overbearing presence 
within the conservation area. The presence of turbines would also harm the approaches 
to the conservation area along its winding lanes, and thereby seriously damage its 
sense of rural remoteness. The effect of movement of this group of very large turbines 
would add greatly to their visual impact on the setting of the conservation area.  
 
The submitted environmental information attributes much of the significance of the 
conservation area to its buildings, stating that ‘the significance of this conservation area 
derives from its architectural and historic interest as a group of rural vernacular 
buildings used for textile manufacture’. The submitted environmental information states 
that ‘the moors form an attractive backdrop to the group of dwellings which enhances 
the artistic interest of the group’, but fails to accord great value to this attribute of the 
conservation area, or to the importance of this in reinforcing the essential quality of rural 
isolation that the settlement currently enjoys. 
 
The submitted environmental information concludes that the addition of turbines in 
views from the conservation area would result in ‘a further reduction in the artistic 
interest of the conservation area, impacting on its character and appearance’. It 
concludes that this would lead to a ‘moderate adverse impact to an asset of medium 
sensitivity’, resulting in an effect of ‘moderate significance’. 
 
The submitted environmental information groups Prickshaw Cottages in with a wider 
designation of ‘rural vernacular buildings’. It states that cottages and small houses 
generally derive less significance from the rural surroundings as they do not have such 
a strong historic connection with the land. It states that the addition of wind turbines to 
this landscape will not affect the positive contribution the setting makes to these historic 
buildings as they will still be experienced in their rural upland setting. The submitted ES 
concentrates overly on the relationship of the use of the cottages to their surroundings, 
and fails to give sufficient weight to the visual relationship that the conservation areas 
and its component buildings have with their moorland setting. 
 
In contrast to the findings of the submitted environmental information, it is considered 
that, due to the great damage that the presence of wind turbines would cause to the 
isolated rural setting of the Prickshaw and Broadley Fold Conservation Area, there 
would be ‘major adverse impact’, leading in turn to an effect of ‘major significance’. 
Whilst this is considered to fall short of ‘substantial harm’ in the terms of the NPPF, and 
relevant case law this is nevertheless considered to constitute very serious damage to 
the character and appearance of the conservation area, and to its significance as a 
heritage asset. 
 
Additionally, it is considered that the setting of Prickshaw and Broadley Fold 
Conservation Area is indivisible from that of Prickshaw Cottages, which form a 
specifically designated and important group within the wider conservation area. The 
same harmful effects would be experienced by these listed buildings as would be the 
wider conservation area, again leading to an effect which falls slightly short of 
‘substantial harm’.  
 

• 8 turbine scheme 
 
The reduction of the proposed wind farm from a twelve turbine to an eight turbine 
scheme as set out in the SEI documentation would lead to some changes in the impact 
on the Prickshaw and Broadley Fold Conservation Area and Prickshaw Cottages. 
Comparison between the photomontages images for the twelve and eight turbine 



schemes assists in understanding the relative impact, although it must be appreciated 
that this represents only one position from which the turbines would be visible. 
 
It is nevertheless considered that the presence of eight wind turbines would still cause 
significant damage to the isolated rural setting of the Prickshaw and Broadley Fold 
Conservation Area, and Prickshaw Cottages and therefore harm their significance. It is 
considered that there would be at least ‘moderate adverse impact’, leading in turn to an 
effect of ‘moderate significance’. Whilst this is considered to fall short of ‘substantial 
harm’ in the terms of the NPPF, this is nevertheless considered to constitute serious 
damage to the character, appearance and setting of the conservation area and the 
listed buildings, and would harm their significance as a designated heritage asset. 
 
Whitworth Square 
 

• Significance 

Whitworth Square is a small rural hamlet situated off the A671 between Bacup and 
Rochdale, which follows the line of the River Spodden as it flows southwards. Whilst the 
surrounding valley was used for cotton milling from the 19th century onwards, 
Whitworth Square has earlier origins, with the first St Bartholomew’s Church dating 
back to 1529, when it was built as a Chapel-of-Ease to St Chad’s Church in Rochdale. 
A dispersed settlement seems to have grown up around a number of farmsteads. 
Historically, Whitworth Square is notable as the location of a unique group of doctors, 
primarily the Taylor family, who dispensed advice and treatments from buildings in the 
hamlet for over 100 years, starting in the mid-18th century.  
 
Today Whitworth Square is notable for its attractive hillside location providing long 
distance views over the river valley and rolling hills to the west, and for the group of 
mainly historic buildings which surround a small sandstone setted square, which forms 
the centrepiece of the village.  
 
Whitworth Square was designated a conservation area by Rossendale Borough Council 
in 1974. A Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan was prepared on behalf 
of the Council and adopted in 2011. The Conservation Area Appraisal highlights the 
great importance of the landscape setting of Whitworth, including views of open 
moorland countryside to the west. Important views into the countryside from within the 
conservation area are shown on the ‘Townscape Appraisal Map’ published by the 
Council.  
 
The Conservation Area Appraisal notes that Whitworth Square’s location above the 
valley of the River Spodden, with long views to the west over the built-up valley floor, is 
one of the Conservation Area’s defining features. It notes that views are particularly 
impressive from Cripple’s Walk, above the Red Lion Inn, ‘where they take in the 
buildings along the main road and the fields and moorland beyond’. The appraisal 
states that ‘the presence of a large wind farm on the horizon beyond, with turning 
blades, is a notable feature’. Attractive views looking westwards over the rooftops of the 
conservation area’s vernacular buildings with a backdrop of hills beyond can be had 
from parts of the churchyard. Whilst these views are to some extent filtered by the 
presence of mature trees, they nevertheless contribute positively to the character and 
appearance of the conservation area.  
 
In summary, the significance of Whitworth Conservation Area derives not only from the 
architectural and historical interest of its component buildings, but also from its 
landscape setting. This is clearly expressed in the first of a list of ‘key positive features’ 
identified in the Conservation Area Appraisal as a ‘Historic agricultural hamlet in 



enclosed setting on a hillside overlooking the valley of the River Spodden to the west 
and south, with long views to the rising land with distant wind farms beyond.  
 

• Assessment of Impact 

In the case of Whitworth Square Conservation Area the turbines would be located 
between 2.6km and 3.8km to the north-west. On-site assessment undertaken in the 
preparation of this report suggests that the proposed Rooley Moor turbines would be 
highly visible at various points within the Whitworth Square Conservation Area, 
including elevated positions in the vicinity of the Church of St Bartholomew and its 
churchyard, Calf Hey Head, and on public rights of way to the east of the conservation 
area, e.g. looking over the conservation area from various points along Whitworth Rake, 
in the vicinity of the Lobden Golf Course and the Mildred Crabtree Picnic Area. The 
Conservation Area Appraisal prepared by Rossendale Council highlights the great 
importance of the landscape setting of Whitworth, including views of open moorland 
countryside to the west. Important views into the countryside from within the 
conservation are shown on the ‘Townscape Appraisal Map’ published by the Council.  
 
An indication of the degree of visual impact of the proposed wind farm on the setting of 
the conservation area is provided by the photomontage from VP21, which shows the 
proposed Rooley Moor wind turbines juxta-posed with the church and conservation 
area. In this view all twelve of the turbines would be visible, together with a number of 
the existing Scout Moor turbines. They would have a dominating presence in this and 
other views within the conservation area. The effect of movement of this very large 
group of turbines would add greatly to their visual impact on the setting of the 
conservation area.  
 
The ES attributes much of the significance of the conservation area to its buildings, 
which it considers to be the primary reason for the area’s designation. The ES notably 
plays down the contribution made by setting to the significance of the conservation 
area, acknowledging only that ‘glimpsed views of the surroundings’ contribute to its 
character and appearance. It makes no recognition of the existence of the published 
character appraisal, or in its reference to the importance of the conservation area’s 
wider landscape setting. This in turn leads to a conclusion that the character and 
appearance of the conservation areas would not be ‘materially affected by the presence 
of turbines in the wider area’, and that ‘No harm to the significance of Whitworth Square 
Conservation Area is predicted’.  
 
Contrary to the findings of the ES, it is considered that the impact of the proposed wind 
farm on the setting of the Whitworth Conservation Area would actually be ‘major 
adverse’, leading in turn to an effect of ‘major significance’. The seriously adverse 
impact of the proposed wind farm on the setting and significance of the conservation 
area may well represent ‘substantial harm’ in the terms of the NPPF. In any event it 
would represent the very upper end of ‘less than substantial harm’, and must be 
considered to constitute very serious damage to the character and appearance of the 
conservation area, and to its significance as a heritage asset. 
 

• 8 turbine scheme 
 
The SEI document comments that the blade tips of all eight turbines are predicted to be 
visible from the conservation area, although it states that tightly packed buildings and 
mature trees will obscure or filter views of them. It predicts that all eight turbines will be 
visible from higher ground above the conservation area.  
 



Despite recognition of this visibility the SEI document concludes that ‘as a distinct area 
of historic housing’ the conservation area will ‘not be materially affected by the 
presence of turbines in the wider area that at most may be glimpsed from within the 
designated area’. This in turn leads to a conclusion that ‘No harm to the significance of 
Whitworth Square Conservation Area is predicted’.  
 
The reduction of the proposed wind farm from a twelve turbine to an eight turbine 
scheme as set out in the SEI documentation would lead to some changes in the impact 
on the Whitworth Square Conservation Area. Comparison between the photomontages 
image from Viewpoint 21 for the twelve turbine scheme and the comparable view for the 
eight turbine scheme is helpful in understanding the relative impact. This does, 
however, only represent a single position from which the turbines would be visible, and 
there would be a number of other harmful views in and around the conservation area.  
 
In summary, it is considered that the impact of the proposed eight-turbine wind farm on 
the character, appearance and setting of the Whitworth Square Conservation Area 
would lead to harm to its significance. Contrary to the conclusions of the SEI document 
it is considered that there would be a ‘major adverse impact’, leading in turn to an effect 
of ‘major significance’. The adverse impact of the proposed wind farm on the setting 
and significance of the conservation area would represent the upper end of ‘less than 
substantial harm’, and must be considered to constitute serious damage to the 
character and appearance of the conservation area, and to its significance as a 
heritage asset.  
 
Church of St Bartholemew 
 

• Significance 

A key building within the Whitworth Square Conservation Area is the grade II listed 
Victorian Church of St Bartholomew. It dates from 1850 and replaced an earlier chapel 
on a different site in the village. St Bartholomew’s Church was designed by the eminent 
Gothic Revival architect, Joseph Clarke, in the Perpendicular style. Its construction was 
funded by the Taylor family who, for a number of generations were medical practitioners 
in Whitworth, and whose family crypt is in the hillside beneath the church. [N.B. There 
are other listed buildings within Whitworth Square Conservation Area but these are not 
considered to be adversely affected by the proposals]. 
 
In 1984 a serious fire destroyed the eastern end of the church. The tower and part of 
the nave remained intact, and were integrated into a church of a smaller footprint, 
designed by the Buttress Fuller Partnership. The church was re-opened in 1987.  
 
The most impressive feature of the church is its lofty the four-stage west tower, which 
has a polygonal stair turret terminating above the parapet level. The tower has a 
battlemented parapet with unusually large carved stone animal figures at each corner of 
the tower. The tower has diagonal buttresses with flint and brick panels, bands at all 
levels. The walls are of sandstone rubble and the roof is slated.  
 
St Bartholomew’s Church occupies a prominent position on higher ground on the east 
side of the Whitworth Square Conservation Area. It is clear that this prominent position 
in the landscape, and the soaring tower with its impressive battlement, was an 
intentional part of the design concept. The church draws significance, not only for its 
intrinsic architectural and historical interest, but also from its prominent setting on the 
edge of a village settlement with wide-ranging moorland views. The church, and in 
particular its tower, is best appreciated in its rural upland setting from a series of 
viewpoints on the rising land to the east.  



 

• Assessment of Impacts 
 
The proposed turbines would be between 3.3km and 4.2km northwest of the Church of 
St Bartholomew. The field assessment undertaken as a basis for this report suggests 
that the proposed Rooley Moor turbines would have a dominant presence in relation the 
church and its churchyard, particularly when viewed from Whitworth Rake and public 
rights of way to the east of the settlement, for example in approaches to the village from 
the east along Whitworth Rake, and at various points in the vicinity of the Lobden Golf 
Course and the Mildred Crabtree Picnic Area. The turbines would also be extremely 
prominent in views along the footpath that runs on slightly higher ground to the east of 
the church. In these views the church tower breaches the skyline and the proposed 
turbines would visually compete with the tower. The turbines would be visible from 
within the churchyard, in the vicinity of the Taylor tombs.  
 
The field assessment undertaken as a basis for this report suggests that the proposed 
Rooley Moor turbines would have a dominant presence in relation to the Church of St 
Bartholomew and its churchyard, when viewed from public rights of way to the east of 
the settlement, for example in approaches to the village from the east and in the 
Mildred Crabtree Picnic Area, and in footpaths leading behind the church.  
 
An indication of the degree of visual impact of the proposed wind farm on the setting of 
the Church of St Bartholomew is provided by the photomontage from VP21, which 
shows the proposed Rooley Moor wind turbines juxta-posed with the church and 
conservation area. In this view all twelve of the turbines would be visible, together with 
a number of the existing Scout Moor turbines. They would have a dominating presence 
in this and nearby views of the church. In closer proximity the church tower would 
breach the skyline, and the proposed turbines would compete for prominence with it. 
The effect of movement of this very large group of turbines would add greatly to their 
visual impact on the setting of St Bartholomew’s Church.  
 
The ES attributes most of the heritage significance of St Bartholomew’s church to its 
gothic revival architecture. The ES notes that the church is prominent from the east, 
and that this view contributes to its architectural and historic interest. It acknowledges 
that the turbines would be ‘prominent hilltop features in views of the church from the 
east’. In assessing the impact of the wind farm on the significance of the church the ES 
states that the turbines would ‘create some visual competition with the church tower’ but 
nevertheless concludes that the ‘visual impact will be slight, and the church will still be 
dominant in the view with the turbines located on the distant hilltops’. The concluding 
assessment within the ES is that the slight impact on heritage significance will result in 
an effect of ‘minor significance’.  
 
Looking at the photomontage from VP21, and considering the likelihood of equally, if 
not more dominating impacts of the proposed turbine in closer viewpoints to the church, 
it is difficult to understand how the ES could reach the conclusion that the visual impact 
would be only ‘slight’. On the contrary, it is considered that the impact of the proposed 
wind farm on the setting of the Church of Bartholomew would be ‘major adverse’, 
leading in turn to an effect of ‘major significance’. The seriously adverse impact of the 
proposed wind farm on the setting and significance of the church may well represent 
‘substantial harm’ in the terms of the NPPF. In any event it would represent the very 
upper end of ‘less than substantial harm’, and must be considered to constitute very 
serious damage to the significance of the Church as a designated heritage asset.  
 
 
 



• 8 turbine scheme 
 
Some indication of the degree of visual impact of the proposed eight-turbine wind farm 
on the setting of the Church of St Bartholomew is provided by the photomontage from 
VP21, which shows the proposed Rooley Moor wind turbines juxta-posed with the 
church and conservation area. In this view the blades of all eight turbines and the hubs 
of seven turbines would be visible, together with a number of the more distant existing 
Scout Moor turbines. The proposed Rooley Moor turbines would have a strong 
presence in this and nearby views of the church. In closer proximity the church tower 
would breach the skyline, and the proposed turbines would compete for prominence 
with it. The effect of movement of this large group of turbines would add greatly to their 
visual impact on the setting of St Bartholomew’s Church.  
 
Looking at the photomontage from VP21, and considering the likelihood of equally, if 
not more, dominating impacts of the proposed turbine in closer viewpoints to the 
church, it is difficult to understand how the ES could reach the conclusion that the visual 
impact would be only ‘slight’. On the contrary, it is considered that the impact on of the 
proposed wind farm on the setting of the Church of Bartholomew would be ‘major 
adverse’, leading in turn to an effect of ‘major significance’. The seriously adverse 
impact of the proposed wind farm on the setting and significance of the church would 
represent the upper end of ‘less than substantial harm’, and must be considered to 
constitute serious damage to the significance of the church as a designated heritage 
asset.  
 
Whitworth Cemetery and Cemetery Chapels 
 

• Significance 

The public cemetery at Whitworth dates from 1879 after land was acquired from a local 
landowner by the newly-formed Whitworth Burial Board. It is believed that Thomas Holt, 
Surveyor to the Burial Board, was responsible for the design and layout of the 
cemetery. The three cemetery chapels are known to have been designed by the 
Lancashire architectural practice of Maxwell and Tuke. The matching set of three 
single-storey chapels, all grade II listed, are designed in High Victorian Gothic Revival 
style, and are sited on a plateau in the centre of the cemetery. The paths within the 
cemetery follow a winding course, forming a circuit route. The cemetery chapels derive 
their significance from being an integral part of the designed landscape and from their 
architectural interest, and from their elevated moorland setting. 
 
The 19th century cemetery is in diamond shaped layout, and occupies a position on 
rising land above the valley of the River Spodden, with the settlement of Whitworth 
below. The layout of the cemetery exploits the sloping site to create views from the 
cemetery, and into the cemetery from the town. There are far-reaching views from the 
cemetery across the moorland landscape to the west, and this adds to the cemetery’s 
sense of peaceful contemplation and tranquility. The English Heritage list entry 
document for Whitworth Cemetery highlights the long views to the west from the centre 
of the site, and the higher eastern ground, towards Rooley Moor, and to the south 
towards Rochdale. This setting and layout of the cemetery contributes to its significance 
as a designated heritage asset. It is noteworthy that a number of the existing Scout 
Moor wind turbines are clearly visible from the cemetery.  
 

• Assessment of Impacts 
 
The proposed Rooley Moor wind turbines would be located between 3.1 and 4.1km to 
the west of the grade II Registered Park and Garden at Whitworth Cemetery. The 19th 



century cemetery occupies a position on rising land above the valley, of the River 
Spodden with the settlement of Whitworth below. There are far-reaching views from the 
cemetery across the moorland landscape to the west, and this adds to the cemetery’s 
sense of peaceful contemplation. The English Heritage list entry document for 
Whitworth cemetery highlights the long views to the west towards Rooley Moor. It is 
noteworthy that a number of the existing Scout Moor wind turbines are clearly visible 
from the cemetery.  
 
Fieldwork undertaken in the preparation of this report indicates that the proposed 
Rooley Moor turbines would be clearly visible from within the Whitworth Cemetery, 
particularly from its most elevated positions. From these elevated positions the totality 
of the registered historic landscape, containing the group of three grade II listed 
cemetery chapels and the cemetery monuments themselves can be appreciated. The 
ensemble of these three buildings, within the designed landscape, is the most important 
component of their setting.  
 
The ES attributes most of the heritage interest of the cemetery to the artistic interest 
derived from its monuments, its arrangements of paths and the group of three chapels. 
It comments that the wider setting contributes to the significance of the cemetery as it 
overlooks the town it serves, but there is no recognition of the importance of views out 
for visitors to the cemetery, the value of the unspoiled moorland backdrop, and the 
sense of peaceful contemplation afforded by the cemetery’s setting. The ES states that 
the proposed Rooley Moor turbines would ‘appear as a closer extension to the 
operational (and proposed extension) to the Scout Moor Wind Farm. In terms of impact 
the ES concludes that the slight visual change to the setting of the cemetery would 
result in a ‘negligible impact to a medium sensitivity asset’ resulting in an affect of 
‘negligible significance’.  
 
No photomontages or wireframes appear to have been prepared in respect of views 
from Whitworth Cemetery. On-site visual assessment, aided by mapping suggests that 
most, if not all twelve, of the proposed Rooley Moor turbines would be visible, together 
with a number of the existing Scout Moor turbines. They are likely to have a strong 
presence in views from the cemetery. The effect of movement of this very large group 
of turbines would add greatly to their visual impact on the setting of the cemetery.  
 
Without photomontages or wireframes it is not possible to reach a definitive view as to 
the precise level of visibility, and hence the impact that the proposed Rooley Moor 
turbines on the setting and significance of the Whitworth Cemetery, and its component 
listed chapels. However, based on fieldwork, and using the methodology set out in the 
ES, it is considered likely that the proposed turbines would have a ‘moderate adverse’ 
impact on the setting of this medium sensitivity heritage asset, leading to an effect of 
‘moderate significance’. This is considerably greater than the effect of ‘negligible 
significance’ concluded in the ES. The impact is considered to represent ‘less than 
substantial harm’ in the terms of the NPPF.  
 

• 8 turbine scheme 
 
With regard to the contribution that setting makes to the significance of the cemetery as 
a heritage asset, the SEI document states that ‘the wider setting contributes to the 
significance of the cemetery as it overlooks the town it serves,’ and that the ’long 
distance views to the moorland beyond the town to the west enhances a sense of 
separation from the lives of people in the town’. The discussion also refers to the ‘lack 
of noise from settlement or industry within the park, contributing to a positive sense of 
peacefulness appropriate to a cemetery.’  
 



Appendix 6.9 of the SEI document includes a helpful assessment of the effects of the 
proposed eight-turbine wind farm on parks and gardens of historic interest. The 
assessment was carried out to inform the landscape and visual impact assessment, 
and comprises a table containing a wireframe image, together with a short discussion of 
the effects of the proposed wind farm on the setting of each asset. In the case of the 
Registered Park and Garden at Whitworth Cemetery, the wireframe image shows that 
all eight turbines would potentially be visible in outward views from the cemetery.  
 
The discussion in Appendix 6.9 of the SEI document highlights the presence of tree 
belts in the cemetery, but accepts that these do not completely restrict outward views 
due to the steepness of the landform. The discussion observes that the hub of one of 
the turbines of the existing Scout Moor Wind Farm, and several blade tips, are currently 
visible from the cemetery. It states that there would be ‘clear visibility’ of eight turbines 
from within the cemetery, and that ‘the influence of the turbines upon the skyline would 
increase considerably due to the greater prominence of the proposed turbines when 
contrasted with Scout Moor’. The discussion states that ‘the visual effect from some 
locations in the cemetery would be significant and as such the effects warrant further 
consideration in respect of the overall impacts on the heritage asset’.  
 
The SEI document discusses the impact of the proposed eight-turbine wind farm on the 
significance of Whitworth Cemetery. It states that the proposed Rooley Moor turbines 
would ‘appear as a closer extension to the operational (and proposed extension) to the 
Scout Moor Wind Farm’. It further states that it will still be possible to appreciate the 
architectural and artistic interest of the cemetery and the broad sweep of long distance 
views from it , albeit that new hilltop features will be introduced. Consequently, the SEI 
document concludes that the slight visual change to the setting of the cemetery would 
result in a ‘negligible impact’ to a medium sensitivity asset’’ resulting in an effect of 
‘negligible significance’.  
 
No photomontages appear to have been prepared in respect of views from Whitworth 
Cemetery. However, on-site visual assessment, aided by the wirefame view from 
Whitworth Cemetery indicates that the blades of all eight turbines and the hubs of six of 
the proposed turbines would be visible, together with a number of the existing, more 
distant, Scout Moor turbines. They would have a strong presence in views looking 
westwards from the cemetery. The effect of movement of this large group of turbines 
would add greatly to their visual impact on the tranquil setting of the cemetery.  
 
Without a photomontage it is not possible to reach a definitive view as to the precise 
level of visibility of the proposed turbines and hence the impact that the proposed 
Rooley Moor turbines would have on the setting and significance of the Whitworth 
Cemetery, and its component listed chapels. However, based on fieldwork supported by 
wireframe information, it is considered that the proposed turbines would have a 
‘moderate adverse’ impact on the setting of this medium sensitivity heritage asset, 
leading to an affect of ‘moderate significance’. This is considerably greater than the 
affect of ‘negligible significance’ concluded in the SEI document. The impact is 
considered to ‘less than substantial harm’ in the terms of the NPPF, but would be 
harmful to the significance of Whitworth Cemetery and the Grade II listed cemetery 
chapels as a designated heritage asset.  
 
Rooley Moor Road  
 

• Significance 

Rooley Moor Road is a Pennine trackway of considerable antiquity that traverses the 
moor, running on a roughly north-south alignment. It is regarded by Rochdale Borough 



Council as a non-designated heritage asset. Along its length the trackway has varying 
types of surfaces, including long sections paved with well-preserved sandstone setts 
with raised kerbs, unsurfaced sections of rough stones, and sandstone flagged sections 
at the upper level comprising two parallel wheel tracks. The trackway is a popular route 
for walkers and horse-riders and mountain bike riders and accommodates the Pennine 
Bridleway.  
 
A desk-based assessment by The University of Manchester Archaeological Unit dated 
June 2003 concluded that although the history of Rooley Moor Road is not well 
documented, it can be regarded as an ancient highway and is a ‘striking example of late 
C18 or early C19 road building’. It is likely that it was used as a packhorse route from 
an early date, but there is not certain record, and the first direct references made to it 
are in 1729.  
 
In 2012 Rooley Moor Road was also assessed by English Heritage against the Ancient 
Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979 for its national importance and they 
concluded that ‘while certainly of local interest, Rooley Moor Road, was not 
recommended for scheduling as an ancient monument of national importance’.  
 
As well as the obvious archaeological and historical significance of this ancient 
trackway, Rooley Moor Road derives a considerable amount of its significance from its 
isolated moorland setting. This sense of rural isolation is vulnerable to large-scale 
modern industrial structures such as wind turbines and associated trackways. The 
trackway, with its historic stone-setted and flagged surface is also vulnerable to physical 
impacts on its fabric.  
 

• Assessment of Impacts - Fabric 

The proposals would involve the use of part of Rooley Moor Road for access for 
construction and maintenance vehicles. These parts of the road are partially cobbled, 
and partially rough track. They also vary in their gradient, width and profile. 
 
It is proposed to use Rooley Moor Road to provide access for the construction and 
future maintenance of the wind farm. This would result in the need to undertake direct 
physical works to the paved surface of the trackway in order to facilitate access by 
construction plant and equipment, and to allow for access for continued maintenance of 
the turbines through the life of the wind farm.  
 
A methodology for such works has been provided by the applicant in the form of a 
document entitled Rooley Moor Road Treatment Report, prepared by Donaldson 
Associates, and dated June 2014. The report identifies the various types of surfacing 
along Rooley Moor Road, determines the likely trafficking as a result of wind farm 
construction, and proposes typical protection measures. The proposed physical works 
to Rooley Moor Road comprise both temporary (construction phase) and permanent 
works. The majority of these works are intended to be of a temporary nature to facilitate 
the construction of the wind farm.  
 
The permanent works include the retention of a graded crushed rock sub layer adjacent 
to the road in order to widen it, the rearrangement of drainage channels adjacent to the 
road and consequential permanent impacts on the profile, width, and appearance of the 
trackway. The works also include the creation of a crossing point over the historic 
trackway to provide access to the meteorological mast for the purposes of construction 
and maintenance. This represents a threat to the fabric of Rooley Moor Road, and lead 
to an adverse impact on its setting.  
 



The temporary works will affect the lower portions of Rooley Moor Road, a large portion 
of which is surfaced in stone setts, being temporarily widened to facilitate access by 
construction vehicles. As the stone-setted sections of the road are vulnerable to 
damage by heavy construction vehicles it is proposed to overlay the surface with a layer 
of coarse sand, then a geotextile separator over-layed by a thicker layer of crushed 
rock. The crushed rock surface will project beyond the existing width of the trackway in 
order to achieve an increased road width, with a concrete base layer underneath. 
Although the surface of the road would be restored following the construction phase, 
the graded crushed rock layer and the revised profiles, gradients and drainage 
channels would remain.  
 
It should be noted that the Rooley Moor Road Treatment Report is purely a desk-based 
study. The proposed engineering works are therefore, to some extent, of a hypothetical 
nature, based on professional engineering assumptions rather than detailed survey 
work. The typical cross section drawings are clearly of a diagrammatic nature, and do 
not show the wide variety of profiles and differing conditions that exist along the length 
of the affected sections of trackway. For example, they do not appear to take account of 
the raised kerbs that exist along much of the length of the setted sections. These 
elements would be lost according to the typical cross sections illustrated in the report, 
and would be extremely difficult to accurately reinstate upon completion of the 
construction phase. The cross sections also do not reflect the sharply sloping 
topography that exists in some sections of the road. In these sections of the road it 
would not be possible to achieve the theoretically horizontal profiles shown on the 
drawings.  
 
The Rooley Moor Road Treatment Report highlights the fact that there are a number of 
unknown factors regarding the construction and strength of the existing setted 
trackway. The desk-based proposals are based on engineering assumptions rather 
than being informed by Geotechnical Investigation. Specifically, the report advises that 
‘the construction of the cobbled sections is currently unknown’ that ‘the material binding 
the sandstone setts may be flexible semi-flexible or rigid’ and that ‘the lower track 
constriction and sub-grade are also unknown in terms of materials, thickness, strength 
and stiffness’. The report therefore advocates Geotechnical Investigation works to 
inform the design. Additionally, it is clear from inspection of Rooley Moor Road and its 
surrounds that the proposals represent a theoretical solution rather than the actuality of 
the situation on the ground; in places Rooley Moor is narrow and the ground drops 
away steeply on one or both sides. In these places a width of 5m would be impossible 
to achieve without significant engineering works.  
 
Clearly, the proposed physical works to Rooley Moor Road represent a potential threat 
to its historic fabric and setting. The temporary works represent a major intervention into 
a fragile historic resource and its immediate surroundings. Unless carried out with 
extreme care, with close archaeological supervision, the temporary works are likely to 
result in permanent damage to the fabric and setting of the trackway, and thereby harm 
its significance. The permanent works would alter its profile, apparent width and 
appearance and would lead to an artificial and engineered appearance at odds with its 
historic character and interest. The temporary works are likely to have to be repeated a 
number of times to allow for maintenance works to be carried out to the wind farm if a 
large component needs to be delivered or removed. Each time this is carried out the 
track becomes more vulnerable to damage to its fabric and pressure for the restoration 
not to be carried out until decommissioning. Indeed the permanent changes to the 
trackway’s apparent width, profile and gradient and the more formalised appearance of 
the track between the cobbled sections would be entirely permanent; it would not be 
restored on decommissioning. It would lead to a wholly artificial appearance to the road 



following ‘restoration’ with a cobbled trackway within a much wider, reprofiled section. 
This would harm the significance of this fragile heritage asset.  
 
Greater Manchester Archaeological Advisory Service (GMAAS) consider the physical 
impacts on Rooley Moor Road to be ‘unavoidable’ which of course they would be, were 
the scheme considered acceptable in all other respects. They are not unavoidable if the 
scheme should not proceed and the potential damage to the fabric of Rooley Moor 
Road needs to be weighed in the planning balance when coming to that conclusion. 
They also consider that physical impacts would be mitigated through recording of the 
current surfaces and archaeological monitoring of the works. Recording is a satisfactory 
way of dealing with what would be considered ‘traditional’ archaeological remains such 
as remnant walls, bones and pottery, particularly when they are buried. They do not 
have a fabric and setting which is indivisible with its surroundings, unlike Rooley Moor 
Road. In this sense Rooley Moor Road should be treated like a built heritage asset 
such as a listed building, where demolition and recording would only be considered 
appropriate in very limited and exceptional circumstances as the removal of the 
heritage asset is considered to be ‘substantial harm’ in NPPF terms. It is also 
acknowledged in the National Policy Statement for Energy that a documentary record of 
our past is not as valuable as retaining the heritage asset and therefore the ability to 
record evidence of the asset should not be a factor in deciding whether consent should 
be given.  
 

• Assessment of Impact - Setting 
 
The proposed wind turbines on Rooley Moor would be sited on either side of the 
trackway (the majority being on the western side), and would be highly visible in 
sequential views by users. The Photomontage and wireframe at VP18 gives an 
indication of the level of visual impact from one position on Rooley Moor Road. All 
twelve turbine hubs are visible in this view. The proposed Rooley Moor turbines would 
be seen in conjunction with the existing and proposed Scout Moor turbines, which 
would serve to heighten their impact. It is clear from the visualisation in VP18, and from 
fieldwork undertaken, that the erection of twelve large wind turbines in this location 
would have a pervasive impact on the isolated setting of Rooley Moor Road. Given the 
close proximity of the proposed turbines to Rooley Moor Road, the crane platforms and 
access trackways would also be highly visible in certain views, thereby further 
detracting from the setting and significance of the asset. The substation compound and 
other ancillary development would also be highly visible from Rooley Moor Road and 
would have an industrial appearance at odds with its rural setting. 
 
An area of apparent inconsistency and apparent contradiction within the ES is the 
predicted effect of the proposed wind farm on the setting and significance of the non-
designated asset of Rooley Moor Road. Table 11.11 within the ES, Summary of 
Predicted Effects, identifies a minor effect with regard to the impacts of construction 
activity on the 18th century fabric of the road, but does not appear to attribute any 
effects on setting resulting from operational impacts. This is not consistent with the 
effect of ‘negligible significance’ referred to at paragraph 11.282 within the ES. This 
apparent inconsistency is further compounded in the conclusion to the ES, where there 
is no mention of such an effect.  
 
Contrary to the apparent findings of the ES, it is considered that the all-pervasive 
operational impact of the proposed wind farm on the setting of Rooley Moor Road 
would result in a ‘major adverse’ impact on the significance of this non-designated 
asset, leading to an effect of ‘moderate significance’. Whilst Rooley Moor Road is a 
non-designated heritage asset, such a serious impact on its setting and significance 



must, in accordance with the policy advice set out in paragraph 135 of the NPPF, be 
taken into account in determining the planning application.  
 

• 8 turbine scheme 
 
The eight wind turbines of the revised Rooley Moor Wind Farm would be sited entirely 
on the west side of the Rooley Moor Road trackway. The proposed turbines would be 
set relatively close to the trackway and would be highly visible in sequential views by 
users progressing along the route from either north or south. Turbines 2,5,7 and 8 
would be sited closest to the trackway, and would therefore have a particularly strong 
visual impact. The visual impact would result, most obviously, from the strong presence 
of the turbines themselves, when seen in tandem with the setted trackway, and from the 
presence of new access tracks with crane hardstandings spurring off from Rooley Moor 
Road. The section of Rooley Moor Road that is adjacent to the proposed turbines would 
be slightly above the level of the tracks and crane hardstandings, such that users of the 
trackway would be looking down towards the incursions onto the moorland  
 
The Photomontage and wireframe at VP18 gives an indication of the level of visual 
impact from one position on Rooley Moor Road. In this view all eight turbine hubs are 
visible. The closest turbine in this view is 274 metres. This photomontage shows just 
one of the many sequential views users of Rooley Moor Road would experience, and 
the impact of individual turbines and their associated tracks and crane pads as the 
users of the trackway progress closer to the turbine array.  
 
The proposed Rooley Moor turbines would be seen in conjunction with the existing and 
proposed Scout Moor turbines, which would serve to heighten their impact. It is clear 
from the visualisation in VP18, and from fieldwork undertaken for this report, that the 
erection of eight large wind turbines in this location would have a pervasive visual 
impact on the isolated setting of Rooley Moor Road. Given the close proximity of the 
proposed turbines to Rooley Moor Road, the crane platforms and access trackways 
would also be highly visible in certain views, thereby further detracting from the setting 
and significance of the asset. The substation compound and other ancillary 
development would also be highly visible from Rooley Moor Road and would have an 
industrial appearance at odds with its rural setting. 
 
Contrary to the apparent findings of the SEI report, it is considered that the all-pervasive 
operational impact of the proposed wind farm on the setting of Rooley Moor Road 
would result in a ‘major adverse’ impact on the significance of this non-designated 
asset, leading to an effect of ‘moderate significance’. Whilst Rooley Moor Road is a 
non-designated heritage asset, such a serious impact on its setting and significance 
must, in accordance with the policy advice set out in paragraph 135 of the NPPF, be 
taken into account in determining the planning application.  
 
Catley Lane Head 
 

• Significance 

Catley Lane Head is a Pennine hamlet, the development of which is most likely linked 
to the development of Rooley Moor Road. It is not a conservation area, but contains 
listed buildings. It is currently being considered whether the hamlet should be 
designated as a conservation area; but in the absence of such designation at the 
current time it is considered to be a non-designated heritage asset. Its significance as a 
heritage asset is considered to be similar to that of Prickshaw and Broadley Fold 
Conservation Area, albeit it cannot currently be given as much weight in the planning 
balance as it is not designated. 



 
The hamlet certainly has a distinctive historic character and its development is likely to 
be intertwined and possibly inextricably linked with that of Rooley Moor Road.  A 
number of features within the hamlet are worthy of particular note, including its stone-
built terrace cottages, the attractive stone-setted Smallshaw Road with stone walling 
alongside the small reservoir, and the farmhouse complex at the end of Smallshaw 
Road which is likely to be 17th century. Like Prickshaw and Broadley Fold Conservation 
Area and Whitworth Square Conservation Area, its significance derives not only from 
the features within the hamlet, but also from its wider setting with views through it up 
Rooley Moor Road onto the moor beyond and equally a view from the moor down into 
the hamlet which defines the beginning of an inhabited area which gradually becomes 
more built up as Rooley Moor Road descends into Rochdale. Its position on the edge of 
the moorland to the north and the urban area to the south makes it fragile and 
vulnerable to insensitive change. 
 

• Assessment of Impacts 

Catley Lane Head would stand at the perceived ‘entrance’ to the wind farm, where 
alterations to the fabric of Rooley Moor Road would need to take place to enable large 
vehicles to access the wind farm over the moorland. Rooley Moor Road is fundamental 
to the setting of Catley Lane Head, being visible in views from and through the hamlet 
and equally providing the route down and through the hamlet when on the moor and 
granting views into it. It is also fundamental to its significance, as described above. 
Additionally, the substation and compound, a permanent feature, would also be visible 
in views down towards Catley Lane Head from the moorland above, where views of 
rooftops and gable ends mark the edge of the moor. It would also be visible when 
leaving Catley Lane Head, albeit in more glimpsed views due to the topography of the 
moor between the hamlet and the substation.  
 
Catley Lane Head is not identified in the submitted environmental information as a 
heritage asset (albeit the listed buildings within it are – although not specifically 
assessed, but grouped in with ‘cottages and small houses’) and therefore no 
assessment of impacts on Catley Lane Head has been carried out by the applicant. The 
Local Planning Authority does however consider it to be a non-designated heritage 
asset. 
 
It is acknowledged that the turbines themselves will not be particularly visible from 
Catley Lane Head and that an existing line of electricity pylons run to the north across 
the moor. Nevertheless, the industrialised appearance of the development associated 
with the wind farm as described above, and in particular the alterations to Rooley Moor 
Road and the location of the substation compound, would have a detrimental impact on 
the setting of Catley Lane Head. Catley Lane Head would change from being an 
entrance to the moor, with a rural feel, to the entrance to / exit from  a wind farm, with a 
far more industrialised appearance. This would impact on views both northwards and 
southwards along Rooley Moor Road and these alterations would last at least until 
decommissioning and in the case of Rooley Moor Road would be permanent. This 
would equate to an impact of ‘moderate adverse’ leading to an effect of ‘minor 
significance’. This must be taken into account in the planning balance in accordance 
with the NPPF. 
 
Cumulative Heritage Impacts 
 
As identified above, the proposed turbines would be seen in conjunction with the 
existing and proposed turbines at Scout Moor (the Council currently has an 
undetermined application before it for expansion of the Scout Moor Wind Farm) from 



views along Rooley Moor Road, which would heighten their impact. The existing Scout 
Moor turbines are set some distance away from Rooley Moor Road but these proposals 
would pull the turbines towards the road, giving a much greater perception of walking 
into and through a wind farm. This would be exacerbated with the twelve turbine 
scheme where the turbines to the east of Rooley Moor Road would allow cumulative 
views with turbines at Crook Hill and other wind energy development in Rossendale and 
Calderdale and reducing the sense of visual relief between Scout Moor and Crook Hill 
which is currently experienced. This would add to the significant and adverse impacts 
on the setting of Rooley Moor Road which would equate to ‘less than substantial harm’ 
in NPPF terms. 
 
In respect of the other identified heritage assets, particularly those identified as 
suffering some adverse impact, it is not considered that other wind energy 
development, either at Scout Moor (existing and proposed) or elsewhere, has 
significant adverse effects cumulatively that would increase the harm above the level 
already identified. In Whitworth and Prickshaw the topography of the area is such that 
the majority of the Scout Moor turbines are hidden from view and turbines to the east at 
Crook Hill and beyond are seen over some distance, if at all. Elsewhere, the Scout 
Moor turbines are visible, but the proposals subject of this application would not be. 
Nonetheless, the proposed turbines subject of this application stand alone as harmful in 
relation to heritage assets. 
 
No conclusion should also be drawn as to the acceptability of the proposals for the 
expansion of Scout Moor on designated and non-designated heritage assets. There are 
other heritage assets which would not be affected by these proposals at Rooley Moor, 
which may be affected by the proposals to expand Scout Moor Wind Farm. Those 
assets are likely to be in Rossendale and be a matter for Rossendale, given that 14 of 
the proposed 16 Scout Moor expansion turbines are within that authority’s area.  
 
Cultural Heritage – Summary and Conclusions 
 
Several hundred heritage assets, both designated and non-designated have been 
identified in the submitted environmental information as being potentially affected by the 
proposals. There are further unidentified, non-designated heritage assets (mainly below 
ground archaeology) which may be affected by the proposals. It is acknowledged that 
the vast majority of these heritage assets would not be adversely impacted by the 
proposals, although in the case of below ground archaeology on the development site, 
suitable mitigation would be required. 
 
It is nevertheless clear that several heritage assets would be adversely impacted upon 
by the proposals, with varying degrees of severity. The designated heritage assets 
which would be adversely affected; Prickshaw and Broadley Fold Conservation Area, 
Prickshaw Cottages; Whitworth Square Conservation Area; the Church of St. 
Bartholemew, Whitworth Cemetery and the three Whitworth Cemetery Chapels would 
all suffer ‘less than substantial harm’ to their significance derived through their setting in 
NPPF terms, ‘substantial harm’ requiring total loss or destruction of the asset or its 
setting. However, the degree of ‘less than substantial harm’ would be high.  
 
Where ‘less than substantial’ harm occurs this has to be weighed against the public 
benefits of the proposals, including securing the optimum viable use of a heritage asset. 
It is acknowledged that there would be some public benefits to the proposals, not least 
the provision of a renewable energy source, but these do not include securing the 
optimum viable use of an affected heritage asset, albeit this should not specifically 
weigh against the proposals. The planning balance has been carefully considered here 
and the harm to designated heritage assets is considered to be substantive and is not 



considered to be outweighed by the public benefits of the proposals. When coming to 
this conclusion cognisance has also been given to the fact that the development would 
be decommissioned after 25 years and therefore the harmful effects on setting would 
be temporary, albeit long term. 
 
The non-designated heritage assets which would be affected are both the fabric and 
setting of Rooley Moor Road , and the setting of Catley Lane Head. The NPPF requires 
that the effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset 
should be taken into account when determining the application. In the case of Rooley 
Moor Road, the effects would be severe and permanent as the road would only be 
partially restored to its former state following construction, relaying of access tracks for 
maintenance and decommissioning. The submitted environmental information is not 
convincing in its demonstration that Rooley Moor Road could be restored adequately 
and successfully. The harmful impact on the setting of Rooley Moor Road as an ancient 
Pennine trackway would be significant and wholly adverse. The harmful impact on 
Catley Lane Head would be less severe but still measurable and adverse through 
impacts on its setting through the change in character of Rooley Moor Road and the 
industrialisation of the landscape around it.  
 
The severity of the impact on non-designated heritage assets, in particular Rooley Moor 
Road is such that it must weigh strongly against a grant of planning permission in this 
instance. Given this, and the impacts on designated heritage assets it is considered 
that the harm from the proposals on this issue alone is sufficient to justify a refusal of 
planning permission. The benefits of the provision of renewable energy and all other 
public benefits do not outweigh the clear harm to the public interest from the harm to 
designated and non-designated heritage assets. 
 
Access, Traffic and Transport 
 
Under policy A/8 of the Rochdale Unitary Development Plan it is established that new 
development will be permitted provided that the additional traffic generated will not be 
detrimental to the safe and efficient operation of the highway network, both adjacent to 
and further away from the site. It is further established that proposals should not: 
 

- Have an adverse impact on the safety of any road users,  
- Have an adverse impact on accessibility for pedestrians, including people with 

restricted mobility, cyclists or users of public transport in the immediate vicinity 
of the development.  

- Substantially increase congestion 
- Divert traffic to less suitable roads, or 
- Cause an unacceptable environmental impact on residential properties passed 

by traffic associated with the development whilst accessing the principal road 
network. 

 
Where additional traffic movements directly generated by a development would 
adversely affect the existing highway infrastructure, the developer will be required to 
fund works to leave the highway network in a no worse state. The works required by the 
Council could be any or all of the following: 
 

- Improvements to the existing highway infrastructure 
- Improvements to public transport and related infrastructure 
- Measures to secure modal shift away from vehicular traffic to walking and 

cycling  
- Other traffic management measures; and/or 
- The removal or restriction of car parking provision. 



 
Policy G3 of the Draft Core Strategy also establishes that any proposals for renewable 
energy must avoid harm to the health and safety of the public, including through 
nuisance or adverse impact on highway safety by conflict with or undue distraction to 
road users.  
 
To ensure the development is compliant with the above consultations have been 
undertaken with Highway Services who have confirmed that the long term operation 
and maintenance of the proposed wind farm does not raise any transport concerns. 
Highway officers acknowledge that the volume of traffic created by the development will 
temporarily differ from that which local residents are currently used to, this factor alone 
does not however necessarily equate to highways harm and officers consider that the 
volume of traffic proposed would not cause any network capacity issues.  
 
The main concerns regarding this development from a highways perspective are the 
delivery of turbine parts and construction traffic. When considering the traffic 
movements required for the development Highway Services consider the access route 
to be the most logical and least disruptive available and while some damage could 
occur to the network, the developer will be required to make good any damage caused 
during the construction period, with RBC maintaining the road thereafter.  
 
The delivery times of the large HGVs (AILs) will need to be agreed with the Council and 
Greater Manchester Police prior to delivery dates and the intention will be to ensure that 
these deliveries do not clash with the busiest times on the highway network and can be 
safely and properly supervised.  
 
Furthermore, prior to undertaking any development on the site it will be the developers 
responsibility to undertake a full assessment of any culverts or bridges crossed on the 
delivery route, with any required improvements agreed by the Council and then being 
undertaken prior to the development.  
 
It is acknowledged that a number of the objections received raise concerns regarding 
the impact on highway safety and consider that the Councils Highways response is 
insufficient in its assessment of impacts. However, it is considered that a number of 
these objections confuse the matters of amenity and highway safety and the response 
from the Councils Highways Officers purely assesses the capability of the highway 
network in accommodating the development safely, ensuring that there would be no 
undue harm to the safe and efficient operation of the network. Highway Services 
recognise that the rural nature of the road close to the site does mean that in many 
places no pedestrian defensibility is available. However, due to the rural nature of the 
road it is expected that there would be a change in driving style to match the area. 
Furthermore, although the movement of AILs will come within close proximity of 
buildings/houses and require the removal of some street furniture, the physical delivery 
of the turbine components is possible. The traffic survey results submitted are also 
considered to be sufficient to allow an adequate assessment on highway safety and the 
route as proposed for access would adequately protect highway safety in the area. 
 
In addition to the above it is acknowledged that the highway movements associated 
with the development can have wider reaching impacts beyond highway safety and as 
discussed in the section on residential amenity, it is considered that the traffic 
movements associated with the construction, maintenance and operation of the 
development would adversely impact on the amenities which the residents of Catley 
Lane Head ought reasonably to be expected to enjoy. This matter must however be 
recognised as something separate to highway safety and the construction, long term 



operation and maintenance of the proposed wind farm would not raise any undue 
transport network concerns.  
 
In light of the above it is considered that the application would adequately protect 
highway safety and the free and efficient operation of the highway network. It is 
acknowledged that there are amenity concerns regarding the traffic movements 
associated with the development, these are however addressed elsewhere in the report 
and do not directly relate to highway safety matters.  
 
Public rights of way 
 
Designated rights of way and policy requirements 
 
The application site comprises part of The Pennine Bridleway which is described by 
National Trails (www.nationaltrail.co.uk) as “a 205 mile (330km) long National Trail 
running through the Pennine hills from Derbyshire to Cumbria. It has been specially 
designed for horse riders, and is also great for mountain bikers and walkers. The route 
was opened in stages with the full 205 mile route opened by Martin Clunes in June 
2012.  The Trail includes 2 large loops. The first is the Mary Towneley Loop in the 
South Pennines that was the first section of the Trail to open in 2002. This is 47 miles 
long and makes a great weekend’s walk or ride although some mountain bikers like to 
do it in a day. The 2nd Loop is the 10 mile Settle Loop in the Yorkshire Dales. This 
makes an excellent days walk or horse ride and can be extended by using the 
bridleway network to take in the village of Malham too.” 
 
The above website also advises what a National Trail is and why it is special and states 
“The Pennine Bridleway is one of the 15 National Trails in England and Wales. National 
Trails are designated by the Secretary of State and are administered by Natural 
England and Natural Resources Wales, and are managed by the local authorities and 
National Park Authorities whose area they pass through. Most National Trails have a 
dedicated Trail Manager responsible for maintaining the high quality standards on the 
Trail. National Trails are waymarked with the distinctive ‘acorn’ symbol. National Trails 
are special because they pass through some of the best landscapes, and they are 
managed to a very high standard. Because of this you can be confident that any 
journey you make along a National Trail will be one of the best you have taken.” 
 
Natural England also provide the management of National Trails and in their document 
‘The New Deal, Management of National Trails in England from April 2013’ they state 
that there are three factors that set these routes apart from other long distance 
promoted trails and these are: 

- They have national quality standards 
- They are created using statutory powers set out in an Act of Parliament, and 
- Their upkeep is partly paid for by central government through grants made by 

Natural England. 
 
Natural England has also a set of management principles for National Trails and these 
are: 

- Experience – enable as many people as possible to enjoy a wide variety of 
walking and riding experiences along National Trails and through the English 
landscape.  

- Enhancement – make constant improvement to the Trail and its associated 
routes. Contribute to the enhancement of the landscape, nature and historic 
features within the trail corridor. 

- Engagement – build and sustain a community of interest in caring for the Trail 
and the landscape through which it passes. 



- Economy – creates opportunities for local businesses to benefit from the use of 
Trails.  

 
The Mary Towneley Loop as mentioned above also comprises part of the application 
site and runs directly along Rooley Moor Road. As mentioned above, the entire Mary 
Towneley Loop comprises part of the Pennine Bridleway – a National Trail and it is a 
Sport England and Lottery funded amenity resource.  
 
The upper end of Rooley Moor Road also comprises part of the Rossendale way and 
this is a high level route around Bacup, Rawtenstall, Haslingden and Whitworth in the 
Rossendale Valley, crossing the open moors and farmland of the South Pennines 
which roughly follows the Rossendale boundary. The route is 45 miles in length and is 
advertised as a long distance walking route.  
 
Under policy A/13 of the Rochdale UDP it is established that public rights of way will be 
protected where they fall within sites proposed for development, subject to 
consideration of opportunities for local re-routing where this would improve convenience 
and safety for pedestrians. Furthermore, under policy A/14 Rooley Moor Road is 
identified as part of the Councils strategic cycling route network and it is established 
that development likely to prejudice the establishment or improvement of the network, 
or identified links to and from it, will not be permitted.  
 
Policy EM/14 also makes it clear that amenity resources should be protected and 
requires that proposals do not cause serious harm to the value of the surrounding area 
for quiet relaxation and recreation.  
 
Landscape policy also requires the protection of amenity resources and under policy 
NE/6 it is established that applications will be required to be assessed against the 
impact on the tranquillity and the amenity and informal recreation value of the 
landscape.  
 
Policy RE/5 also establishes that development proposals that protect, improve and 
extend access to the countryside on foot, cycle or horseback will be permitted, with 
priority given to existing definitive rights of way, footpaths and bridleways and the 
protection and development of strategic routes such as the Pennine Way, Pennine 
Bridleway, Rochdale Way and routes linking to them. Similar support to applications 
that facilitate the greater use of these routes is established under policy RE/6. 
 
The protection of amenity resources is also set out as an important consideration in the 
NPPF and under several paragraphs of Chapter 8 – Promoting healthy communities, 
the importance of public access to open space is established, with a clear message that 
‘The planning system can play an important role in facilitating social interaction and 
creating healthy, inclusive communities’. As such, under paragraph 70 of the NPPF it is 
established that in order to deliver the social, recreational and cultural facilities and 
services the community needs, planning decisions should: 
 

-  guard against the unnecessary loss of valued facilities and services, particularly 
where this would reduce the community’s ability to meet its day-to-day needs.  

 
Furthermore, paragraph 73 of the NPPF establishes that ‘ Access to high quality open 
spaces and opportunities for sport and recreation can make an important contribution to 
the health and well-being of communities’ and under paragraph 74 it is stated that 
‘Existing open space, sports and recreational buildings and land, including playing 
fields, should not be built on unless: 



- An assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space, 
buildings or land to be surplus to requirements; or 

- The loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by 
equivalent or better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable 
location; or 

- The development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the needs 
for which clearly outweigh the loss.  

 
Paragraph 75 of the NPPF makes specific reference to rights of way and states 
‘Planning policies should protect and enhance public rights of way and access. Local 
authorities should seek opportunities to provide better facilities for users, for example by 
adding links to existing rights of way networks including National Trails.’  
 
Paragraph 123 of the NPPF states that planning decisions should protect areas of 
tranquillity which have remained relatively undisturbed by noise and are prized by their 
recreational and amenity value for this reason. 
 
The Councils draft Core Strategy also provides policy on the protection of rights of way 
and amenity resources and under the Strategic Objectives it is established under policy 
SO2 that the Council will create successful and healthy communities by focusing on a 
number of matters including “Improving the general health and quality of peoples lives 
through better access to health facilities and services, education, community and 
cultural facilities and open space.” Policy SO3 states that the Council will focus on 
protecting and enhancing our heritage and natural assets, the special character of our 
towns, our countryside, open spaces, river valleys and water features. 
 
Policy E5 also establishes that the Council will focus on tourism opportunities including 
the South Pennine Moors, where it will “enhance the Pennine Way and Pennine 
Bridleway corridor, and other footpath connections for a variety of sustainable 
recreational uses”. Policy E5 also requires that the Council will “Improve the 
recreational and tourist value of… the Pennine Way and Pennine Bridleway and other 
strategic tourist and recreational routes and sites.” 
 
Further Core Strategy policy also relates to the improvement of health and wellbeing, 
with policy C6 establishing that the Council will “improve people’s health and well-being 
and reduce health inequalities by (amongst others): 

- Creating an economic, physical and social environment which promotes and 
supports healthy lifestyles.  
 

This will be achieved through measures that include: 
- Maintaining and enhancing the boroughs biodiversity, natural environment, open 

spaces and outdoor sport and recreational areas to create a coherent network of 
green infrastructure that can help promote better health. 

 
Application details and applicants case for development 
 
Within the application documents the ES makes reference to potential tourism and 
recreation impacts arising during the construction phase, relating to: 
 

- Disruption to the normal use of resources within or on the proposed access 
routes, and also 

- A reduction in the enjoyment gained from using these tourism and recreation 
resources potentially resulting in a reluctance by individuals to visit the feature 
arising from, for example, a negative perception of construction activities as a 
feature in the landscape or from construction noise and traffic. 



 
The ES then continues in identifying the potentially affected resources as being the 
Pennine Bridleway and the Rossendale Way and in regards to these two resources, the 
ES states the following. 
 
Pennine Bridleway – ‘…It has been specially designed for horse riders, and is also 
great for mountain bikers and walkers. The Trail includes 2 large loops. The Mary 
Towneley Loop in the South Pennines crosses the Development Area, entering the 
Development Area at Knacks Lane and following the Rooley Moor Road to the Top of 
Leach where it leaves the development area headed west. Tracks associated with the 
Development cross the Bridleway at four points along the route and Bridleway itself 
provides the construction access from the bottom of Rooley Moor to approximately Top 
of Pike. Whilst effects are temporary without mitigation this would be a major and 
adverse effect and therefore a significant impact.’  
 
Rossendale Way – ’…The walk…shares a portion of its route across the Development 
Area with the Pennine Bridleway as shown on Figure 13.1. Tracks associated with the 
Development cross the Rossendale Way at four points along the route. The 
construction of these tracks would disrupt the normal use of this route. Without 
mitigation this would be major and adverse effect and therefore a significant impact.' 
 
With the above identified assets in mind the applicant recognises that the proposed 
access track will use the Pennine Bridleway from the bottom of Rooley Moor Road to 
approximately the Top of Pike and cross the footpaths and bridleways in six locations 
(this will reduce to 4 locations for the 8 turbine scheme), with following measures 
proposed for the duration of construction: 
 

- The main Pennine Bridleway will be segregated from users and construction 
traffic, with a 2.0m wide temporary designated recreational user path, separated 
from the construction traffic by a 1.2 meter high temporary fence.  

- Alternative bridleways will be provided to take users away from the main 
Pennine Bridleway for the construction period. These alternative routes are 
proposed as: 

o Advertising existing footpath HeyFp121 as an alternative route to the 
west of Rooley Moor Road. This would loop round the southern section 
of the application site and re-join Rooley Moor Road close to borrow pit 
2. 

o Advertise existing bridleway HeyBp127 as an alternate route to the east 
of Rooley Moor Road. At the borough boundary with Rossendale, form a 
new bridleway to link bridleway HeyBp127 with Rooley Moor Road to the 
north. This proposal would provide an alternate route from borrow pit 2 
and re-join Rooley Moor Road close to turbine T8.  

- The construction compound, laydown area, substation and substation 
compound and turbine foundations being actively worked will be fenced, as will 
any open excavations where required.  

- Appropriate signage/information boards will be used at entry points to inform 
visitors of the construction activities. Signage will also request that visitors do 
not stray from the defined rights of way and will show the location of the 
construction activities and access tracks.  

- The location of the crossing points will be fully signed and all approaches to the 
crossing points will be signed to warn path users and construction vehicles of 
the approaching hazard.  

- Careful attention will be paid to the surfacing of the access track as its crosses 
the right of way.  



- All construction staff will be required to undertake an induction to alert them to 
the potential for recreational users and to the environmental, health and safety 
measures that need to be taken. 

- All operatives and delivery drivers will be informed to advise site management of 
any deterioration of crossing point safety.  

- All drivers will be required to keep within an onsite speed limit of 15mph and to 
reduce this speed further when passing recreational users using crossing points. 
The speed limit will be rigorously enforced.  

- A health and safety risk assessment will be undertaken to identify any additional 
mitigation required. This may include the use of banksmen that would ensure 
that anyone exercising their right to use the rights of way is able to do so in 
safety away from an active or dangerous works. Alternatively, it may be 
preferable to close the PROW for a period.  

- Continued engagement with the community to address any adverse impacts. 
 
During operation of the turbines the segregated recreational user path and fence on 
Rooley Moor Road would be removed and the length of Rooley Moor Road would be 
made available for amenity users. The alternate routes would also remain open as 
permanent alternate routes. The ES also states that the routes of the rights of way in 
relation to the proposed turbine locations were considered during the optimisation of the 
site layout, with the turbines being located so as not to oversail these routes in 
accordance with available guidance.  
 
In addition to the above, the ES notes that during operation of the turbines, two of the 
turbines (T5 and T6) are within the British Horse Society’s (BHS) recommended buffers 
of a minimum of 200m of the Pennine Bridleway, with the distances to these turbines 
proposed at 174m and 186m respectively. It does however also note that these 
distances are well in excess of the 50m oversail and The Highways Agency setback 
from the highway boundary recommendation of height plus 50m. It is also notes that 
BHS guidance acknowledges that 200m separation “may not be appropriate in all 
situations. Every site should be considered independently because there are likely to be 
many interdependent factors involved.” 
 
When concluding the operation impacts of the development the applicant states “While 
the wind turbines may be visible when using the PROW onsite and in the area, the 
impact of this on an individual’s enjoyment of and continued use of Rooley Moor for 
leisure activities is very much personal and subjective. Again, although the wind 
turbines may be seen, on the basis of the survey evidence presented above it is 
reasonable to conclude that there will be no significant adverse impact on the 
enjoyment of the PROW.” 
 
Consideration of impacts 
 
To assess the impacts of the development consultations have been undertaken with the 
Councils Rights of Way team and Natural England, the body with overall responsibility 
for National Trails. Comments have also been received from the British Horse Society 
and the Peak and Northern Footpath Society.  
 
It is also noted that a large majority of the public objections received raise significant 
concerns over the impact of the development on amenity users of the rights of way, and 
while concerns are raised over the impact on all amenity users, concern over the impact 
on equestrian users is significant.  
 
In regards to Natural England’s comments they confirm their responsibility for setting 
standards and investing in trail maintenance, and refer to their role and responsibilities 



as set out in the publication ‘The New Deal, Management of National Trails in England 
from April 2013’.  
 
They also note that under PPG, paragraph 008 states that: 
 
“Local planning authorities should not rule out otherwise acceptable renewable energy 
developments through inflexible rules on buffer zones or separation distances. Other 
than when dealing with setback distances for safety, distance of itself does not 
necessarily determine whether the impact of a proposal is unacceptable. Distance plays 
a part, but so does the local context including factors such as topography, the local 
environment and near-by land uses. This is why it is important to think about in what 
circumstances proposals are likely to be acceptable and plan on this basis”.  
 
Natural England note that the application includes various mitigation measures and 
considers that it is for the Local Authority to be sure that appropriate mitigation will be 
put in place to avoid or minimise the impact of the proposed development on the 
National Trail and that the development is carried out so as not to cause damage to the 
Trail and the purposes for which it is used, and that the alternative route provides a safe 
and suitable surface for Trail users.  
 
Following the above comments and in consultation with the Councils Public Rights of 
Way team it is considered that the Local Authority have several concerns with the 
proposal and its impact on the rights of way in the area, particularly the National Trail.  
 
Given that the application proposes the use of the Pennine Bridleway for access to the 
site there are significant concerns over the short and long terms impacts from this and 
the impacts on recreational users in the area.   
 
Impacts on National Trail through construction 
 
Throughout the construction period the application proposes shared use of the Pennine 
Bridleway, with recreational users separated from construction traffic by a two metre 
wide designated recreational user path and a 1.2 metre high temporary fence. It is 
recognised that this segregation will provide some minor benefit during construction, 
ensuring that recreational users are separated from the construction traffic. However, 
the impact on amenity users on this segregated path and their enjoyment of the route 
will be put to significant detriment, and this will not be mitigated by the proposals put 
forward.  
 
The designated recreational path of 2.0 metres wide would create a very cramped 
resource for amenity/recreational users and one that would not comply with the quality 
standards set out by Natural England in ‘The New Deal, Management of National Trails 
in England from April 2013’ which requires a high quality of path infrastructure with 
readily passable routes. The Councils own rights of way team has also advised that the 
width they would normally expect to allow space for individual horses, walkers or 
cyclists to pass would be a minimum of 4 metres, thus significantly greater than that 
which is currently proposed.  
 
The 2.0 metre wide path as proposed would be significantly under the width that would 
reasonably be expected to allow recreational users to feasibly use the right of way, 
without impeding, or being impeded by other users, and given that this route would still 
be classed as a National Trail, any proposals to alter its use should still provide an 
easily accessible route that enables a wide variety of recreational users and has a high 
quality of path infrastructure. The path as currently proposed would fail to provide such 



a route and would as such fail to provide adequate provision for recreational users 
during construction.  
 
In addition to the concerns over the width of the designated path, there are also 
concerns with the height of the 1.2 metre high fence, as although this would provide a 
physical barrier to the construction vehicles it would fail to reduce the impacts from 
these vehicles, which would still be experienced at very close proximity and create a 
threatening presence. These impacts, which would also detract from the tranquillity and 
moorland character currently experienced by users of the bridleway (National Trail), 
would also only be felt more severely as the temporary fence would increase the sense 
of enclosure experienced by recreational users and provide a physical barrier to 
recreational users safely passing. It is also considered that any proposals to increase 
the height of the fence, so as to mitigate against the proximity of wind farm traffic, would 
only serve to exacerbate the afore mentioned concerns with the 1.2 metre high fence, 
creating a larger physical enclosure, to further detract from the enjoyment of amenity 
users.  
 
The Council also note that the document ‘The New Deal, Management of National 
Trails in England from April 2013’ establishes a presumption of routes being traffic free. 
It is recognised that it is not the LPA’s responsibility to uphold these quality standards 
as set down by Natural England, it is however considered that this presumption further 
demonstrates the importance of National Trails, and that their continued use as an 
amenity resource that also contributes positively to the health of the community,   
 
In light of the above it is considered that during the construction period of development, 
legitimate users of the bridleway and other rights of way would be put to undue 
detriment. The provisions on the bridleway to separate off construction traffic would be 
of little benefit, with the two metre wide segregation pathway of insufficient size to allow 
continued enjoyment of the bridleway, with two sets of amenity users, particularly those 
on horse-back, being provided with insufficient room to pass. Furthermore although the 
proposed fence would provide a physical boundary from construction vehicles, it is 
considered that this would do little to minimise the impacts from construction traffic, 
which would still be experienced at very close proximity, creating a threatening 
presence and adversely affecting the enjoyment of the National Trail.  In conclusion, it 
is considered that the mitigation measures proposed by virtue of a designated 
recreational path would fail to provide adequate provision for recreational users during 
the construction period of development. 
 
Impacts on National Trail during operation 
 
12 turbines 
 
Following the completion of construction it is acknowledged that recreational users 
would once again have full use of the National Trail, be it in an altered state and with 
access retained for maintenance vehicles. As discussed earlier, any significant 
maintenance of the turbines would require renewed protection of Rooley Moor Road 
and in such an instance, the impact on users of the National Trail (and other rights of 
way) would be similar to those experienced during the construction phase.  
 
Following completion of the development, the twelve turbine scheme would be set out 
with eight turbines to the west of Rooley Moor Road and four (two of which would be in 
Rossendale) to the east. Although it is acknowledged that the development would be 
present for only a small proportion of the entire National Trail (the applicant quotes less 
than 0.17% of the Pennine Bridleway as being affected), such a figure fails to recognise 



the importance of National Trail in providing a high quality amenity resource and also 
fails to recognise the local effects experienced by the development. 
 
When travelling through the windfarm created by the twelve turbine scheme, amenity 
users would be met by a very prominent development, the presence of which would 
undoubtedly change the character of this section of the route. The turbines would be 
visible from distance and would appear as looming structures, significantly altering the 
physical landscape around the application site. As previously mentioned, paragraph 73 
of the NPPF recognises that access to high quality open spaces can make an important 
contribution to the health and well-being of communities, and planning policies should 
seek to protect and enhance public rights of way. Furthermore, it is considered that the 
wild and desolate landscape is part of the character enjoyed by users of the right of way 
and under paragraph 124 of the NPPF, planning decisions should aim to protect areas 
of tranquillity which have remained relatively undisturbed by noise and are prized for 
their recreational and amenity value for this reason.  
 
With the presence of 12 turbines around the right of way, it is considered that this 
existing wild and desolate character, which is noted by a number of objectors as a 
significant attraction of the Trail, would be entirely disrupted, and while it is 
acknowledged the existing Scout Moor Wind Farm can be seen from much of Rooley 
Moor Road, this is seen as a feature in the distance and one that still retains the 
tranquil and wild moorland environment experienced on the moor. With the presence of 
turbines, which would at their closest be only 174m from the Trail (and could be closer if 
the 50m micrositing was required to avoid below ground constraints), the entire 
character or this area of moorland and landscape enjoyed by amenity users would be 
put to significant harm and would detract significantly from the enjoyment of Rooley 
Moor Road as an amenity asset. This is noted as being an entirely different scenario to 
that created by the Scout Moor turbines where a National Trail does not run through the 
site and rights of way largely have a greater off-set from the turbines.  
 
When looking at the harm caused to the character and landscape of this moorland 
area, it is considered that the permanent changes to Rooley Moor Road would further 
contribute to this harm. Under the application it is indicated that Rooley Moor Road 
would be returned to its current state following construction. However, while the 
temporary protective surfacing to the road would be removed, as demonstrated in the 
submitted cross sections, altered ground profiles would be retained, as would 
repositioned drainage ditches. There are peat and heritage concerns associated with 
these matters and these are addressed elsewhere in the report, however in regards to 
the impact on the right of way, it is considered that these permanent alterations would 
result in a more engineered appearance and landscape, further detracting from the 
existing character experienced by recreational users, with the managed form detracting 
from the existing wild, moorland nature.  
 
In light of the above it is considered that the development of 12 turbines would 
unacceptably detract from the enjoyment of the existing right of way (National Trail) 
which traverses the site. As such the application would be unacceptable in the above 
regard and contrary to policies A/13, A/14 and EM/14 of the UDP as well as chapters 8 
and 11 of the NPPF. 
 
While the above impacts would be detrimental to all amenity users, it is considered that 
they would be particularly felt by horse riders, with it known that some horses will be 
spooked by development. Additionally, the perceived threat or the presence of nearby 
turbines on horse riders is sufficient to prevent some riders from attempting to ride 
routes next to turbines, with the unknown reaction from their horses seen by some, as 



too high a risk. The Council do however also acknowledge that other horses will be fine 
when riding adjacent to turbines and indeed, others, will get used to their presence. 
 
Within Planning Appeals (including APP/A4710/A/14/2216433 – Land east of Bradford 
Old Road, Halifax, West Yorkshire) it has been previously noted that there is not 
statutory minimum distance between a wind turbine and a public bridleway and the 
matter is not addressed in national or local planning policy. However, guidance 
produced by the British Horse Society is quoted often in objections received to the 
current application and in the aforementioned appeal and this recommends a minimum 
separation distance of 200m or three times the blade tip height (whichever is the 
greater) between a turbine and any route used by horses. This guidance does however 
also acknowledge that this may not be appropriate in all situations and every site 
should be considered independently as there are likely to be many interdependent 
factors involved. In cases where a single unit would be less than the recommended 
distance, a lesser distance may be acceptable subject to other factors. These include 
the availability of alternative routes and their desirability, the number of turbines and 
their location relative to the route, the presence of other hazards, variation in ground 
levels and sudden sight of a turbine from behind an obstruction.  
 
In the case of the aforementioned appeal it was determined that the proximity of a 
turbine (which in that instance was a 24.6m high turbine set approximately 50m from a 
track used for equestrian purposes) would create shadow flicker (and possibly noise) 
that would likely spook the horses and result in the development not being in the best 
interest of horses or their riders.  
 
In the current application the applicants recognise that two of the turbines (T5 and T6) 
are within the British Horse Society’s (BHS) recommended buffers of a minimum of 
200m of the Pennine Bridleway, with the distances to these turbines proposed at 174m 
and 186m respectively. The ES does however fail to identify that all but three of the 
turbines (T2, T3, T5, T6, T7, T8, T11 and T12 (T11 and T12 in Rossendale) would be 
within three times the blade tip height, which equates to 375m.  
 
When assessing the current application against the impacts on horses and their riders it 
is clearly recognised that the BHS guidelines have not previously been given significant 
weight by Planning Inspectors. Nonetheless, the wider impacts on amenity users can 
be given greater weight and there are concerns over the impact the development would 
have on the environment of the Pennine Bridleway for all users during construction and 
operation of the wind farm. Furthermore, notwithstanding the wider impacts on amenity 
users, the Council appreciate that the perceived threat of a wind farm is sufficient to 
discourage some horse riders from riding close to turbines due to the unknown (or 
sometimes known) impacts the turbines would have on their animals. This threat is 
supported on some appeals, including that referenced above, however, similarly it is 
noted that other inspectors consider such impacts to hold only limited weight.  
 
8 Turbines 
 
When assessing the impact from the 8 turbine scheme it is recognised that the removal 
of four turbines would remove that feeling of ‘travelling through’ a windfarm. However, it 
is still considered that the turbines to the west of the right of way (National Trail) would 
appear very prominent from the Trail and would still detract from the current character 
experienced by recreational users of the route. The long term alterations to the fabric 
and setting of Rooley Moor Road would also remain as discussed in the 12 turbine 
scheme and the resultant engineered landscape would again further detract from the 
wild moorland character.  
 



In light of the above, although the removal of the four turbines to the east of Rooley 
Moor Road would remove the aforementioned feeling of ‘travelling through a windfarm’, 
this reduction in the number turbines would do little to reduce the impacts on amenity 
users. The remaining turbines would still sit in very close proximity to the National Trail 
and create a domineering presence, to the detriment of the rights of way existing 
character and harmful to its enjoyment and amenity value. The 8 turbine scheme 
therefore fails to address the concerns regarding the impact on rights of way. 
 
Alternate route 
 
It is recognised that an alternative route is proposed as part of the development, 
although the applicants clearly state that this should not be seen as a diversion of the 
Pennine Bridleway “It is not proposed to divert the Penning Bridleway (PB). The points 
about grading the other footpaths to PB standards are therefore not relevant.” As such, 
and without the alternate route being considered as a diversion, it is considered that 
any impacts to adversely affect the value of the Pennine Bridleway (National Trail) must 
be given significant weight.  
 
Notwithstanding the fact that the alternate routes should not be considered as 
diversions of the National Trail, their suitability should still be assessed and it is 
considered that there are also concerns regarding this element of the proposal. 
 
In spite of initial reservations about the use of HeyFp121 as a bridleway, the Councils 
rights of way team have confirmed that this could take place provided the permission of 
the land owner is sought – the applicants have provided confirmation of this. However 
insufficient information has been provided over the diversion of the definitive routes and 
where such a change is shown, i.e. around the rear of the security lodge and holding 
area, a temporary diversion order would be required. This is nevertheless a matter that 
can be addressed following consent and one that can be reasonably conditioned.  
 
There are also concerns that insufficient information has been provided regarding the 
construction of any diversions to routes and the construction of the new bridleway. 
Through site visits and in consultation with the Rights of Way team, it is noted that the 
land proposed for the new bridleway is extremely undulating and boggy. As such, the 
rights of way team have raised the question as to how this new section of bridleway will 
be constructed and ensure ease of use for legitimate users.  In response to this the 
applicant has confirmed “The new bridleway will be constructed using the relevant 
techniques to apply a new surface to the ground in question to construct a useable path 
way to the required standard. Until ground investigation work is carried out post consent 
it not possible to comment on what techniques will be used. The developer expects this 
to be covered by a condition.” 
 
The LPA recognise that at times it is appropriate to condition additional details to be 
submitted post approval. However, in such instances that LPA must already be satisfied 
that the details as shown are acceptable in principle and that in discharging any 
condition, the applicants will be able address any outstanding concerns/questions, 
ensuring the acceptability of development.  
 
In this case it is considered that the information submitted with the application is 
insufficient to allow an assessment to be made on the principle of its acceptability. It is 
known from the planning submission that the site is overlain by deposits of peat and a 
significant part of the planning assessment has related to whether the proposed peat 
management plan is sufficient and whether the proposals to protect and restore peat 
across the site are adequate. These matters are addressed in full earlier in the report 
(section entitled Hydrology, Hydrogeology and Geology), where it is concluded 



insufficient information has been submitted at this stage, and in light of this it is 
considered that further works to potentially disturb further peat deposits in order to 
create new and diverted rights of way, cannot be accepted in principle, until the Council 
are satisfied that peat restoration for the development is acceptable.  
 
Further assessing the suitability of the alternate route, attention must remain on the 
undulating and boggy ground conditions that are known to exist in the area. These 
conditions have been noted by objectors to be a matter of concern, with horse riders in 
particular stating that they do not consider the land to be suitable for providing a route 
up to bridleway standards. The Councils own rights of way team have also raised 
concerns over this matter and have asked how this new bridleway will be constructed 
so as to ensure ease of use for legitimate users.  
 
It is again noted that the applicant considers that construction of the route is a matter to 
be conditioned. However, with the absence of any further information regarding ground 
conditions, it has not been adequately demonstrated that a safe and feasible route 
could be created as indicated in the application and as such and in the absence of any 
further information, it is not considered that the principle of providing an alternative 
bridleway as indicated is acceptable or even achievable.  
 
In final assessment of the alternate route it is noted that it comes within very close 
proximity of borrow pit 2 and turbine T6. The distance to turbine T3 is also below the 
recommended BHS guidance. In regards to these distances the concerns would be 
similar to those raised earlier on the National Trail and the turbines would create an 
overly domineering presence, that would detract significantly from the existing character 
of the moor and create and unacceptable level of enjoyment for amenity users of the 
bridleway. In regards to the borrow pit, it is recognised that any impacts experienced 
from this would be for a temporary period only (throughout construction), nonetheless 
the distance to the borrow pit would be such that amenity users would be put to undue 
detriment by its presence and the current information included in the application fails to 
demonstrate that these amenity users would be adequately protected.  
 
Health and Safety 
 
In addition to the above it is noted that a number of objections raise concerns over the 
health and safety impacts from the development, particularly in regards to ice throw (ice 
being thrown from a blade) and the catastrophic failure of a turbine, e.g. blade loss 
and/or the falling over of a turbine. In regards to turbine failure, it is noted that there 
have been widely reported incidents of turbines (nationally and internationally) failing. 
These are however isolated incidents and turbines are no more likely to fail than any 
other structure or building. Furthermore, although ice throw from turbines has also been 
reported, modern turbines are generally able to detect this as an imbalance and the 
turbines are shut down until the problem no longer persists.  
 
In light of the above it is considered that health and safety concerns do not hold 
significant weight in the assessment of the proposal and the application is acceptable in 
this regard.  
 
Conclusion  
 
In light of the above it is considered that the proposed construction, operation and 
management of the wind farm development would have an unacceptable impact on 
designated public rights of ways in the vicinity of the application site. The use of Rooley 
Moor Road as access to the site would significantly detract from this route as a National 
Trail and amenity resource and information submitted in regards to an alternate 



bridleway route has failed to demonstrate that the route is feasible and also that users 
of that route would not be put to further detriment by the dominating presence of the 
development. The application would as such fail to protect rights of ways in the area. 
 
Socio-economic 
 
Under policy G/RE/1 it is states that ‘The Council will safeguard and enhance economic 
vitality and environmental quality of the countryside, activities and development which 
help to regenerate or diversify the rural economy, support the well-being or rural 
communities, or increase the recreational and tourism potential of rural areas will be 
permitted, in particular: 
 

- Agricultural development and appropriate farm diversification enterprises; 
- The establishment or expansion of rural businesses and activities; 
- Outdoor recreational pursuits and proposals which facilitate improved access to 

and within the countryside, and 
- Facilities for tourists or visitors. 
-  

Proposals will be expected to respect and where possible enhance the natural, cultural 
and visual qualities of the landscape and the character of countryside.’ 
 
Policy RE/3 also establishes that development will not be permitted if it would result in 
the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land (Grade 3a and above)  
 
Policy LT/2 states that ‘Development Proposals that would adversely affect an existing 
tourist attraction will not be permitted where they would detract from its function, 
appearance or setting.’ 
 
The NPPF also requires support of the rural economy and advises in Chapter 3, that 
“To promote a strong rural economy, local and neighbourhood plans should: 
 

- Support the sustainable growth and expansion of all types of business and 
enterprise in rural areas, both through conversion of existing buildings and well 
designed new buildings. 

- Promote the development and diversification of agriculture and other land based 
rural businesses.  

- Support rural tourism and leisure developments that benefit businesses in rural 
areas, communities and visitors, and which respect the character of the 
countryside. This should include support the provision and expansion of tourist 
and visitor facilities in appropriate locations where identified needs are not met 
by existing facilities in rural service centres, and 

- Promote the retention and development of local services and community 
facilities in villages, such as local shops, meeting places, sports venues, cultural 
buildings, public houses and places of worship.  

 
The emerging Draft Core Strategy also relates to supporting the rural economy and 
establishes that this will be done through measures, including,  
 

- Enhancing the South Pennine Moors landscape, 
- Improving the recreational and tourist value of the Pennine Way and Pennine 

Bridleway  
- Supporting agriculture and other appropriate activities which help to sustain 

economic activity, whilst maintaining and improving the appearance and rural 
character of the boroughs countryside.  

 



Within the ES it is stated by the applicant that throughout the development 
”employment and Gross Value Added (GVA) will be generated directly at the site, which 
will in turn create opportunities for local businesses to provide services to the people 
employed in the wind farm and to those providing those services.” It is therefore 
envisaged by the applicant, that when looking at an estimate of direct and indirect 
employment and GVA and an estimate of induced employment and GVA, as well as 
existing case studies, that an estimated value of the contract (from development) kept 
in the local area would be £3,440,000, or 55% of the total contract (for the 12 turbine 
scheme).   
 
The impacts on tourism and recreation (including the Pennine Bridleway and 
Rossendale Way) from the development have also been considered as part of the 
application and in terms of the rights of way, it is acknowledged by the applicant that 
“without mitigation this would be a major and adverse effect and therefore a significant 
impact.” The mitigation measures proposed to protect the rights of way have been 
discussed earlier in the report.  
 
In regards to tourism and recreation the applicant has also stated “A number of public 
surveys focused on the public perceptions of wind farms as well as studies researching 
the impact of wind farms on tourism have been undertaken in the UK since wind farms 
were first development in the early 1990s. A study by BWEA (now renewableUK) into 
public attitudes found that there were over 60 public surveys conducted over a 15 year 
period. The study concluded that, on average, there was a 70-80% level of support for 
wind farm development, both in principle and also in practice among residents living 
near to developed wind farms.” 
 
The applicant later concludes that “Impacts on the tourism in the area are therefore 
predicted to be negligible.” 
 
A significant public objection to the application has been the impact on the local rural 
community with objectors envisaging that the development will discourage recreational 
users from using rights of way in the area (and in particular Rooley Moor Road). The 
impact on recreational users is assessed earlier in the report as unacceptable. The 
objectors however consider that these impacts would have wider reaching effects and 
adversely affect businesses that are reliant on the continued use of Rooley Moor as a 
recreational resource. 
 
In particular the objections reference the impact that the local horse economy has on 
the area and following surveys by the Rochdale Bury Bridleways Association, the 
objectors state that 19 riders in the Rooley Moor area have indicated that they would 
possibly leave the area should the wind farm be built, and this would result in a direct 
loss to the local economy of £102,600. This value is calculated from the estimated 
average costs of; livery, fodder, bedding, hard feed, farrier, veterinary treatment and 
insurance.   
 
The objectors also reference the potential losses to associated business in the area 
and consider the following to also be affected; tack shops, clothing (equestrian related) 
shops, transport, maintenance and service, tuition and bridleway maintenance. A 
specific case study of Lane Head Livery Stables is also provided and it is stated that 
“most clients indicated that they would move yards if the wind farm is built. This would 
mean that the yard manager would lose her job.” 
 
In addition to the businesses directly related to equestrian, the objection from Rochdale 
Bury Bridleways Association states that “Many farms have diversified and offer B&B to 
horses and riders tackling the Mary Towneley Loop. Since 2002, when the Mary 



Towneley Loop opened, there has been an average of 150 riders visiting the B&Bs from 
May to September. This generates some £10k of business per farm, a substantial 
income for these small farms.” Specific objections have also been received from the 
proprietors of some of these B&Bs, with concerns raised over the impact on their 
business.  
 
Given the assessment provided under the Rights of Way section of the report, it is 
unreservedly agreed that the development would adversely impact on the enjoyment of 
the existing rights of way in the area and would in particular, significantly detract from 
Rooley Moor Road as a National Trail and amenity resource. Given this assessment the 
Council also agree that the development would undoubtedly have some adverse impact 
on local businesses in the area. However, the information submitted by the objectors 
has been assessed by the Council’s Economic Affairs Manager who has advised that 
the impact on tourism in the area is a personal one, based on an individual’s view of 
wind farms which would range from very anti to very pro. On this basis it is considered 
that a negative impact on the local economy and local businesses cannot be 
adequately substantiated. As such, while the concerns in this regard are fully 
recognised, it is considered that on balance, the impacts generated could not be proven 
to adversely impact on the local rural economy. A reason for refusal on these grounds 
could not as such be justified.  
 
In regards to other economic impacts from the development, it is noted that while there 
could be economic/employment benefits during the construction phase of development, 
it is recognised that employment in the operational phase is very limited. As such the 
longer term economic benefits to the area would be through the Community Benefit 
Fund and some uplift in Business Rates. With  regards to Business Rates, this matter is 
material to the consideration of the application and can be awarded limited weight. 
However, the Community Benefit Fund is voluntary and is purely at the bequest of the 
applicant. This matter is therefore not part of the planning application and cannot be 
considered in part of the assessment of acceptability.  
 
In light of the above it is considered that the socio-economic benefits of the 
development are likely to be more neutral than suggested by the applicant, with the 
benefits to the economy failing to outweigh any harm caused (as outlined above). The 
neutral impacts on the economy would not alter the planning balance when considering 
the application in the round.  
 
Land use 
 
A major matter of land use has been assessed above in the section entitled Public 
Rights of Way. It is also noted that objections received raise concerns over anti-social 
behaviour, with fears that the development would increase access for illegitimate users 
of the moor. In discussions with the applicant, suggestions have been made (by the 
applicant) that illegitimate access could be restricted through use of a gate across 
Rooley Moor Road. The Council does not however have detail of this and consider that 
for any such feature to be considered, details would be required prior to determination 
so as to allow an assessment of matters including; the impacts on the non-designated 
heritage assets – Rooley Moor Road and Catley Lane Head, the impact on the Right of 
Way (National Trail) and impacts on peat.  
 
Suggestions by the applicant have also included a moorland rangers and additional 
policing. The Council are satisfied that such matters could be controlled through any 
subsequent legal agreement (Section 106) and additional information would not be 
required at this application stage.  
 



In light of the above, although it is considered that some of the measures suggested by 
the applicant cannot be adequately assessed due to insufficient information, it is 
considered that the Council do not have undue concerns relating to anti-social 
behaviour. Access by illegitimate users is already possible via the existing Rooley Moor 
Road and across from Scout Moor, and although more anti-social behaviour may be 
encouraged by improvements to the moorland access (surfacing of Rooley Moor Road 
and new access tracks), this could be adequately controlled through use of the 
proposed Moorland Ranger and additional policing. This matter is therefore considered 
acceptable.   
 
The outstanding matter of land use relates to the agricultural use of the land. However, 
as the agricultural use falls under Common Land, the impacts from this will be dealt with 
through any Commons Land Application and are therefore not a matter for 
consideration under the current planning application.  
 
Telecommunications 
 
For the purposes of this report ‘telecommunications systems’ includes radio, television 
and mobile phone signals.  
 
The National Planning Policy Framework states:- 
 
Local planning authorities… should ensure that they have considered the possibility of 
the construction of new buildings or other structures interfering with broadcast and 
telecommunications services. 
 
Policy EM/14 of the adopted Rochdale Unitary Development Plan states that wind farm 
developments will be supported provided they meet certain criteria, including that the 
proposal would not result in electro-magnetic interference with local television reception 
and specialist radio communication networks. 
 
Policy G3 of the draft Rochdale Core Strategy states that any harm to local residents 
and their amenity should be minimised and appropriately mitigated. 
 
Any large structure, whether stationary or moving, in the vicinity of a beam path 
between a receiver and transmitter of electronic signals may interfere with those signals 
and degrade the performance of the telecommunication system. Both communications 
systems where the signal is broadcast from a fixed transmitted over an area with 
dispersed receptors can be affected, as can fixed links where the signal is broadcast 
from one fixed transmitter to another. As well as blocking a signal, a wind turbine may 
passively reflect a signal, leading to an effect called ‘ghosting’. As it is the turbines, 
rather than any of the ancillary development which are most likely to cause interference 
with telecommunications systems, the effects will be felt only during the operational 
phase and for a short time during the construction phase between the erection of a 
turbine and it being brought into operation.  
 
Analogue television technology was seriously affected by signal reflections created by 
wind turbines which can give rise to ‘ghosting’. Digital television signals do not suffer 
from ghosting and switchover to digital technology was completed in 2012. Where 
digital signals are weak, however, reflected signals can still be an issue.    
 
Radio signals are rarely reported as having interference caused by wind farm 
structures. DAB radio is not affected by signal reflections and the relatively low 
frequencies on which radio operates tend to pass through obstructions more easily.  
 



With respect to fixed links, a wind turbine may degrade the performance of a fixed link 
not only if it is within the line of sight of the link but also if it is within a certain lateral 
distance of the link.  
 
Mitigation 
 
The turbine layout has been designed to avoid impacts on fixed links and broadcast 
telecommunication signals. The mobile phone operators and other stakeholders were 
consulted by the developer prior to the submission of the planning application and 
confirmed that they raised no objection to the layout of the wind farm. They had already 
provided information on the location of transmitters and buffer zones which had 
informed the location of the turbines.  
 
With respect to television reception, the switch to digital television reduces the risk of 
interference taking place. It is, nevertheless, impossible to rule out the possibility that 
television reception will be affected by the wind farm development. The developer has 
therefore committed to mitigate any deterioration identified provided any complaints 
about impacts are made within a period of one year from the first operation of the wind 
farm; after this period it is unlikely that the wind farm is the cause of any deterioration in 
reception. Prior to the wind farm being brought into use a television reception survey 
will be carried out to establish baseline conditions. 
 
Mitigation for affected television reception could be one or more of the following:- 
 

• Re-orientation of existing aerials to an alternative transmitter; 

• Supply of directional aerials to mildly affected properties; or 

• Provision of cable or satellite television (which cannot be affected by the 
turbines). 

 
The requirement for a baseline survey and mitigation measures to be put into place 
where necessary could be secured by a suitably worded planning condition or 
conditions. This is a commonplace way of dealing with potential issues of television 
interference which cannot be clearly identified until a wind farm is constructed and 
operational. This issue is not considered to constitute a reason to resist the proposals, 
were they acceptable in all other respects. 
 
Air traffic 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework states:- 
 
In determining planning applications for [wind energy] development, planning 
authorities should follow the approach set out in the National Policy Statement for 
Renewable Energy Infrastructure (read with the relevant sections of the Overarching 
National Policy Statement for Energy Infrastructure, including aviation impacts. 
 
The Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy (EN-1) states that it is essential 
that the safety of UK aerodromes, aircraft and airspace is not adversely affected by new 
energy infrastructure. Certain civil aerodromes and aviation technical sites, selected on 
the basis of their importance to the national air transport system, are officially 
safeguarded in order to ensure their safety and operation are not compromised by new 
development. A similar official safeguarding system applies to certain military 
aerodromes and defence assets, selected on the basis of their strategic importance. 
Safe and efficient operations within UK airspace is dependent upon communications, 
navigation and surveillance (CNS) infrastructure, including radar.  



 
It continues by stating that energy infrastructure development may interfere with the 
operation of CNS systems such as radar. It can also act as a reflector or diffractor of 
radio signals upon which Air Traffic Control Services rely (an effect which is particular 
likely to arise when large structures, such as wind turbines, are located in close 
proximity to Communications and Navigation Aids and technical sites). Wind turbines 
may also cause false returns when built in line of sight to Primary or Secondary 
Surveillance radar installations. Other operational defence assets may be affected by 
new development such as meteorological radars. It is important that new energy 
infrastructure does not significantly impede or compromise the safe and effective use of 
any defence assets. 
 
Certain aerodromes, radar stations and aeronautical radio communication and 
navigation facilities are statutorily safeguarded under the provisions of the Town and 
Country Planning (Safeguarded Aerodromes, Technical Sites and Military Explosive 
Storage Areas) Direction 2002. 
 
Wind turbines located in areas close to airfields, or where certain types of low flying 
training are carried out, may pose a vertical obstruction hazard to aircraft. Wind turbines 
located within line of site and operational range of air traffic control or air defence radar 
equipment can present a similar appearance to aircraft on the radar screen. There is 
also some potential for reduction of a radar’s ability to detect and track aircraft in the 
area behind or above a wind turbine. Meteorological radars can also be affected in a 
similar way. Aeronautical radio navigation aids may be affected by wind turbines due to 
reflection or scattering of the signal by the blades and towers.  
 
There are a number of aviation and meterological radar stations which could be 
affected by the proposals:- 
 

• Air Traffic Control Radar at Warton, St. Anne’s and Manchester 

• Hameldon Hill Met Office radar 

• NATS en-route Prestwick radar 

• Rossendale air-strip 

• Pole Hill VOR beacon 
 
The Local Planning Authority relies on consultation responses from National Air Traffic 
Control Service (NATS), the Ministry of Defence (MOD) and Manchester Airport to 
establish the appropriate safeguarding measures have been put in place to prevent any 
risk to aircraft. Adverse impacts have been identified by these consultees on Warton, 
St. Anne’s and Hameldon Hill.  
 
NATS 
 
Initially NATS objected to the proposed development as its assessment is that the 
development would cause an adverse impact to the Manchester and St Annes radars 
and associated air traffic operations of NATS (En-Route) plc ("NERL") without suitable 
mitigation.  
 
However, since their original objection in September 2014, an agreement has been 
entered into between NERL and the developer for the agreement of suitable planning 
conditions and the implementation of an identified and defined mitigation solution in 
relation to the development that will be implemented under agreement. In summary, 
such mitigation solution will require works to be carried out to NERL's infrastructure and 
comprises a modification to the radar system.  



 
As suitable planning conditions can be imposed in order to mitigate against any 
adverse impacts on the Manchester and St. Anne’s NATS / NERL is therefore prepared 
to withdraw its objection to the application. These conditions relate to the provision of a 
Primary Radar Mitigation Scheme and its subsequent implementation and operation 
throughout the life of the wind farm.  
 
MOD 
 

• Air Traffic Control (ATC) Radar 
 
The MOD state in their consultation response that in respect of the 12 turbine scheme 
turbines 3, 5, 6, 7 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12 will be 44.8km from, detectable by, and will cause 
unacceptable interference to the ATC radar at Warton. In respect of the 8 turbine the 
same concerns have been raised over turbines 5, 7, 8, 9 and 10.  
 
Wind turbines have been shown to have detrimental effects on the performance of 
MOD ATC and Range Control radars. These effects include the desensitisation of radar 
in the vicinity of the turbines, and the creation of "false" aircraft returns which air traffic 
controllers must treat as real. The desensitisation of radar could result in aircraft not 
being detected by the radar and therefore not presented to air traffic controllers. 
Controllers use the radar to separate and sequence both military and civilian aircraft, 
and in busy uncontrolled airspace radar is the only sure way to do this safely. 
Maintaining situational awareness of all aircraft movements within the airspace is 
crucial to achieving a safe and efficient air traffic service, and the integrity of radar data 
is central to this process. The creation of "false" aircraft displayed on the radar leads to 
increased workload for both controllers and aircrews, and may have a significant 
operational impact. Furthermore, real aircraft returns can be obscured by the turbine's 
radar returns, making the tracking of conflicting unknown aircraft (the controllers’ own 
traffic) much more difficult. 
 
It is understood that the developer has not yet been able to agree a suitable scheme of 
mitigation with the MOD for the Warton ATC Radar and therefore the MOD maintain 
their objection. Without such mitigation in place, and with no reasonable prospect of 
agreement being reached in the timescales for reporting, it is therefore considered 
appropriate to recommend that the application be refused on the grounds of a risk to 
aircraft and aviation safety from interference with air traffic control systems. 
 

• Meteorological Office radar 
 
 
The MOD have confirmed on the 4th June 2015 that they have reassessed the impact of 
the development on Hameldon Hill and now raise no objection. Previously the MOD 
sought an appropriate planning condition for mitigation but this is no longer a 
requirement.  
 
Manchester Airport 
 
Manchester Airport have examined the application from an aerodrome safeguarding 
perspective and have no objection to the scheme in respect of services at Manchester 
Airport. The scheme falls just outside the area where there is a statutory requirement to 
consult on wind turbine development. They have requested that an informative be 
attached to any grant of planning permission requesting that they are informed one 
month before any wind turbine becomes operational in order that they may maintain an 



up to date record of operational wind turbines within or close to the boundaries of the 
statutory safeguarding area.  
 
Green Belt 
 
As identified at the beginning of the Analysis section, the development is inappropriate 
in the Green Belt and would have a significant impact on its openness and the 
purposes of including land within it. The developer therefore needs to demonstrate very 
special circumstances if the development is to proceed. The NPPF is clear that such 
very special circumstances may include the wider environmental benefits associated 
with increased production of energy from renewable sources.  
 
However, having weighed up the benefits of the proposal, including the provision of a 
renewable energy resource, it is clear that the harm from the proposal, both in Green 
Belt and other terms, demonstrably outweighs any benefit of the proposed scheme. 
This harm is significant and sufficient to conclude that there are no very special 
circumstances which would outweigh the harm to the Green Belt, in principle, through 
inappropriate development, and to the openness of the Green Belt and the purposes of 
including land within it.   
 
OVERALL SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework, the adopted Rochdale Unitary Development 
Plan and the emerging Draft Core Strategy contain positive policies in respect of the 
provision of wind energy development. The National Planning Policy Framework also 
contains at its heart a presumption in favour of sustainable development. Nevertheless, 
that presumption can be set aside where the adverse impacts of granting planning 
permission significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits.  
 
It is clear that this type of renewable energy scheme provides public benefits through 
the provision of renewable energy and the contribution it would make to meeting the 
government’s targets for the supply of energy from renewable sources and would have 
some financial benefits (outwith of a Community Benefit Scheme which is not material 
to this decision). It is also acknowledged that the proposals would not have harmful 
effects in all respects.  
 
Nevertheless, it is considered that there would be severe and significant adverse 
impacts of this particular proposal on heritage assets, landscape, the Green Belt, 
residential amenity, peatlands, public rights of way and aviation safety. These issues 
are all established material planning considerations, which can and should be given 
significant weight in the planning balance. Individually and cumulatively, these weigh 
strongly against a grant of planning permission in this instance and cannot, based on 
what is before the Local Planning Authority, be adequately mitigated against by 
planning condition or obligation. The application is therefore recommended for refusal. 
 
Full consideration has been given to the possibility of issuing a ‘split decision’ for an 
eight turbine scheme, as put forward by the developer in Supplementary Environmental 
Information. However, the only adverse impact not experienced with an eight turbine 
scheme rather than a twelve turbine scheme is that of landscape; long views of the 
proposals would be more balanced and less obtrusive with the loss of four turbines. All 
the other issues still weigh against the proposals and are still considered to weigh 
sufficiently such that refusal is recommended.  
 
Members are also reminded that only ten turbines of the twelve turbine scheme are in 
Rochdale and therefore form the basis of any decision. The other two turbines, the most 



northerly, are in Rossendale and it is for Rossendale to determine their acceptability 
through the identical planning application which is currently under consideration at that 
authority. Any refusal of planning permission relates to the ten turbines in Rochdale 
only. [N.B. All eight of the turbines in the SEI are in Rochdale]. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION         
 
REFUSE for the following reasons:- 
 

1. The development comprises inappropriate development in the Green Belt, 
which would have a detrimental impact on the openness of the Green Belt 
and the purposes of including land within it. The benefits of the scheme, 
including the provision of renewable energy, are not considered to outweigh 
the harm to the Green Belt and all other harm which has been identified. The 
applicant has therefore failed to demonstrate that there are ‘very special 
circumstances’ which would outweigh the in principle harm to the Green Belt 
and the purposes of including land within it which would result from 
inappropriate development and the harm to openness from the development 
itself. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policies G/D/2 and D/4 of the 
adopted Rochdale Unitary Development Plan, Policy G4 of the emerging 
Rochdale Publication Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

 
2. Rooley Moor is specifically identified as ‘unenclosed moorland’ with a wild 

and tranquil landscape character. The proposed development of twelve 
turbines (ten in Rochdale) would have a detrimental impact on the 
landscape character of the area, from both short range and longer distance 
views and both individually and cumulatively when viewed with  existing and 
proposed wind farm developments in the area. This would be contrary to 
Policies EM/14, G/NE/5 and NE/6 of the adopted Rochdale Unitary 
Development Plan, Policies SO3, SO4, G1, G3 and P2 of the emerging 
Rochdale Publication Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy 
Framework.  

 
[N.B. By way of information this reason for refusal would not apply to the 
eight turbine scheme submitted as SEI]. 

 
3. The proposed development would have a harmful impact on the setting of 

various designated heritage assets, including listed buildings and 
conservation areas equating to ‘less than substantial harm’ in National 
Planning Policy Framework terms. The benefits of the scheme, including the 
provision of renewable energy, are not considered to outweigh the harm to 
designated heritage assets and the proposal is therefore contrary to Policies 
EM/14, G/BE/9, BE/15, BE/17, BE/19 and NE/6 of the adopted Rochdale 
Unitary Development Plan, Policies SO3, P2, G1 and G3 of the emerging 
Rochdale Publication Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

 
4. The proposed development would have an adverse impact on the fabric and 

character of Rooley Moor Road, a non-designated heritage asset of 
substantive local significance. On balance, the benefits of the scheme, 
including the provision of renewable energy would not outweigh the severe 
harm that would be caused to this non-designated heritage asset. This 
would be contrary to Policies EM/14, G/BE/9, BE/10, BE/11 and NE/6 of the 



adopted Rochdale Unitary Development Plan, Policies SO3, P2, G1 and G3 
of the emerging Rochdale Publication Core Strategy and the National 
Planning Policy Framework.  

 
5. The proposed development would have a harmful impact on the setting of 

non-designated heritage assets, Rooley Moor Road and Catley Lane Head. 
On balance, the benefits of the scheme, including the provision of renewable 
energy would not outweigh respectively the severe harm and harm that 
would be caused to these non-designated heritage assets. This would be 
contrary to Policies EM/14, G/BE/9, BE/10, BE/11 and NE/6, Policies SO3, 
P2, G1 and G3 of the emerging Rochdale Publication Core Strategy of the 
adopted Rochdale Unitary Development Plan and the National Planning 
Policy Framework. 

 
6. The applicant has failed to demonstrate that adequate and successful peat 

restoration measures could be carried out in order to mitigate against the 
acknowledged loss of peat habitat that would result from the proposals. 
Based on the information before the Council the proposal would not 
safeguard peatland and would adversely affect areas of ecological value and 
lead to the loss of important habitats. The development is therefore contrary 
to Policies EM/14, NE/2, NE/3 and NE/6 of the adopted Rochdale Unitary 
Development Plan, Policies G1, G3 and G7 of the emerging Rochdale 
Publication Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
7. The proposed development would have a detrimental impact on the amenity 

of users of public rights of way in the vicinity of the development and in 
particular users of the Pennine Bridleway along Rooley Moor Road which is 
popular and well used by walkers, cyclists and horseriders. It would cause 
serious harm to the value of the area for quiet relaxation and recreation and 
as an area of tranquillity prized for its recreational value and enjoyment. This 
would be contrary to Policies RE/5, NE/6 and EM/14 of the adopted 
Rochdale Unitary Development Plan, Policies SO2, SO3, C6, G3, E5 and 
DM1 of the emerging Rochdale Publication Core Strategy and the National 
Planning Policy Framework.  

 
8. The proposed development, through its construction, maintenance and 

management, and in particular associated vehicle movements would lead to 
noise, disturbance and significant inconvenience to local residents, 
particularly at and around Catley Lane Head to the detriment of the amenity 
occupiers of these residential properties might reasonably be expected to 
enjoy. The development would therefore be contrary to Policies EM/14 and 
BE/2 of the adopted Rochdale Unitary Development Plan,  Policies SO3, G3 
and DM1 of the emerging Rochdale Publication Core Strategy and the 
National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
9. The proposed development would have an adverse impact on the safe and 

effective operation of the Air Traffic Control Radar station at Warton. This 
would be harmful to aviation safety and would be contrary to Policy EM/14 of 
the adopted Rochdale Unitary Development Plan, Policy G3 of the emerging 
Rochdale Publication Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

 
Report Authors: Rachel Carney / Rebecca Coley 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
APPENDICES 



APPENDIX A – SUMMARY OF COMMENTS PROVIDED BY THE COUNCILS’ 
COMMISSIONED CONSULTANTS.  

 
JBA  

12 Turbines  
 

- Hydrology, Hydrogeology and Geology 

o Possible issues relating to the disturbance of contaminated mine water 

and the impacts on ground water. If the site does interact with mine 

water, this may be for a longer period than a month and this would result 

in a major or moderate impact. This could cause a significant change in 

groundwater quality for a considerable period of time and therefore 

further details should be provided on the nature of controls proposed to 

control this.  

o Given the sensitivity of the impacts on private water supplies, further 

justification should be submitted to support the conclusion that there is a 

rare likelihood of occurrence. (This is particularly important as it seems 

that some of the private water supply information is incorrect – Snipe 

Barn Farm). 

o Further information is required on nature of the proposed mitigation and 

on site control measures for surface water impacts so as to demonstrate 

how the risk is diminished.  

o The mitigation for ground water impacts needs to be detailed to evidence 

how the risk is reduced. This is also required for decommissioning.  

o Insufficient information relating to subsidence.  

- Outline Habitat Management Plan (OHMP) 

o A summary of alternative strategies should be submitted to allow re-

vegetation of the areas for peat restoration, should grazing reduction and 

fencing not be agreed.  

- Ecology and Ornithology 

o No guarantee that displaced birds (Curlew) will move to the proposed 

mitigation area. This may make the impacts on Curlew more significant 

and a more precautionary prediction of impact should be assumed.  

o There is potential to disturbance of Peregrines due to the nest sited 

within 500m of the site. Although Peregrine are relatively tolerant of 

disturbance, 500m is at the lower end of the 500-750m disturbance 

distance as suggested and further disturbance is likely by background 

levels of disturbance in the area. Therefore the conclusions drawn 

should be more precautionary.   

8 Turbines 

- Hydrology, Hydrogeology and Geology 

o Peat used  on the shoulders of the new and widened access tracks may 

not work as a means of restoring peat habitat as these are likely to be 

well drained areas where peat is likely to dry out and oxidise. This was 

experienced on Scout Moor.  This will result in the same impacts on the 

proposals to use peat to batter the slopes and peat will likely erode and 

oxidise away, resulting in highly coloured run-off with peat in suspension.  



o No evidence has been submitted of monitoring of run-off to ensure that 

water quality (run-off) reaches an equilibrium post construction. 

o Impact of a peat slide and significant intersection and re-routing of mine 

waters should be classified as high magnitude impacts, not medium 

ones as currently stated.  

o The decrease in water quality due to peat slide is likely to be high.  

o Impact on disturbance of contaminated mine water could be high and 

could result in permanent changes to groundwater and surface water 

quality. This impact has the potential to affect private water supplies 

down gradient.  

o Although the likelyhood of a significant impact on the water environment, 

following mitigation, is probably minor, the potential to interact with mine 

water needs to be mitigated carefully. Could have a highly impact on 

surface and ground water and PWS’s. 

o No mitigation is proposed for dewatering.  If dewatering is envisaged this 

should be quantified to determine the private water supplies are not 

impacted.  

o No hydrogeological conceptualisation/model has been developed to 

understand the linkages between boreholes and springs at the site.  

o There has been an assumption in the ES that all boreholes are deep and 

cased out at the surface. This may not be the case.  

o 5 faults through the bedrock would permit the transmission of 

groundwater from the site towards PWS’s.  

o There is likely to be some overall negative peat impact which is only in 

part likely to be mitigated by restoration.  

o It is not clear whether the Von Post value of the peat has been 

considered as this leads to conclusions that the material may be difficult 

to handle and unsuitable for restoration.  

o The development intersects to areas of moderate peat slide risk. Further 

assessment is required if these areas are not avoided. 

- Ecology and Ornithology 

o A more precautionary approach is required, particularly in regards to 

Collision Risk Modelling and the displacement of raptors.  

o Curlew and Peregrine need to be considered further. 

o There is no guarantee that displaced birds (Curlew) will move to the 

mitigation area. This may make the impacts on Curlew more significant 

and a more precautionary prediction of impact should be assumed.  

o There is potential for disturbance of Peregrines due to the nest sited 

within 500m of the site. Although Peregrine are relatively tolerant of 

disturbance, 500m is at the lower end of the 500-750m disturbance 

distance as suggested and further disturbance is likely by background 

levels of disturbance in the area. Therefore the conclusions drawn 

should be more precautionary.   

o During breeding Curlew display flights will likely overlap the rotor sweep 

height and which increased this collision risk. This needs highlighting.  

o It is likely that the construction of Scout Moor Extension Wind Farm will 

result in significant cumulative impacts, particularly if construction 

phases are simultaneous.  



Grover Lewis Associates 

ES – 12 Turbines 

- Methodology 

o The definition of ‘substantial harm’ is overly narrow.  

o The reliance of a matrix-based system can lead to inaccurate results. 

English Heritage advises that this system should only be used as 

material supporting a narrative argument.  

- Impact on built heritage assets 

o The contribution of setting is in most instances accorded little weight and 

as a consequence, when it comes to assessment of impact, the 

calibration of effect is typically low.  

- Evaluation of conclusions reached 

o In a number of cases the calibrations by the applicant underestimate the 

effects and this appears to result from the weight given in the 

assessment of significance, and more particularly to the contribution 

made to significance made by setting. This is especially apparent in 

respect of some of the conservation areas where the identification of 

significance is largely attributed to the architectural and historic interest 

of the component buildings and structures rather than the townscape 

and wider setting qualities of the areas concerned.  

o Whitworth Square Conservation Area 

§ The ES plays down the contribution made be setting to the 

significance of the conservation area and makes no reference to 

the existence of the published character appraisal, or in its 

reference to the importance of the conservation areas wider 

landscape setting. The turbines would in fact have a dominating 

presence on views within the conservation area. This impact 

would be ‘major adverse’ and lead in turn to an effect of ‘major 

significance’.  

o Prickshaw and Broadley Fold Conservation Area and Prickshaw 

Cottages 

§ The ES fails to accord great value to the moorland setting of the 

conservation area, or to the importance of this in reinforcing the 

essential quality of rural isolation that the settlement currently 

enjoys. The turbines would in fact be highly visible at various 

points within the Conservation Area and have an overbearing 

presence. They would also harm the approaches to the 

conservation area along its winding lanes and damage its sense 

of rural remoteness. This would result in a ‘major adverse 

impact’, leading in turn to an effect of ‘major significance’.  

o Church of St Bartholomew 

§ The ES underplays the impacts of the development on the setting 

of the church. The turbines would have a dominating presence of 

views of the church and compete for prominence with it. This 

would result in a ‘major adverse’ impact and an effect of ‘major 

significance’.  



o Whitworth Cemetery and cemetery chapels 

§ The ES fails to recognise the importance of views out of the 

cemetery for visitors, the value of the unspoiled moorland 

backdrop, and the sense of peaceful contemplation offered by 

setting. No photomontages have been submitted to assess these 

impacts but based on fieldwork it is likely the development would 

have a ‘moderate adverse’ impact, leading to an effect of 

‘moderate significance’.  

o Rooley Moor Road 

§ The erection of the turbines, crane platforms and access tracks 

would have a pervasive impact on the isolated setting on Rooley 

Moor Road, detracting from its setting and significance. This 

would result in a ‘major adverse’ impact, leading to an effect of 

‘moderate significance’. Of further concern is the physical works 

to the surface or Rooley Moor Road and unless carried out with 

extreme care, such works could result in permanent damage to 

the fabric and setting of the trackway. Further clarification is also 

required to indicate precisely where physical interventions are 

intended.  

o Cumulative impacts 

§ The ES underestimates the cumulative impacts of this scheme 

and Scout Moor (including Scout Moor expansion).  

- Conclusions 

o The ES under-estimates the impact in respect of a number of important 

heritage assets within close proximity to the proposed wind farm.  

FEI - 12 Turbines 

- The FEI provides little additional information in regards to cultural heritage but 

rather takes the form of a rebuttal that seeks to reiterate and justify the stance 

taken in the Environmental Statement.  

 

SEI – 8 Turbines  
 

- Methodology 

o Repeats the previous comments 

o Full recognition of the contribution that setting makes to the significance 

of heritage assets is essential if the impact that the proposed wind farm 

would have on the significance of the heritage asset is to be correctly 

calibrated.  

- Summary of effects identified in the SEI 

o There are anomalies between the impacts listed in table 11.1 and the 

preceding text.  

- Evaluation of assessments contained in the SEI 

o In a number of cases the calibrations by the applicant underestimates 

the effects. This appears to result from the weight given in the 

assessment of significance, and more particularly to the contribution 

made to significance by setting.  



o The contribution of setting is discussed, but in most instances this is 

accorded relatively little weight.  

o Prickshaw and Broadley Fold Conservation Area and Prickshaw 

Cottages 

§ The SEI fails to acknowledge the close relationship between the 

surrounding landscape and the conservation area as a critical 

element in its particular character and significance, or the 

importance of this in reinforcing the essential quality of rural 

isolation that the settlement currently enjoys. In fact, the 

proposed turbines would damage the setting of the conservation 

area, and would have an overbearing presence within the 

conservation area and also damage the approaches and its 

sense of rural remoteness. The presence of 8 turbines would 

have at least a ‘moderate adverse impact’, leading to an effect of 

‘moderate significance’.  

o Whitworth Square Conservation Area 

§ The SEI downplays the contribution of setting to significance and 

states that the character and appearance of the conservation 

area is only appreciated from within the designated area. In fact 

the turbines would have a strong presence on views within the 

conservation area and would have a ‘major adverse impact; 

leading to an effect of ‘major significance’.  

o Church of St Bartholomew 

§ The ES underplays the impacts of the development on the setting 

of the church. The turbines would have a dominating presence of 

views of the church and compete for prominence with it. This 

would result in a ‘major adverse’ impact and an effect of ‘major 

significance’.  

o Whitworth Cemetery Registered Park and Garden and cemetery chapels 

§ The ES gives insufficient weight to the importance of views out 

for visitors to the cemetery, the value of the unspoiled moorland 

backdrop, and the sense of peaceful contemplation and 

tranquillity afforded by the cemetery’s setting. No photomontages 

have been submitted to assess these impacts but based on 

fieldwork it is likely the development would have a ‘moderate 

adverse’ impact, leading to an effect of ‘moderate significance’.  

o Rooley Moor Road 

§ The erection of 8 turbines, crane platforms and access tracks 

would have a pervasive impact on the isolated setting on Rooley 

Moor Road, detracting from its setting and significance. This 

would result in a ‘major adverse’ impact, leading to an effect of 

‘moderate significance’. 

§ The permanent works, including the creation of a crossing point 

over the historic trackway, could represent a threat to the fabric of 

Rooley Moor Road, and lead to an adverse impact on its setting.  

§ The typical cross sections of Rooley Moor Road are of a 

diagrammatic nature that do not show the wide variety of profiles 

and differing conditions that exist along the length of the affected 



section of trackway. It would not be possible to achieve the 

theoretically horizontal profiles shown on the drawings.  

§ The temporary works are likely to result in permanent damage to 

the fabric and setting of the trackway and harm its significance. 

More investigations are required.  

o Cumulative impacts 

§ The ES underestimates the cumulative impacts of this scheme 

and Scout Moor (including Scout Moor expansion).  

- Conclusions 

o The ES under-estimates the impact in respect of a number of important 

heritage assets within close proximity to the proposed wind farm.  

Hepworth Acoustics 

12 Turbines 

- It is important to assess the significance of noise levels on areas used for quiet 

relaxation and recreation. This should be requested from the applicant.  

- Some supplementary information/confirmation required in relation to operation 

and construction noise measurements. 

- The Council should be seeking best standards to be applied in order to protect 

the amenity of local residents. As such, the fixed element noise limit for daytime 

operational noise, both for the development itself and also for cumulative 

impact, should be 35dB(A). 

- Questions if drilling & blasting is proposed. 

- Further analysis should be undertaken to demonstrate that the impact from 

construction traffic on dwellings on Rooley Moor Road (between Stone Hill Road 

and Fern Hill Lane junctions) at times other that during concrete delivery times 

will be no more than of ‘minor significance’.  

- Further information is required to assess the potential noise impact of 

construction traffic on the dwellings at Catley Lane Head.  

 

FEI & SEI 

- The Council should be seeking best standards to be applied in order to protect 

the amenity of local residents. As such, the fixed element noise limit for daytime 

operational noise, both for the development itself and also for cumulative 

impact, should be 35dB(A). 

- It is important to assess the significance of noise levels on areas used for quiet 

relaxation and recreation. This should be requested from the applicant.  

- Further analysis should be undertaken to demonstrate that the impact from 

construction traffic on dwellings on Rooley Moor Road (between Stone Hill Road 

and Fern Hill Lane junctions) at times other that during concrete delivery times 

will be no more than of ‘minor significance’.  

- The 65dB to be experienced by the dwellings at Catley Lane Head is a high 

level of traffic noise in an area where there is currently little passing traffic.This 

would be a ‘major’ noise impact in the short term.  

 

 



LUC 

12 Turbines 

- The 12 turbines would not be acceptable in landscape and visual terms.  

- Significant effects from the proposal could be further mitigated.  

- Turbines T3, T6, T11 and T12 are consistently problematic. 

- With turbines located on either side of Rooley Moor Road, recreational users 

would experience the effect of walking through a wind farm. This would change 

the character and experience of the route. 

- The cumulative effect with the Scout Moor Extension would result in a ‘windfarm 

landscape’.  

- There is insufficient information on the ancillary elements of the proposed 

development, e.g. borrow pits, access roads  

 

FEI – 12 Turbines 

- Maintains that the consistently problematic turbines are T3, T6, T11, T12. The 

removal of the turbines on the eastern side of Rooley Moor Road would improve 

the overall balance of the layout in views where significant effects have been 

triggered. It would also improve the layout in certain other views. The removal of 

these turbines would also allow the proposed development to be kept to one 

side of the Rooley Moor Road/Pennine Bridleway.  

 

SEI – 8 Turbines 

- With the removal of T3, 6, 11 and 12 two key issues/concerns no longer remain. 

These being, the turbines appeared as outliers and we located on the eastern 

side of Rooley Moor Road, the Pennine Bridleway.  

- Further consideration should be given to the potential to move the borrow pits 

and substation away from the highly visible moorland edge, or to ensure that 

restoration and mitigation measures are carried out in full through planning 

conditions.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



APPENDIX B – REPRESENTATIONS OBJECTING TO THE SCHEME 

 
 
Rooley Moor Objections received in respect of ES 

Ownership issues 

- Part of one of the turbines encroaches onto the land owned by Limed Farm. 

 

Water/drainage issues 

- The proposed bridleway is situated on a water course that feeds Spring Mill 

Reservoir. 

- Private domestic water supplies will be put at risk.  

- The application doesn’t include mitigation for risks to water supplies. 

- Collapsing culverts under RMR have been an issue in the past and not 

addressed under application. 

- The works could alter the drainage characteristics of the moor, leading to further 

degradation of the peat. 

- Water run off from the development will put local communities, the cotton famine 

(Rooley Moor) road and a number of listed buildings at risk.  

 

Highways 

- The bridleway will attract more off road vehicles.  

 

Farming/wildlife 

- The proposal will disturb farm animals when they are on private and common 

land (which Limed Farm have common rights over). 

- The proposal will devastate Rooley Moor to the extent that Broadley Fold Farm 

will unable to continue as a commercial activity.  

- The stock owned by Broadley Fold Farm have been driven away from Scout 

Moor because of the Peel wind farm and as a result the land has deteriorated 

because of under grazing. Concerns if this scheme is allowed the same will 

happen to Rooley Moor, taking stock off the moors and putting Broadley Fold 

Farm out of business. 

- The alternative land offered to Broadley Fold Farm is at Brandwood Moor and 

too far from the farm. Brandwood Moor could also not sustain current stock and 

Broadley Fold Farm stock and would become over grazed. No alternative 

compensation has been offered.  

- The moor cannot sustain hill farming and turbines. It is one or the other.  

- There is no alternative land offer for farmers and given the destruction of 

surrounding moorland there is no viable exchange pasture land left.  

- Objections to any deregistration of common land application.  

- The effect on resident and migrating bird populations has been inadequately 

considered.  



- The combined effect of the cumulative development will cause cessation to the 

traditional hill farming activities on Scout and Rooley Moors.  

- The existing Scout Moor development has adversely impacted on bird 

populations at the site and this proposal will increase those effects. The area 

used to be a breeding ground for Dunlin and Curlew. 

- Research shows that around 40 birds a year die from flying into each turbine, 

thus this development would kill around 500 birds a year.  

- Impact of the Roe Deer of Healey Dell as it will impact on their access to other 

sites.  

- The extensive works will permanently reduce the areas available for wildlife. 

- A threat to endangered species such as newts. 

- The ornithology desk study is out of date 

- Work within the bird breeding season is illegal. 

- The water supply required for agriculture will be destroyed.  

- The Healey Moor Nature reserve would suffer due to its proximity to the 

proposed wind turbines and their necessary access routes.  

 

Equestrian and amenity 

- Concerns that the turbines are too close to the national trail (The Mary Townley 

Loop) and would spook horses, causing a hazard to the horses and their riders.  

- Concerns to pedestrian safety from ‘spooked’ horses. 

- The Mary Townley loop is a national trail and therefore of national importance.  

- The presence of the turbines would discourage visitors to the area to ride the 

Mary Townley Loop and would adversely impact on the businesses that are 

reliant on the continued use and success of the Mary Townley Loop as a 

bridleway. 

- The Mary Townley Loop attracts national and international visitors to the area. 

- Riders would feel compelled to use safer livery yards away from the access to 

the site and the HGV and heavy machinery movements. 

- The integrity of the Mary Townley Loop will be irreparably damaged and the 

consequential breach of a national trail is unacceptable.  

- Due to its status as a national trail many riders will be from outside of the area 

and not have had the opportunity for their horses to ‘get used to’ the turbines.  

- Amenity land will be lost for ever. 

- Concern over the shadow/flicker effect from the turbines on the bridleway. 

- The development does not comply with the British Horse Society 

recommendations in terms of distance to turbines. 

- The Mary Townley Loop was funded by Natural England, Sport England and the 

National Lottery.  

- The number of riders using the Mary Townley Loop has already reduced since 

the erection of the Scout Moor turbines and this proposal would only worsen that 

impact. 

- Horses currently stabled near the Mary Townley Loop are likely to be moved. 

- The noise emitted by the turbines will vary depending on changing 

circumstances. This will create a very unnerving environment for horses. Horses 

also panic if they are unable to identify the source of unusual noises. 



- Horses have sensitive vision and hearing making them susceptible to seeing the 

turbines as a threat. 

- The position of the turbines (on higher ground) are likely to be seen as a 

predator to horses. 

- Rooley Moor Road is also part of the Rossendale Way and will adversely impact 

on it value as an amenity resource. 

- The area is being used more for leisure as owing to the development of Lee and 

Crag Quarries for sport, which link into each other through RMR. 

- The moor is used as an amenity resource by all cultures, age and class groups. 

- Some horse riders approach RMR from alternative directions (across alternative 

Bridleways) and as such will not be prior warned of the development.  

- Horses will not be able to safely move through Lane Head village doe to the 

number of HGVs.  

- BHS surveys suggest that 20% of riders have experienced difficulties in the 

vicinity of wind turbines. 

- Horse riders should have the right to ride safely. 

- Previous planning applications (considered by Rochdale MBC and others) have 

been refused due to impacts on Bridleways. Appeals have also been dismissed 

on such grounds.  

- The proposed surfacing material may not be suitable for horses feet.  

- This area around the M62 corridor is largely industrialised and the opportunities 

to walk in unspoilt countryside will be lost for ever. 

- British Horse Society guidance advises that access for construction purposes 

should avoid bridleways or byways as it is incompatible with equestrian use and 

routes should not be lose to equestrians so as to facilitate development.  

- 8 of the turbines are closer than recommended under BHS guidance.  

- A total distance of 3.5km of bridleway would be adversely affected by turbines 

sited at too close a distance.  

- The statement that due to the area being common land riders can go off the 

marked bridleway is disputed as the boggy nature of the land would makes it 

unsuitable and dangerous.  

- Although the BHS guidelines are not statutory planning decisions concerning 

wind farm developments have been made based on them.  

- Any intentions to improve recreational facilities will only sanitise the enjoyment 

for many and destroy the moors wild and desolate qualities. 

- Due to the position of turbines to both sides of the bridleway, they will create a 

corridor which will be seen as a threat to horses 

- Contrary to statements within the Environmental Statement, not only 

thoroughbred horses are affected by wind turbines. 

- Thoroughbred and Arab horses (noted in the ES to be adversely affected by 

wind turbines) are currently good mounts to use on the Mary Townley Loop.  

- Risk assessments by a rider should not be required on a designated bridleway 

and national trail that should be safe to use.   

- Desensitising horses to wind turbines is a lengthy, hazardous and sometime 

expensive exercise and is not a reasonable expectation for visitors outside of 

the area.  

- Horses are likely to be spooked by the proximity to the proposed borrow pits.  



- The replacement bridleway is unsuitable due to its proximity to wind turbines 

and boggy ground. 

- The Council should not be expected to cover the maintenance costs of the 

replacement bridleway. 

- The full environmental impacts of the replacement bridleway should be taken 

into account. 

- The proposed bridleway will require a horse friendly surface.  

- Separation distance should be greater than those recommended as blade failure 

is common and incidents such as ice throw and fires can/have occurred. 

- In France a 500m separation distance is required.  

- Between 2006 and 2011 there were 1500 wind turbine incidents, therefore is it 

sensible to have them built near public rights of way? 

- Access to green spaces is beneficial to physical and mental wellbeing.  

- The degradation of moor land around East Lancashire as an amenity resource 

is happening at a frightening pace.  

- The bridleway is the only route across the moor because of boggy land and 

large ditches.  

- The traditional cobble stone finish of Rooley Moor Road contributes to the 

pleasure of using and amenity value of Rooley Moor. This will be lost with the 

proposed re-surfacing and other access road development.  

- The Horse and Hound Forum, 20/03/2012 noted that “of five people who have 

actually fallen off at least once, 3 required hospitalisation and was unable to be 

ridden after the incident” and “ In the particular instance just given for West 

Yorkshire, over half of the members of Haworth and Oxenhope riding club 

reported experiencing problems, this being over 100 incidents.” 

- Various evidence submitted from a British Horse Society survey of incidents of 

horses being adversely affected by wind turbines and other examples.  

 

Landscape and visual amenity 

- Concerns that Rochdale will be left with no character and sites of special 

interest. 

- Concerns that companies from outside of the area are allowed to profit from 

destroying Rochdale’s countryside.  

- Rochdale should have pride in its countryside. 

- The historic Rooley Moor Road is a local landmark which can be viewed when 

travelling from the motorway towards Rochdale.  

- The cumulative effect of the development is unacceptable given the existence of 

other nearby wind farm developments.  

- This site and Scout Moor will appear as one large wind farm. 

- Turbines of three different sizes (varying from 100 to 125 metres) is 

unacceptable within what will be perceived as a single development. The 

different sizes will increase the  visual and landscape harm.  

- There is an unacceptable visual effect from near, middle, distant and very 

distant locations in every direction.  

- Scout and Rooley Moors represent an oasis of natural land amidst a heavily 

populated urbanised area.  



- Rooley Moor should be limited to turbines 9 and 10 to be integrated into the 

existing wind farm. Remaining development should be infill and the Scout Moor 

site.  

- The Julie Martin Associates report identifies several adverse landscape and 

visual impacts with a proposal on the site.  

- Concerns over the accuracy of the viewpoint representations.  

- Disagree with Coronation Powers opinion that the presence of the Scout Moor 

wind farm would result in only localised impacts on landscape and views.  

- The alternative bridleway will adversely impact on the natural wildness of the 

moorland.  

- The damage to the countryside and historical sites will be permanent. 

- The substation and car park cannot be built sympathetically to the moor which 

currently does not contain any buildings.  

- The associated infrastructure is significant.  

- Lanehead is an attractive hamlet and this should be retained with any 

development. 

- The despoliation of the countryside in the area has already reached a point 

where visual amenity is seriously compromised. 

- The 2d photos (LVIA figures) submitted with the application are unable to 

provide an accurate representation of the development. 

- When viewed from Bacup the town is surrounded by wind farms, having a 

harmful impact on the landscape.  

- The proposed sub station would be the closest structure to Lanehead and would 

be incongruous in its structure and site position. 

- With existing windfarm development and those currently being constructed, the 

hills around Rochdale have reached a visual saturation point for turbines.  

- The application documents clarify that the proposal will at no point improve the 

environment and will only have an neutral or adverse effect.  

- If one part of the Pennines is destroyed it has a ripple effect on the wider area.  

- The plateau character of Rochdale and Rossendale is easily degraded by any 

skyline development.  

- For 3 decades Rossendale Council strictly adhered to a ‘no skyline’ 

development policy.  

-  

Conservation/heritage issues 

- The appearance of the surrounding moorland has a big impact on how the 

Conservation Area of Prickshaw is viewed.  

- The turbines will adversely impact on the setting of adjacent listed buildings 

including Spindle Cottage, Prickshaw. The application site is only 200m from the 

nearest Listed Building. 

- We need to maintain this idyllic and historic area. 

- The hamlet of Prickshaw and Broadley Fold is a unique example of an historic 

Pennine hamlet and textile community dating back to a 13th Century Charter, an 

area of historic and architectural interest worthy of preservation and 

enhancement.  The Conservation area is a sensitive receptor being just 200 

metres from the application site.  



- The conservation area of Prickshaw and Broadly Fold will be severely 

prejudiced.  

- The views from the P&BF Conservation area will be significantly 

altered/destroyed 

- All 12 turbines will be in view from P&BF Conservation Area. 

- Heritage assets are being ignored and irreparably damaged. 

- Rooley Moor Road is perceived to be part of the Prickshaw and Broadley Fold 

Conservation Area and as such it is totally unacceptable that this be used as the 

access.  

- The ‘Cotton Famine Road’ (Rooley Moor Road) is a historic link between the 

Rochdale and Rossendale valleys dating back to the 1860s and of historic 

significance as a historic reminder of the connection between Lancashire mill 

workers and the Union cause of the American Civil War.  

- As a historic feature, at an altitude of 1500 feet, Rooley Moor Road is one of the 

highest in England.  The integrity of the asset would be lost.  

- The mechanical ripping of stone from the borrow pits is unacceptable in such 

close proximity to listed buildings.  

-  Concerns that the heritage risk has not been properly assessed. 

- Concern over the impact on ‘cat stones’.  

- Adverse impacts on Healey Dell 

- Harmful impacts on Whitworth Memorial Gardens.  

- Rooley Moor is within the South Pennines Heritage Area and although it doesn’t 

carry legal weight, is very important to Rossendale.  

- Rooley Moor Road is an ancient highway, dating back to around 1300. 

- Re-building/improvement to Rooley Moor Road will adversely impact on its 

value as a heritage asset. 

- English Heritage have stated Rooley Moor Road is an area of local interest. 

- No in-depth archaeological survey of the moor has taken place and it is likely 

this will result in the loss of archaeology that cannot be replaced.  

- There are recorded sites of archaeological importance at Bagden 

Hillocks/Hamer Hill and these would be destroyed by turbine 3. 

- RMR is part of the heritage of the whole of Lancashire, not just Rochdale. 

- RMR will be devalued as an asset as it will be visually lost amongst the 

additional access roads proposed.  

- The Environmental Statement fails to mention that the Prickshaw and Broadley 

Fold Conservation is 250m from the site and appears to ‘dumb down’ the visual 

impacts of the development. 

- Concerns that the protection measures of RMR will not be sufficient to protect 

the surface.  

- The Rt Hon Eric Pickles has stated that “great care should be taken to ensure 

that heritage assets are conserved in a manner appropriate to their significance 

including the impact on views of their setting”. Each proposed turbine will be 

visited from the Conservation Area and view of the Conservation Area will be 

ruined.  

- The proposal would have a negative impact on the listed building in Whitworth, 

particularly Whitworth Cemetery which will have its ambiance and tranquil 

setting destroyed.  



- English Heritage note that wind farm developments have the potential to harm 

significant heritage assets including the contribution made by their setting.  

- The Grover Lewis Report (commissioned by the Council in part of the 

application assessment and not part of the application submission by the 

applicant) gives no consideration to the listed Prickshaw Cottage. The 

development is within 5 km of these listed cottages and will impact on them, 

their surroundings and setting.  

 

Environmental issues 

- The cumulative effect on the physical state of moorland is unacceptable.  

- Concerns that removal of the peat will result in flooding.  

- Concrete leaks lime into the peat which will affect the ph level of the peat and 

adversely affect plants that currently grow. 

- Concerns over the environmental damage to the delicate peat bog eco system 

and the impacts this would have upon local flora and fauna.  

- CO2 emissions from the development will be considerable and  this will be 

added to be subsequent erosion.  

- The estimated CO2 payback time to compensate for energy used in 

construction in 20+ years.  

- Wind turbines release more CO2 in manufacture than what they save and are 

only economic in the last 6 months of estimated operative life. 

- Turbines are efficient for less than 45% of the time.  

- Britain does not need to build anymore turbines to meet green targets.  

- The northern section of the development area is part of a site of Biological 

Heritage Site and Site of Biological Importance. These large scale proposals will 

have a massive impact on peat and ecology.  

 

Borrow pits 

- How can the application be allowed when they don’t know how much stone 

there is and have undertaken no research into the quality and suitability of the 

stone. 

- The borrow pit is only 9 metres from the national trail.  

- Seems to be contrary to previously refused application for Ding quarry. 

- A more accurate description would be quarries as the material will not be 

returned. 

- The scars from the quarrying would be visible for many years.  

- They are likely to attract trail biking and off-road motor biking. 

 

Residential amenity including noise 

- The location and proximity to adjacent urban areas is totally unsuitable for 

potentially the largest wind farm in England.  

- The potential noise from a 64 turbine wind farm has not been properly assessed 

and the archaic ETSU97 measure is inadequate. 

- No noise monitoring has taken place in the P&BF Conservation Area. 

- Noise pollution from the lorries serving the development, particularly at night.  



- The potential damage to houses on Ings Lane and Rooley Moor Road, 

especially in Lane Head. 

- The effect of a continuous low frequency hum has been found to affect human 

health for residents living near other wind farms. 

- The new gates in replacement of existing and the cattle grid, including any 

signage notifying of construction etc would be in close proximity of some Lane 

Head properties, particularly 1 Smallshaw Road. Details should be provided pre-

decision. 

- Access concerns to some properties i.e. 1 Smallshaw Road will be unable to 

use their back door.  

- The existing wind turbines adversely affect residents through noise levels.  

- The maintenance of the turbines will cause a nuisance to residents and to 

people using the moor as an amenity resource.  

- Noise monitoring was done in the winter months when the weather is generally 

much livelier than in the quiet summer months. This will have made a difference 

to the recorded background noise levels.  

- The existing turbines cause unacceptable flicker to residential properties. This 

will worsen with further turbines. 

- There is increasing evidence that wind turbine noise adversely affects health, 

with an article in the British Medical Journal stating that “A large body of 

evidence now exists to suggest that wind turbines disturb sleep and impair 

health at distances and external noise levels that are permitted in most 

jurisdictions, including the United Kingdom.” (British Medical Journal Editorial 

published 8th March 2012). 

 

Highway safety 

- Access to the proposed site is via a busy urban area culminating in a rural 

hamlet. As such the volume of traffic, materials, plant etc for many months will 

create an inevitable health and safety risk.  

- Access should be from the existing Peel site. 

- Road safety concerns for the residents of Ings Lane and Rooley Moor Road 

- The roads aren’t suitable for HGVs 

- Many children use the access route to play 

- Highway surveys are inadequate and the highest point of the survey was done 

before the housing estate on RMR. No proper analysis has been done on 

impacts further up RMR.  

- The increase in HGV movements at the top of RMR is severe. 

- The delivery HGV’s will come within 0.6 metres of residential dwellings, posing a 

health and safety risk and property damage.  

- The proposed route is close to three schools. 

- No consideration given to the effect of parking restrictions or operating during 

the night to accommodate the passage of abnormal loads.  

- Pollution concerns from additional traffic 

- Concerns regarding the access for emergency vehicles to Lane Head when 

HGV’s are transporting the turbines. 



- A number of properties along the route do not have off street parking provision 

and for elderly residents there are no alternative areas within walking distance to 

park should temporary traffic regulation orders be enforced. 

- Objections over the felling of trees required to provide suitable access. 

- Concerns over the removal of street furniture to provide suitable access.  

- The background traffic data studies have not differentiated between HGV’s and 

buses. This means the true increase in HGV’s is 7 fold (not 4) from where traffic 

data was measured.  

- Construction traffic movements are likely to be concentrated first thing with a 

late afternoon lull. 

- Maximum traffic movements disputed with the view that during peak weeks 

there will be in excess of 400 movements per day (up to 454 movements per 

day).  

- The axle tonne loading of the vehicles is greater that standard HGV’s.  

- No mention in the EIA of the required transit time for the heavy transporters or 

how much noise would be created.  

- Rooley Moor Road provides a valuable bus route for all ages.  

- If this is approved it will set a precedent allowing for the local highway network 

to be used for HGV’s to access other sites, e.g. Ding Quarry which was 

previously deemed to have an unsuitable access.  

- There is a lack of detail on the removal of the cattle grid and its replacement and 

what access will be retained. The access is currently used by livestock, horses 

(and carriage) and pedestrians including the young and old. Information on the 

cattlegrid and access should be provided prior to a decision.  

- How will HGV traffic be controlled when passing through narrow points? 

- How will Lanehead be kept free of debris from construction traffic? 

- Will temporary signage be installed during the construction period? 

- Construction traffic will pass by a children’s play area.  

- It would not be possible for HGV’s to stop and wait if they encounter a horse due 

to the gradient of the road and the need to maintain an average speed to 

ascend the hill.  

- The HGV’s would cause additional damage to the road surfaces, therefore 

incurring additional costs to the Council for having to repair potholes and cracks. 

- Rooley Moor Road is unsuitable for the additional HGV’s.  

- Significant public money has been spent on traffic calming measures to make 

Rooley Moor Road for the present volume of traffic. 

- There are existing congestion problems at peak times, how is this problem going 

affected by the addition of construction traffic.  

- The development will impact on emergency vehicles reaching injured people 

and animals on the moor.  

- Table 12.4 of the Access, Traffic & Transport chapter of the ES does not appear 

to have been properly addressed by Rochdale Councils Highways and 

Engineering department.  

 

Security 

- Security and policing will be essential to combat fly tippling and other illegal 

activities on the moors.  



- Improved access is likely to increase joy riding on the moor.  

 

Financial 

- Community benefit fund is not in line with the expected community contribution 

proposed by the SOS.  

- Insufficient information has been provided about the community benefit fund and 

information is lacking on its long term administration.  

- Concerns that the proposal will adversely impact on property values. 

- The proposal will adversely impact on surrounding businesses which are reliant 

on the continued use of the Mary Townley Loop. 

- The building and maintaining of wind farms brings only short term prosperity to 

the area.  

- No economic benefits to the area to outweigh the harm caused.  

- Local livery yards would be put at risk of closure due to the loss of customers 

using the businesses because of safety concerns. This would have a negative 

impact on the local economy. 

- The Mary Townley Loop was created using a major part of a £1.8 million award 

from Sport England Lottery funding. Sport England are willing comment on the 

impacts of this application on their investment if contacted by the LPA. 

- The proposal will adversely impact on local B&B’s who currently accommodate 

riders of the Mary Townley Loop. Income from the Mary Townley Loop currently 

equates to around £10k per B&B. 

- The financial rewards are insignificant compared to the commercial effect on the 

surrounding towns.  

- Windfarms only produce small time economic gains for the developers. 

- The alleged employment benefits are illusory as the design and manufacture of 

the turbines takes place abroad, transport is by foreign trucks, erection is carried 

out be specialist companies located elsewhere in the UK and ongoing 

maintenance is by a small number of specialist personnel who will visit 

occasionally from their bases throughout the UK.  

- The turbines would detriment existing restaurants which have the existing rural 

views and setting as a selling point for customers.  

- There are legal cases in support of home owners where it has been proven that 

wind farms reduce the price of nearby properties.  

- Due to the reduction in property values, Council tax bandings have had to be 

reduced resulting in a loss to Councils.  

- There is an estimated 370 horses in areas to the north of Rochdale, the care of 

which brings around £1,809,300 to the local economy per annum. 

- In surveys carried out 19 riders in the Rooley Moor area have indicated that they 

would possibly leave the area if the wind farm was built. This would result in a 

£102,600  loss to the economy.  

- There are an estimated 3000 horses in the whole of Rossendale which bring 

around £14,670,000 to the economy per annum.  

 

 



General 

- Please do something positive for Rochdale and refuse the application  

- The external image through media representation of Rochdale is negative. Do 

not add this to the list of negative attributes.  

- The application represents just 18.75% of a 64 turbine combined development.  

- The applications of Coronation and Peel are fragmented to ensure that different 

bodies will decide whether or not they will be permitted to form the biggest 

onshore wind farm in England.  

- The Coronation and Peel sites are one huge wind farm proposal with only 300 

metres separating the two. The cumulative impacts of the two should be taken 

into account.  

- Concerns that proposals to decide the Coronation Power and Peel applications 

separately may be a tactic to divide and conquer the planning process.  

- The close proximity of the Coronation and Peel sites mean that the fate of one 

application should not be decided without paying due regard to the other.  

- This proposal will result in Rochdale becoming a less attractive place to live, set 

up business and invest, thus adversely impacting on Rochdale’s economy. 

- Is it worth so much disadvantage for the sake of 12 wind turbines.  

- Any development should be limited to infilling the existing site on Scout Moor. 

- Coronation Power have conceded that the same output can be achieved from 

units of 100m height. It appears that they are using alternative, visually 

unacceptable units because they are cheaper. 

- Fragmented decommissioning will be unacceptable.  

- Questions over the effectiveness of wind farms.  

- No evidence that wind farms will reduce CO2 emissions. 

- The money promised to the community is a bribe. 

- The pre-application consultation was poor. 

- The replacement of common land would not be on a like for like basis in terms 

of square metreage. 

- Does the period of time for the development to become carbon neutral take into 

account decommissioning/replacement of turbines/ carbon release from 

damaged peat?  

- The application has a lot of unknowns, e.g. will the borrow pits deliver? The 

need for another application to be connected to the national grid 

- No alternative sites have been considered. 

- Past mining at the site has not been considered and represents a health and 

safety risk. 

- The decommissioning plans do not achieve in putting the moor back to as is.  

- Concerns that the application has been pre-determined by the Council – 

comments made by Cecile Biant “These wind turbines represent a fantastic 

opportunity to use the areas natural resources to generate an income for the 

Council to help deliver essential front line services at a time of financial 

challenge”. [N.B Cllr Biant has clarified that this quote was in respect of a 

Council led wind energy project in Heywood and does not relate to this planning 

application.] 

- If approved this will open up the use of the access for Ding Quarry. 

- Wind farms are an unreliable energy source, being weather dependent.  



- Concerns regarding the structural damage caused to properties from 

construction vehicles. 

- Concerns regarding the removal of the cattle grid and questions over what will 

replace it.  

- Other alternative energy sources such as nuclear and hydro are better suited to 

generating the country’s future electricity needs.  

- Short term financial incentives are no compensation for the destruction of the 

moor.  

- The application is not fit for purpose. 

- Are contingencies in place for any additional requirements of time/materials? 

- Structural damage has previously taken place to homes due to vehicles 

maintaining the reservoirs. Concerns that the HGV’s will cause further damage.  

- Concerns over the acceptability of the borrow pits when the re-opening of Ding 

quarry was considered unacceptable.  

- Have any contingencies been put in place for bad weather.  

- Safety concerns over the impacts on surrounding airports including Manchester 

airport. 

- Concerns that financial provision will not be made for decommissioning in 25 

years. 

- Turbines typically produce power for only 80% of the time. 

- Wind turbines need to be more widely distributed and take more account of local 

needs 

- The complexity of the application and volume of documentation make receive by 

the public nearly impossible. The review process can therefore not be deemed a 

proper public consultation and the whole process is biased towards the 

applicant. 

- The proposal is in conflict with the Council’s SPG on wind power, e.g. no early 

consultation from the developer by organisations such as GMAAS. 

- The application is in conflict with the Councils UDP, particularly policy NE6 in 

regard to landscape protection and the preservation of historic and cultural 

evolution. 

- What are the contractual commitments of the developers to restore the moors to 

their original condition should the turbines fail, cease to be financially viable or 

reach the end of their working life.  

- with the cumulative impacts from Scout Moor the harm from the development 

will last for 31 years not 25.  

- If Rooley Moor and Scout Moor phase 2 are approved the developments will 

consist of 18.6 miles of roadway on the moors and half a million cubic metres of 

alien material, including concrete that will remain for ever. 

- Eric Pickles has stated that energy supply is no longer the primary consideration 

when determining applications…and that matters such as heritage, landscape 

and amenity must be given equal consideration. 

- The moor will no longer be able to be used for local children whose only 

experience of moorland and playing in open space is via Lanehead.  

- The cons far outweigh the pros.  

- There are insufficient safeguards to ensure that the moorland is returned to its 

original condition on decommissioning.  



- The turbines interfere with television and radio signals.  

- Ex Environment Secretary Owen Paterson has stated that wind turbine had 

‘devastated landscaped, blighted views, divided communities, killed eagles, 

carpeted the countryside and the very wilderness that the green bolb’ claims to 

love with new access tracks cut deep into peat, boosted production of carbon 

intensive cement and driven up fuel poverty – while richly rewarding land 

owners’ 15 October 2014.  

- A request that the four report consultations reports commissioned by RMBC are 

read by the Planning Committee Members.  

-  

Non material issues 

- The proposal has made me ill with worry 

- The erection of turbines would be an intrusion on ones human rights.  

- The devaluation of nearby residential properties will depreciate the regions 

capital value of private housing stock by £68.3 million for every 1% fall in 

property values. Some will fall as much as 20%.  

- It is unlikely Coronation Power will develop the site and will instead sell it on. 

- There appears to be a shift in public and political opinion of on-shore wind 

farms. 

- Will the electricity produced be available to local residents at a reduced rate? 

- Rochdale has contributed and sacrificed enough to contribute to the National 

Green Energy targets. 

- Through disagreements between Coronation and Peel regarding access etc, the 

local residential and economies of the local communities suffer.  

- Concerns about telephone supplies with the removal of the telegraph pole.  

- Questions over the credibility of Coronation Power.  

- Given the Coronation Power normally sell on their sites after obtaining planning 

permission what assurances are there that their promises will be upheld? 

- The support letters are all copies and not individual considerations. 

- If wind farm developments are so effective why has funding been given for a 

new nuclear power station? 

- Turbines should be constructed off shore.  

- The fear of appeal should not be reason to approve the application.  

- The application is not fit for purpose. 

- The main justification for turbines is to meet European green credentials and to 

make money of manufacturers, land owners etc. 

- The associated development will likely be used as justification for further 

development. 

- Considerable transmission loss occurs when turbines are located far from the 

centres of population where the energy demand is created. 

- Councils are being bribed to allow wind farm developments.  

- The turbines on Scout Moor are often not put to full use and therefore why are 

more required on Rooley Moor? 

- The Council website is not able to support viewing from mobile devices.  

- Concerns that not all representations may be valid. 

- The applicant has breached the Data Protection Act by publishing personal 

information.  



- Who will compensate residents for damage to their homes and property and 

loss in value? 

- Adverse impact on views 

- The landowner has gone on record as saying he would not like wind turbines on 

his own horizon yet would inflict this on other people.  

- Given that the turbines are not always in use – the wind does not blow 

consistently, the energy produced by the turbine will need a matching source of 

power to be available from a fossil fuel power station.  

- For the Council the decision is purely financial. 

 

MP objection from MP Jake Berry – “I would like to put on record my objection to the 

above planning application which would have a detrimental effect on the Rossendale & 

Darwen Constituency that I represent.  

 

Public Objections received in respect of FEI and SEI 

Highways 

- Unacceptable increase in HGV traffic which equates to an 840% increase at 

Peak through Catley Lane Head.  

- Catley Lane head will become a pinch point for traffic.  

- The submitted traffic survey is flawed with critical measurements missed and 

incorrect location descriptions.  

- The highest point of the traffic survey was before the end of the housing estate 

on Rooley Moor Road, with no analysis made on the impacts further up the 

road.  

- The survey was done using electronic equipment which can’t correctly measure 

the number of HGV movements, being unable to distinguish between HGV’s, 

buses and tractors.  

- HGV’s will not be able to pass each other. 

- The submitted survey misleads reads by quoting numbers on a one way journey 

and quotes the numbers of vehicles if the borrow pits are successful.  

- No consideration for resident parking during normal and abnormal load 

movements.  

- No consideration for abnormal distribution of domestic traffic.  

- An extreme hazard for access from Fern Hill.  

- No consideration for other road users.  

- Potential damage to culverts and highway drainage.  

- Concerns over the risk of damage to property with only 600mm clearance from 

HGV’s. 

- Concerns over the removal of the cattle grid and impact of this on flooding and 

danger to animals.  

- Health and Safety concerns for highway users at rush hour time.  

- Access from side roads will become extremely hazardous. 

- The impact on public transport which will not be able to pass the HGV’s. 

- No road marking or segregation of pedestrians, bikes and horses on rural 

sections from the HGV’s 



- Concerns over mud on the road and run off from the moors  

- Concerns over the removal of traffic calming measures.  

- Damage to the pavement from HGV’s.  

- Concerns over the loss of communication during an emergency situation with 

the removal of telegraph poles.  

- Concerns to the safety of children at the schools located along the access route. 

- Ings Road has already been deemed by Rochdale Council as a dangerous route 

and has had traffic calming measures installed.  

- Pollution concerns from the HGV movements. 

- The development will force more riders onto the roads where they are a 

nuisance to other road users.  

- Concerns over the removal of traffic calming measures on the access route and 

the impacts this will have on traffic speed and road safety.  

- Overnight road closures along will not be sufficient to ensure large scale 

deliveries can be completed within the timeframes required by the plans.  

- How will the Council manage the 7.5 tonne weight restriction on Redfearn Wood 

from these vehicles transporting heavy equipment.  

- The times of traffic restrictions and their frequency and duration are not 

identified. Nor are the implications of such restrictions and their solutions.  

- The increase in HGV traffic is likely to increase congestion along the access 

route from the motorway during rush hour periods.  

- Mud from construction traffic will be deposited on local roads. 

- There is an existing access from Edenfield Road which should be used.  

- In winter months Rooley Moor Road becomes more congested by traffic/parking 

of vehicles from Fern Hill, which is not gritted.  

- The narrow width of Fern Hill Lane requires vehicles to reverse onto Rooley 

Moor Road if they meet a vehicle with trailer/horse box travelling the opposite 

way. 

- The matter of amenity should include highway safety.  

- There is no HGV run off point in the event of an emergency. 

- Footpaths in the area need widening (and increasing), thus reducing the width of 

Rooley Moor Road further. Cycle lanes should also be provided.  

- Concerns over damage to the pub on the corner of Sandy Lane and questions 

over whether this has been assessed.  

- Should highways specify requirements for any highway damage rather than 

trusting the developer. 

 

Amenity (recreation) 

- The area is wild, desolate and remote and enjoyed by a variety of outdoor 

enthusiasts. Any intention to enhance the existing environment will only sanitise 

and ruin the unique experience that people currently enjoy.  

- Efforts to improve access will encourage non-outdoor enthusiasts but 

discourage the genuine outdoor enthusiast. 

- The turbines are conspicuous and noise and detract from the tranquillity that 

people seek to enjoy.  

- The development will adversely impact on walkers, dog walkers, horse riders, 

runners and cyclists who use the moor for recreation. 



- The development would have an unacceptable on the Mary Towneley Loop and 

make it a ‘no go’ area for horse riders.  

- A rider cannot predict how a horse will behave when close to turbines, putting 

both the rider and horse in danger.  

- The proximity of the turbines (T2, T5, T7 & T8) to the Mary Towneley Loop and 

Pennine Bridleway is not within acceptable separation guidelines and poses a 

serious health and safety risk to equestrians that risk returning to this trail.  

- British Horse Society guidance advises a separation of 200m or three times the 

overall height (whichever is greater). The development fails to provide such 

distances on 4 of the turbines.  

- With a height of 125m the separation distance of the turbines to the bridleways 

should be 375m.  

- Rooley Moor Road is not wide enough for a horse to pass a HGV and the 

surface at the side of the road is boggy and dangerous, meaning horse riders 

will have no safe way to pass.  

- The borrow pits are far too close to the bridleway, creating a hazard to users.  

- A lot of money has been spent creating Rooley Moor Road as a safe off-road 

route for horses, cyclists and ramblers. This development will spoil the route for 

all user groups.  

- The 12 turbine scheme which straddles the National Trail creates an extremely 

dangerous tunnel effect.  

- Rooley Moor Road is also part of the Rossendale Way, a locally important route 

also used by charity fundraisers. The development will have huge impacts on 

this. 

- The development will detract riders/walkers from outside the area using the 

route. 

- The development would be counter-productive to current Government health 

guidelines to exercise more as the loss of the moors would impact on walkers, 

cyclists and horse riders.  

- The current Scout Moor windfarm is a challenge to some horse riders and this 

development would only add to the risks. 

- In a survey 86% of horse riders stated that they would not use the Mary 

Towneley Loop if the development went ahead.  

- The development will impact on local residents quality of life, restricting their 

access to open spaces.  

- Quarry 1 will come within 9 metres of the Pennine Bridleway.  

- The offer of an ‘alternative bridleway’ is not acceptable when we already have 

one of the best in the country.  

- Most people use the route because of its peace and tranquillity.  

- The actuality of riding through a construction site on a National Trail is 

inconceivable.  

- Riding through a constructed windfarm is a matter of perception rather than 

safety/accident statistics and riders will not want to come and ride because of 

their apprehension.  

- The alternative bridleway will not work and it is just a line on a plan to shut 

people up.  



- The combined effects of this wind farm along with Scout Moor and its extension 

will make the ride along the Mary Towneley Loop and through historic and 

dramatic landscape, a ride from hell.   

- If approved, the Mary Towneley Loop would no longer be a loop because of the 

impact on horses, which will make the Rooley Moor Road, section unusable.  

- Unless constructed to the standard of a National Trail, the proposed alternative 

bridleway is not fit for purpose. 

- People of all ages come from across the UK and further afield to ride the Mary 

Towneley Loop, including Matt Baker from BBC’s Countryfile and Princess 

Anne.  

- The proposed wheel washing facility positioned near the cattle grid will cause 

problems for horse riders.  

- Horse riders and other amenity users will not want to compete with heavy 

machinery and plant and will feel compelled to seek safer location and facilities 

(including livery yards) elsewhere. 

- In a local survey carried out by the Rochdale Bury Bridleways Association, 73% 

of riders stabled in the Lanehead area sad that they would move away if the 

wind farm application was approved. This would result in a loss to the economy 

of £102,600. 

- Safer routes across the moors do not exist due to the boggy nature of the 

terrain.  

- British Horse Society guidance advises that access for construction purposes for 

wind turbines should avoid bridleways or byways as they are incompatible with 

equestrian use and routes should not be closed to equestrians so as to facilitate 

construction.  

- Rooley Moor Road is a public bridleway and should be kept open and safe for 

everyone in all user groups at all times.  

- In an RBBA survey of 86% of riders said they would not ride their horses to 

within 200m of the wind turbine.  

- Although British Horse Society guidelines are not statutory, planning decisions 

concerning wind farm developments have been made based on them.  

- Horses are affected by the visual impacts and noises associated with the 

turbines, as well as the shadows they create and the turbines are perceived as a 

threat. 

- There is a misconception that a slow-moving rotor on a fully visible turbine will 

not be intimidating to horses and that if horses can see the turbine from a 

distance and approach them gradually they will become accustomed to them.  

- When horses approach turbines, if they are that way inclined, they will refuse to 

go forward or spin around and run. 

- The Mary Towneley Loop was created use a major part of a £1.8 million award 

from Sport England Lottery Funding. If this proposal goes ahead visitors will be 

deterred from using the loop because of safety issues, meaning that the public 

funding for this project will have been compromised.  

- Examples of horse riders throughout the UK having issues with turbines.  

- All horse riders have a right to ride along a public bridleway and those whose 

horses have an adverse reaction to wind turbines, should not be discriminated 

against by the presence of wind turbines too close to the bridleway. 



- Local horse riders already avoid the Scout Moor turbines over concerns for their 

safety.  

- Bridleways must be protected to provide horse riders with access to safe off 

road routes. 

- Evidence of serious accidents of horse riders near turbines will not be common 

because people with susceptible horses do not go near turbines. 

- The proposed surfacing (protecting of existing) may not be suitable for horses 

and could bruise their feet. 

- Horses may panic and bolt when confronted with a HGV. The moors should be 

a safe haven from such vehicles.  

- The borrow pits at their closest point will be only 9 metres from Rooley Moor 

Road and also close to the alternative route. At such a distance horses are likely 

to become frightened by works at the borrow pits, creating a safety concern for 

both rider and horse.  

- Access tracks for the development cross the bridleway, causing potential conflict 

for riders to come into contact with construction traffic.  

- The Mary Towneley Loop has appeared in the British Horse Magazines, 

“bridleway bucket list”, demonstrating how important this part of the Pennine 

Bridleway is to the equestrian world.  

- The bridleway across Scout and Rooley Moor must not be considered in 

isolation but must be recognised as part of the Mary Towneley Loop. 

- Only 3% of public rights of ways are bridleways and these should be protect for 

the use of horse riders and cyclists. 

- The bridleway diversion is not viable as bridleway users would retain the legal 

right to ride or walk along the definitive line of the bridleway. 

- The wind turbines and associated structure would totally spoil the setting the 

public bridleway and the current experience of crossing open moorland on a 

historic track would be destroyed by the number and scale of the turbines and 

their proximity to the bridleway.  

- The development would have a materially harmful effect on the use and 

enjoyment of existing common land, resulting in the loss of common land for 

amenity use.  

- Objection from Rochdale, Bury Bridleways Association 

- Objection from the Byways and Bridleways Trust 

- Objection from West Pennine Bridleways Association.  

- Objection from the National Federation of Bridleways Association. 

 

Residential amenity 

- The disturbance caused to residents on the access route would be 

unacceptable.  

- Residents on the route would be subject to excess levels of pollution from 

HGV’s. 

- Whitworth Valley Angling Society fisheries complex is likely to be contaminated 

by run-off from the development.  

- The largest deliveries will pass within 0.6 metres of the closet dwelling, mount 

pavements and require ‘no parking’ restrictions to the detriment of local 

residents.  



- There are no plans or instruction as to where residents are to park their vehicles 

when they can’t access their properties due to on street parking restrictions. 

- Residents will have to ensure 26,000 HGV movements a year.  

- Concerns over the impacts from ‘shadow flicker’, an effect that is already felt 

from the Scout Moor turbines. Health concerns, including epilepsy associated 

with this.  

- Road closures will cause disruption to everyone who uses these roads, probably 

at times when they are needed the most.  

- Residents will be denied access to emergency services for in excess of 288 

hours. 

- Dust from construction vehicles would adversely impact on surrounding 

residents, particularly on hot days when residents will want to open their 

windows.   

- Rochdale has high levels of deprived areas with over the national average of 

depravation. The impact of this development would have a significant impact on 

the health and well-being of the people of Rochdale.  

 

Water Supplies/hydrology 

- The survey undertaken by Jacobs gives some inaccurate information relating to 

Private Water Supplies.  

- Residents would like a guarantee that immediate action will be taken, should 

their water supplies be affected.  

- Concerns over impacts on private water supplies, such as those seen at Crook 

Hill.  

- Any impacts on water supplies will also affect livestock and if this is affected it is 

unreasonable to expect landowners to carry the required amount (gallons) of 

water to the required location.  

- Concerns over damage to water pumps, pipes and boilers by contaminated 

water and who will cover the cost of any repairs?  

- Concerns that the development may increase flooding downstream.  

- Concerns that the proposal may impact on surface and ground water flow and 

streams.  

- The turbines are sited almost directly north of the Green Booth reservoirs where 

they could contaminate the water supply 

 

Landscape & Visual Amenity  

- The turbines will have a significant adverse cumulative landscape impact, when 

considered alongside Scout Moor, Reaps Moss, Crook Hill and other consented 

wind farms. 

- When viewed cumulatively with other development, we are losing our 

countryside and rural views.  

- The development will create a wind farm landscape.  

- The South Pennines is saturated with wind turbines and the visual impact of this 

will be with use form many years to come.  



- The Rooley Moor and Scout Moor developments will result in a single wind farm 

consisting of either 54 or 50 wind turbines, varying in height from 100m to 125m. 

- The temporary bridleway constructed adjacent to Rooley Moor Road will look 

ugly and add to the building up appearance of the moorland and will also 

negatively impact on the peat and ecology of the site.  

- The ES fails to assess the cumulative impacts with the proposed Scout Moor 

extension.  

- The cumulative impacts of wind farms in the area must be getting to saturation 

point. When does enough become enough and when does the voice of the 

community become loud enough to carry weight.  

- Alternative sources of energy should not be to the detriment of the landscape.  

- The NPPF states that when located in the Green Belt, elements of renewable 

energy projects will comprise inappropriate development.  

- Wind turbines are ugly, artificial, synthetic contraptions that look sinister, 

unnatural, intimidating and dangerous.  

- Coronation Power say that they would make Rooley Moor a more beautiful 

place but how can putting almost 10km of tarmac and 12 or 8 turbines add to its 

beauty. 

- From some points in the vicinity it is possible to look across the hills and not 

know where one wind farm starts and the other one finishes. 

- This area of outstanding natural beauty should be protected for future 

generations.  

- One of the attractions of the area is the local countryside, which is renowned as 

being rugged and rural and unique to explore. The development of a wind farm 

would have a significant impact on the rural nature of the area.  

- The visual impact appears to be underestimated in the application with distorted 

imagery and subjective opinions.  

- This development together with Scout Moor and its proposed extension would 

exceed the maximum number of turbines recommended in the Landscape 

Capacity for Wind Energy Development in the Southern Pennines of a maximum 

of 40 turbines.  

- The carpark for the development will appear incongruous in its structure and site 

position on the moorland. 

- The views from Naden Valley, Healey Dell, Watergrove, Ashworth, Blackstone 

Edge and Rochdale Conal will all be spoilt by the industrial windfarm landscape. 

 

Green Belt 

- The development will destroy a large swathe of valuable Green Belt land.  

- The Green Belt of the site is particularly important because The Pennine 

Bridleway and Mary Towneley Loop run through it.  

- The Green Belt is also common land with grazing rights for local farmers.  

- The Rochdale Council “Rochdale Borough Renaissance Masterplan” identifies 

that the open moors must be protected from development. Where possible, 

views and vistas of the moors should be maintained and enhanced.  

- To approved the application would be contrary to the Councils own Green Belt 

protection policy, the protection of which is fundamental to the long term future 

of the town.  



- The application contributes to the shrinkage of green belt land.  

- The proposal would be inappropriate development in the Green Belt, for which 

no very special circumstances exist, so as to outweigh the harm by 

inappropriateness and other harm.  

 

Ecology and Ornithology 

- The moors are for the existence and sustainment of natural habitat, both flora 

and fauna.  

- Rooley Moor is home to a number of breeding birds. Under the Wildlife and 

Countryside Act it is a statutory offence to kill birds of damage or destroy their 

nests and it is the local Authorities duty to ensure that the provisions of this act 

are obeyed.  

- The ES underestimates the effect the proposed development will have on 

breeding birds. 

- The ES incorrectly categorises breeding skylarks as ‘amber’ rather than ‘red’. 

- The site is part of a Site of Biological Importance and the impacts of the 

development will have a hugely negative impact on the ecology of the site.  

- Deer have been seen crossing Rooley Moor Road just south of the turbines and 

where construction traffic will travel.  

- Concerns over the loss of birdlife in the area.  

- Many see Rooley Moor as an extension to Healey Den, but with this proposal it 

would be industrialised. 

- According to a European Conservation Survey Report, a single wind turbine kills 

100 to 300 birds per year.  

 

Environmental 

- There will be substantial and permanent damage to the peat which is already in 

decline.  

- The ES only shows the impacts on peat from the proposed access tracks to the 

turbines and does not assess the impacts on the alternative routes for 

horseriders, widened paths and tracks, working areas and compounds. As such 

the impact on the peat and ecology of the site could be greater than anticipated. 

- How can peat be reinstated?  

- The development will have an adverse impact on blanket bog at the site, which 

is included in Annex 1 of the EU Habitats Direction. Those that are active (i.e. 

still growing and accumulating peat) are Priority Habitats.  

- Do the carbon calculations take into account the dismantling phase of the 

development and the carbon released into the atmosphere from damage to 

peat? 

- How large is the carbon footprint when taking into account manufacturing, 

transportation and erection.  

- How can the construction of access roads on the moors be environmentally 

sound.  

- Concerns over the impacts on flood risk.  

- Unacceptable impact on trees 



- The carbon payback calculators for the 8 and 12 turbine scheme is flawed as 

not account is taken of the fact that concrete turbine bass and service roads will 

be in place for an indefinite period.  

- No account appears to have been taken of carbon emissions resulting from the 

manufacture of the wind turbines. Rare earth metals are used in their 

construction, the extraction of which is causing vast amounts of pollution 

elsewhere in the world.  

- No account appears to have been taken of emissions from construction 

activities and transport.  

- Two borrow pits are included in the carbon payback calculations but as there is 

no guarantee of their contribution to reduced transport activity these should be 

removed.  

 

Heritage 

- It will spoil the Conservation Area of Prickshaw.  

- The very special character of Prickshaw conservation area is under severe 

threat by the proposed windfarm.  

- The ‘Cotton Famine Road’ is part of the history and character of Rochdale and 

the ruin of this should not be allowed. The road should be listed so that its 

character cannot be altered. 

- The wind farm would substantially harm our natural heritage as reported by 

Grover Lewis.  

- Where a proposed development would lead to substantial harm to or total loss 

of significance of a designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should 

refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss 

is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits.  

- The Councils former Head of Planning and Regulatory Services made it clear 

that Prickshaw and Broadley Fold is unique, historic, and that its heritage value 

must be preserved at all costs.  

- Grover Lewis have provided an unbiased technical report of the development 

which highlights several concerns, concluding that the effect on Prickshaw and 

Broadley Fold would be of ‘major significance’.  Coronation Power have 

downplayed these impacts and their response that concludes and effect of 

moderate significance is an insult to the importance of local conservation.   

- All of the proposed turbines will be in view from the Prickshaw and Broadley 

Fold Conservation Area and the conclusion by Coronation Power that effect 

from this will be moderate is not true and is not acceptable.  

- Rooley Moor Road is a historic asset which should remain visually unaltered.  

- Questions over the legality of the Council in being able to issue planning 

permission in regard to S72(1) and S66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 

Conservation Area) Act 1990.  

- The harm created by this development would outweigh any ‘substantial public 

benefits’ associated with the development.  

- Locally Lane Head is considered to be a direct link to and, in some ways, an 

extension of the Prickshaw and Broadley Fold Conservation Area.  



- The desk top exercise proposed to protect Rooley Moor Road, is not sufficient 

and does not adequately demonstrate it is possible to protect the road from 

damage. Based on this alone permission should not be given.  

- Rooley Moor is within the South Pennines Heritage Area and although this 

doesn’t carry legal weight, it is important for the area and the remains that can 

be found on the hills 

interpret our ancestry and culture. Ignoring it or destroying it would be the 

equivalent of demolishing all mills and terraces in the north west.  

- Rooley Moor Road is an ancient highway thought to date back to around 1300. 

Rossendale has few heritage assets compared to other boroughs and this 

should be preserved.  

- Upgrading Rooley Moor Road would have a negative impact on heritage as 

although the route would still be ancient, the example of old road construction 

would be lost.  

- The Rooley Moor Road Treatment Report seems to overlook the heritage 

aspects of the Road and makes no mention of the loads required by the traffic to 

remove the turbines at the end of the life, does not indicate the depth of material 

required to protect the setts, does not indicate how maintenance traffic will 

access one the widening of the road has been removed, does not indicate how 

stone flags will be sensitively re-laid then protected from maintenance vehicles. 

- The comments about the historic Rooley Moor Road are totally unfounded as no 

physical tests have been undertaken to know the structure or whether the road 

will bear the weight of construction traffic. 

- The turbines will overlook Whitworth Square and impact on its setting and harm 

its significance. 

- Rooley Moor Road is a piece of living history that Councils have a duty to 

preserve over and above all commercial considerations.  

- The impact of the development on the Church of St Bartholomew would be 

major adverse.  

- There is research in progress on the evidence of a “stone circle” that has been 

identified in the area that should be considered.  

- English Heritage have stated that Rooley Moor Road is “certainly an area of 

local interest”. The impact on the road would be irreversibly impacted.  

- The submitted assessment of the impact on the Prickshaw & Broadley Fold 

Conservation Area is severely biased. The impact will be significant and 

permanent.  

- The Heritage Report commissioned by the Council and written by Grover Lewis 

does not given consideration to Prickshaw Cottage (31-33 Knacks Lane & 35-37 

Knacks Lane). This must be an oversite and needs to be addressed as the 

impact on the cottages, their surrounding and setting will be detrimentally 

affected by the development.  

- Concerns over the impacts on the appearance of Rooley Moor Road from a 

distance, e.g. from the motorway. Surely we want to retain the visual 

appearance of Rochdale from major gateways to the town. 

- Objection from Whitworth Valley Angling Society with concerns that the 

development may impact on the water courses feeding into their ponds and 



affect their ecology and fish stocks. What risk assessment and EIA have been 

done in consideration of these ponds?  

 

Pollution/health and safety 

- Damage to the environment caused by the noise and fumes emitted from 

construction traffic.  

- ETSU-R-97 noise standard which covered wind turbine planning consent has 

received a lot of criticism from experienced acoustic engineers and has shown 

to be significantly deficient in a number of respects.  

- Research funded by Pacific Hydro (an Australian wind generating company) has 

proved conclusively that wind farms can lead to adverse health impacts for 

nearby residents. Further research is required but correlation is clear and the 

exact mechanism may be related to infrasound.  

- It has been proven beyond reasonable doubt that wind turbines can adversely 

impact the health of nearby residents and this should be taken into account in 

consideration of the application.  

- It is untrue that that noise from the turbines cannot be heard a relatively few 

meters away. Residents between Scout Moor wind farm and the one at 

Accrington can hear noise from the turbines, particularly at night.  

- An authenticated noise generation certification should be available to the 

general public to enable everyone to be aware of the likely impacts from the 

turbines.  

- Noise concerns from the construction activities.  

- The development is in clear breach of the South Pennine Wind Energy 

Landscape Study’s recommendations with particular regard to cumulative 

pollution with the adjacent Scout Moor wind farm.  

 

Borrow Pits 

- No factual evidence supporting their use and they should therefore not be 

considered as having any effect on the planning proposal. 

 

Financial 

- How would Rochdale residents benefit, monetary, from the development.  

- The jobs created would be temporary with it likely that contractors would be from 

outside of the town.  

- No local jobs will be created. 

- Concerns over the impact on existing farming on the site. 

- The development will terminate local hill farming at the site.  

- The development will adversely affect equestrian businesses in the area, with 

horse riders no longer wishing to ride across Rooley Moor and seeking safer 

sites.  

- The development will adversely affect B&B’s that serve the Mary Towneley 

Loop.  

- Coronation Power have not offered any monitory compensation to Commoners 

that use the land for farming and have instead offered an alternative Common 



Land option which is several miles away and therefore geographically useless to 

the faming businesses located in the area of Prickshaw and Broadley Fold.  

- With the reduction in horse riders using the Bridleway, the development will 

adversely impact on local businesses that rely on the tourism currently 

generated by the Mary Towneley Loop and Pennine Bridleway.  

 

General 

- The reduction to 8 turbines changes nothing in regards the unacceptability of the 

application. 

- There is no need for a second wind farm.  

- Enough is enough. 

- The site can never be reverted back to as is after such a development. 

- It is well-documented that wind farms are an unviable form of energy 

- Rochdale Council are trying to promote our beautiful countryside and historical 

and natural heritage on their website, but will be destroying these things if they 

allow this application to be approved.  

- No more turbines 

- If the turbines are as good as some people suggest why do they need to be 

heavily subsidised?  

- The reports commissioned by the Council provide damming conclusions or state 

that the application fails to provide sufficient information.  

- The reduction to 8 turbines does not alter the objections previously raised. 

- This objection reinforces our previous objection and refers specifically to the 8 

turbines scheme.  

- Although separate sites, the reality is that any wind turbines on Rooley Moor 

and Scout Moor (including the proposed extension to Scout Moor) will be viewed 

as a single wind farm, which will be the largest onshore wind farm in England.  

- Scout Moor phase 1 has been operational since 2008 and on the basis that any 

approvals to Rooley Moor and the Scout Moor expansion would not become 

operational until 2017, the Green Belt common land above Rochdale will have 

been subject to wind farm development for 34 years, or until 2042. This period 

of time is unacceptable.  

- Any application for recommendation for approval will need to be submitted to the 

Secretary of State for consideration.  

- In the event that the L&R Committee vote to allow the application it is important 

that the development is subject to a condition requiring access to be from 

another route rather than Rooley Moor Road.  

- The Council has a moral obligation to preserve our heritage as well as providing 

a place of recreation and relaxation.  

- The Oxford English Dictionary definition of “moor” is ‘A tract of open uncultivated 

upland, typically covered in heather’. That is how it should remain.  

- Wind power is not the answer.  

- Many people live in the area because of the rugged landscape and all it has to 

offer. To destroy that would be to allow the bullies to trash our playground.  

- The proposal will result in irreparable damage to the moors.  

- The application contravenes a previous decision. 

- The damage/harm done will outweigh the benefits of providing a wind farm.  



- The construction/access tracks lead to illegal use of moorland for off road traffic.  

- The support letters are all virtually centrally collected stencil letters with no 

planning reasons for acceptance.  

- Wind is not an economic solution for the countries power requirements until 

storage technology is sufficiently advanced.  

- Rochdale is in the process of regenerating the town centre, which will in turn 

attract customers not only to the town, but also the surrounding countryside.  

- The application leaves a lot of unanswered questions.  

- We are aware of other applications for similar development in the area. It does 

feel somewhat like planning by stealth and for the applications to be considered, 

they should be considered as a whole and not piecemeal.  

Human rights affected with impacts on the enjoyment of property.   

- The sum of the individual impacts is much less than the overall impact of many 

developments combined. 

- No analysis of alternative sites is provided and this work hasn’t taken place.  

- The plans do not show the site being returned to its original state after 

decommissioning.  

- We do not want the biggest wind farm in England.  

- The same issues apply with this application as with the Ding Quarry application 

which was refused. 

- The development will facilitate crime and anti-social behaviour on Rooley Moor, 

by giving increased access to traffic. 

- There are no details on what Lanehead village would look like at the point of 

access to the moor, at the cattle grid. 

 

Quarries 

- The borrow pits will be equal in size to several football pitches and will be sited 

only 9 metres from the National Trail.  

- The extraction of stone by mechanical ripping will be devastating. 

 

Connection to the grid 

- It is presumptuous of the applicant to anticipate a 132kV connection to the 

National Grid.  

Non-material 

- Profits to be made by landowners and developers should not be put before the 

considerations of the local community, general public and users of the area.  

- The benefits from turbines have been proven as inefficient. 

- It will devalue properties in the area and make properties difficult to sell.  

- Insinuations that RMBC will accept the application due to monetary gain.  

- Don’t let the renewable energy subsidies blind you to the facts of the application 

and have some pride in your community.  

- Much rhetoric is used to justify these turbines but the bottom line is profit for 

coronation power.  

- The responsibility for the determination of applications on Rooley Moor and 

Scout Moor should lie with the Secretary of State. This is because it is 



effectively one site, that will be viewed as one windfarm. The only reason the 

application has avoided this process is through the developments being 

submitted as fragmented applications.  

- Objectors dismayed by the apparent recruitment by Coronation Power of the 

former Head of Rochdale Head of Planning.   

- The harm to the heritage assets is such that it outweighs any substantial public 

benefits arising from the development and if consent is given to this application, 

objectors will actively explore the Judicial Review option.  

- An application to deregister the Common Land will be required.  

- Although turbines are manufactured to a standard that minimises the risk to the 

public, accidents do happen and responsible applicants will site their turbines as 

far away as possible from human activity.  

- The energy produced is minimal and the turbines are at times required to take 

power from the grid.  

- The application is unethical.  

- Questions over the integrity/operation of Peel Energy.  

- Concerns over the construction of Scout Moor. 

- There will be the threat of re-opening the quarries on the moors if this is 

approved.  

- Any approval would go against the previous refusal of the re-opening of Ding 

Quarry. 

- The promises of a Community Benefit Fund are illusionary and are a 

recommendation, not a statutory obligation.  

- Why are these turbines always placed in the north of the Country. There are 

none in the home counties.  

- Existing turbines in the area are often not in use.  

- The application included confidential material.  

- Insufficient information has been provided on the community benefit fund and 

Coronation Power do not have the financial strength to make such a 

commitment.  

- Turbines are failing at other wind farms and as the turbines proposed as so 

close to a public bridleway, if one falls, catches fire or a rot 

- Rochdale is being used as a dumping ground for what would not be permitted 

elsewhere. 

- The offer of inducements to Rochdale should be frowned upon. If the proposal is 

acceptable, no inducement should be necessary. 

- The right to a chosen life style, both present and future.  

 

 

Management of the application/issues with Rochdale Council 

- Concerns over the legality of accepting an 8 turbine scheme under an 

application for 12 turbines.  

- Notification of the 8 turbine scheme was not sufficiently clear.  

- Planning refuse to discuss issues that the objectors are having in discussing the 

application with Coronation Power. 

- Highways don’t respond to requests from objectors. 



- The Highways response is inadequate for such a large scale development and 

fails to acknowledge; the number of physical obstructions required for removal, 

that the movement of abnormal loads will take place during the night, giving the 

residents of Lanehead access to emergency vehicles and a loss of sleep. 

Residents will not be able to leave/access the village in these times or access 

their vehicles, the abnormal loads will come dangerously close to houses in 

Lanehead (within 0.6m), and the vast amount of HGV traffic generated by the 

proposal. It should also be the responsibility of the council for the safety of 

culverts affected by the development and the proposed route is not the most 

logical or least disruptive.  

- A request for an independent highways report.  

 

Issues with Coronation Power 

- Coronation Power refuses to discuss the application with objectors 

- The community consultation carried out by Coronation Power was poor and 

many officers were unaware of important facts such as the age of Rooley Moor 

Road. It also failed to give information on the location of other windfarms in the 

area, indicating that this would be just one small wind farm, totally in isolation.  

- Questions over the response rate from the leaflets send out by Coronation 

Power.  

- Questions over the integrity of Coronation Power. 

- Coronation Power do not seek to develop wind farms, they merely get the 

planning permission then sell the sites on. 

 

 

 
 

 

 



APPENDIX C – REPRESENTATIONS IN SUPPORT 

The mass produced support letters are provided in full below along with the number of 

copies received for each letter.   

Letter no. 1 – 56 copies received through original publicity.  

I’m writing in support of this renewable energy application because: 

1. Wind power helps to improve the UK’s energy security.  

2. More wind power means cheaper electricity in the long run.  

3. I regard the location as an appropriate site for a wind farm.  

4. The wind farm would provide at least £2 million for local education and 

environment projects and offer the local community the prospect of shared 

ownership in the wind farm.  

5. Wind turbines are not noisy. 

6. Climate Change is the greatest threat facing our planet and we need urgent 

action on the issue. We need renewable technology solutions, such as this 

proposed wind farm, to tackle Climate Change.  

7. These 12 turbines could provide enough energy for the equivalent of around 

20,000 homes per year.  

8. Wind power doesn’t produce emissions of acid rain gases, carbon dioxide or 

particulate matter unlike conventional power generation. 

9. It would save the emission of around 41,000 tonnes of CO2 per year. 

10. Wind power reduces the need for new expensive nuclear power stations that 

leave a toxic legacy of radioactive waste.  

 

Letter no. 2 – 38 copies received  

I’m writing to Support this wind power proposal because: 

It would save around 41,000 tonnes of CO2 per year. 

It’s better than dirty and expensive nuclear power, 

Wind power doesn’t produce emissions of acid rain gases, carbon dioxide or particulate 

matter unlike conventional power generation 

The wind farm would provide at least £2 million for local education and environment 

project and offer the local community the prospect of shared ownership in the wind 

farm. 

These 12 turbines could provide enough electricity for the equivalent of around 20,000 

homes per year. 

Climate change is the greatest threat facing our planet and we need urgent action on 

the issue. 

We need renewable technology solutions, such as this proposed wind farm, to tackle 

climate change.  

Letter no. 3 – 57 copies received 

I’m writing to support this application for renewable energy because: 

1. It would save the emission of around 41,000 tonnes of CO2 per year. 



2. Wind power helps to improve the UK’s energy security. 

3. More wind power means cheaper electricity in the long run.  

4. Wind power reduces the need for new expensive nuclear power stations that 

leave a toxic legacy of radioactive waste that remains dangerous for thousands 

of years. 

5. The wind farm would provide at least £2 million for local education and 

environment projection and offer the local community the prospect of shared 

ownership in the wind farm.  

6. Wind turbines are not noisy 

7. Climate change is the greatest threat facing our planet and we need urgent 

action on the issue. We need renewable technology solutions, such as this 

proposed wind farm, to tackle climate change.  

8. These 12 turbines could provide enough electricity for the equivalent of around 

20,000 homes per year.  

9. Wind power doesn’t produce emissions of acid rain gases, carbon dioxide or 

particulate matter unlike conventional power generation.  

 

Letter no. 4 – 27 copies received through original publicity and an additional 27 

copies received through publication of FEI and SEI. Total no. of copies = 54.  

I’m writing to support this application for renewable energy because: 

• Climate change is the greatest threat facing our planet and we need urgent 

action on the issue. We need renewable technology solutions, such as this 

proposed wind farm, to tackle climate change.  

• These 12 turbines could provide enough electricity for the equivalent of around 

20,000 homes per year.  

• It would save the emission of around 41,000 tonnes of CO2 per year.  

• Wind power doesn’t produce emissions of acid rain gases, carbon dioxide or 

particulate matter unlike conventional power generation.  

• Wind power helps to improve the UK’s energy security. 

• More wind power means cheaper electricity in the long run. 

• Wind power reduces the need for new expensive nuclear power stations that 

leave a toxic legacy of radioactive waste that remain dangerous for thousands of 

years.  

• I regard the location as an appropriate site for a wind farm. Whilst the 12 

turbines may be visible, this would not significantly spoil my enjoyment of the 

landscape.  

• The wind farm would provide at least £2million for local education and 

environment projects and offer the local community the prospect of shared 

ownership in the wind farm.  

• Wind turbines are not noisy. 

• There’s no evidence that they put off tourists.  

 

Letter no. 5 – 49 copies received 

I’m writing in support of this renewable energy application because: 



• Climate change is the greatest threat facing our planet and we need urgent 

action on the issue. We need renewable technology solutions, such as this 

proposed wind farm, to tackle climate change.  

• These 12 turbines could provide enough electricity for the equivalent of around 

20,000 homes per year.  

• It would save the emission of around 41,000 tonnes of CO2 per year.  

• Wind power reduces the need for new expensive nuclear power stations that 

leave a toxic legacy of radioactive waste.  

• Wind power doesn’t produce emissions of acid rain gases, carbon dioxide or 

particulate matter unlike conventional power generation.  

• The wind farm would provide at least £2 million for local education and 

environmental projects and offer the local community the prospect of shared 

ownership in the wind farm.  

• I regard the location as an appropriate site for a wind farm.  

 

Letter 6 – 49 copies received  

I’m writing in support of this renewable energy application because: 

A. The wind farm would provide at least £2 million for local education and 

environment projects and offer the local community the prospect of shared 

ownership in the wind farm. 

B. Climate change is the greatest threat facing our planet and we need urgent 

action on the issue. We need renewable technology solutions, such as this 

proposed wind farm, to tackle climate change.  

C. These 12 turbines could provide enough energy for the equivalent of around 

20,000 homes per year.  

D. It would save the emission of around 41,000 tonnes of CO2 per year.  

E. Wind power reduces the need for new expensive nuclear power stations that 

leave a toxic legacy of radioactive waste.  

F. Wind power helps to improve the UK’s energy security. 

G. I regard the location as an appropriate site for a wind farm.  

H. Wind power doesn’t produce emissions of acid rain gases, carbon dioxide or 

particulate matter unlike conventional power generation.  

 

Letter 7 – 56 copies received through original publicity and a further 3 copies 

received through publication of FEI and SEI. Total no. of copies = 59.  

I’m writing to support the wind power proposal because: 

Climate change is the greatest threat facing our planet and we need urgent action on 
the issue. We need renewable energy solutions, such as this proposed wind farm, to 
tackle climate change.  
It would save the emission of around 41,000 tonnes of CO2 per year.  
Wind power reduces the need for new expensive nuclear power stations that leave a 
toxic legacy of radioactive waste.  
Wind power doesn’t produce emissions of acid rain gases, carbon dioxide or particulate 
matter unlike conventional power generation. 



The wind farm would provide at least £2 million for local education and environment 
projections and offer the local community the prospect of shared ownership in the wind 
farm.  
These 12 turbines could provide enough electricity for the equivalent of around 20,000 
homes per year.  
 
Letter 8 – 23 copies received, through original publicity and a further 5 copies 
received through publication of FEI and SEI. Total no. of copies = 28.  
 
I’m writing to support this wind power proposal because: 
 
It would save the emission of around 41,000 tonnes of CO2 per year.  
The wind farm would provide at least £2 million for local education and environment 
projects and offer the local community the prospect of shared ownership in the wind 
farm.  
These 12 turbines could provide enough electricity for the equivalent of around 20,000 
homes per year. 
Climate change is the greatest threat our planet and we need urgent action on the 
issue.  
We need renewable technology solutions, such as this proposed wind farm, to tackle 
climate change. 
 
Letter 9 – 73 copies received through original publicity and a further 6 copies 
received through publication of FEI and SEI. Total no. of copies = 79.  
 
I’m writing to support this application for renewable energy because: 
 

- These 12 turbines provide enough electricity for the equivalent of around 20,000 
homes per year.  

- It would save the emission of around 41,000 tonnes of CO2 per year.  
- Wind power doesn’t produce emissions of acid rain gases, carbon dioxide or 

particulate matter unlike conventional power generation.  
- Wind power helps to improve the UK’s energy security.  
- Wind power means cheaper electricity in the long run.  
- Wind power reduces the need for new expensive nuclear power stations that 

leave a toxic legacy of radioactive waste that remains dangerous for thousands 
of years.  

- I regard the location as an appropriate site for a wind farm. Whilst the 12 
turbines may be visible, this would not significantly spoil my enjoyment of the 
landscape.  

- The wind farm would provide at least £2million for local education and 
environment projects and offer the local community the prospect of shared 
ownership in the wind farm.  

- Wind turbines are not noisy. 
- Climate change is the greatest threat facing our planet and we need urgent 

action on the issue. We need renewable technology solutions, such as this 
proposed wind farm, to tackle climate change.  

 
Letter 10 – 1 copy received through publication of FEI and SEI. 
 
I’m writing to support this application for renewable energy because: 
 

1. It would save the emission of around 41,000 tonnes of CO2 per year.  
2. Wind power helps to improve the UK’s energy security. 
3. More wind power means cheaper electricity in the long run. 



4. Wind power reduces the need for new expensive nuclear power stations that 
leave a toxic legacy of radioactive waste that remains dangerous for thousands 
of years.  

5. I regard the location as an appropriate site for a wind farm. Whilst the 12 
turbines may be visible, this would not significantly spoil my enjoyment of the 
landscape.  

6. The wind farm would provide at least £2 million for local education and 
environment projects and offer the local community the prospect of shared 
ownership in the wind farm.  

7. Wind turbines are not noisy. 
8. Climate change is the greatest threat facing our planet and we need urgent 

action on the issue. We need renewable technology solutions, such as this 
proposed wind farm, to tackle climate change.  

9. These 12 turbines could provide enough electricity for the equivalent of around 
20,000 homes per year.  

10. Wind power doesn’t produce emissions of acid rain gases, carbon dioxide or 
particulate matter unlike conventional power generation.  

 
Letter 11 – 65 copies received through publication of FEI and SEI  
 
I’m writing to support this application for renewable energy because: 
 

• We need wind power to help in the fight against climate change.  

• The 12 Rooley Moor turbines could provide enough electricity for the equivalent 
of around 20,000 homes per year.  

• It would save the emission of around 41,000 tonnes of CO2 per year.  

• Wind power is clean and doesn’t produce emissions of acid rain gases, carbon 
dioxide or particulate matter, unlike coal. 

• Wind power means cheaper electricity in the long run. 

• I prefer it to nuclear power which is both dangerous and expensive. 

• I regard Rooley Moor as an appropriate site for a wind farm.  

• The wind farm would provide at least £2 million for local education and 
environment projects and offer the local community the prospect of shared 
ownership in the wind farm.  

• Wind turbines are very quiet.  

• There’s no evidence that they put off tourists.  

• The turbines have no health impacts, despite opposition claims.  
 
Letter 12 – 39 copies received through publication of FEI and SEI 
 
I’m writing to support this application for renewable energy because: 
 

1. It would save the emission of around 41,000 tonnes of CO2 per year.  
2. I prefer it to nuclear power which is both dangerous and expensive.  
3. Turbines have no health impacts, despite opposition claims.  
4. Wind power is clean and doesn’t produce emissions of acid rain gases, carbon 

dioxide or particulate matter, unlike coal.  
5. We need wind power to help in the fight against climate change. 
6. The 12 Rooley Moor turbines could provide enough electricity for the equivalent 

of around 20,000 homes per year.  
7. The wind farm would provide at least £2 million for local education and 

environment projects and offer the local community the prospect of shared 
ownership in the wind farm.  

8. Wind power improves the UK’s energy security.  



 
Letter 13 – 83 copies received through publication of FEI and SEI 
 
I’m writing to support this application for renewable energy because: 
 

• The 12 Rooley Moor turbines could provide enough electricity for the equivalent 
of around 20,000 homes per year.  

• It would save the emission of around 41,000 tonnes of CO2 per year. 

• Wind power improves the UK’s energy security. 

• More wind power means cheaper electricity in the long run.  

• I prefer it to nuclear power which is both dangerous and expensive.  

• I regard Rooley moor as an appropriate site for a wind farm.  

• The wind farm would provide at least £2 million for local education and 
environment projects and offer the local community the prospect of shared 
ownership in the wind farm.  

• Wind turbines are very quiet. 

• There’s no evidence they put off tourists.  

• Wind turbines have no health impacts, despite opposition claims.  

• Wind power is clean and doesn’t produce emissions of acid rain gases, carbon 
dioxide or particulate matter, unlike coal.  

• We need wind power to help in the fight against climate change.  
 
Letter 14 – 44 copies received through publication of FEI and SEI 
 
I’m writing the support this application for renewable energy because: 
 

• The 12 Rooley Moor turbines could provide enough electricity for the equivalent 
of around 20,000 homes per year.  

• It would save the emission of around 41,000 tonnes of CO2 per year.  

• Wind power improves the UK’s energy security.  

• More wind power means cheaper electricity in the long run.  

• I prefer it to nuclear power which is both dangerous and expensive.  

• I regard Rooley Moor as an appropriate site for a wind farm.  

• The wind farm would provide at least £2 million for local education and 
environment projects and offer the local community the prospect of shared 
ownership in the wind farm.  

• There’s no evidence they put off tourists.  

• Wind turbines have no health impacts, despite opposition claims.  

• Wind power is clean and doesn’t produce emissions of acid rain gases, carbon 
dioxide or particulate matter, unlike coal.  

• We need wind power to help in the fight against climate change.  
 
Letter 15 – 23 copies received through publication of FEI and SEI 
 
I’m writing to support this application for renewable energy because: 
 

1. The 12 Rooley Moor turbines could provide enough electricity for the equivalent 
of around 20,000 homes per year.  

2. It would save the emission of around 41,000 tonnes of CO2 per year.  
3. Wind power is clean and doesn’t produce emissions of acid rain gases, carbon 

dioxide or particulate matter, unlike coal.  
4. Wind power improves the UK’s energy security.  
5. I regard Rooley Moor as an appropaite site for a wind farm.  



6. The wind farm would provide at least £2 million for local education and 
environment projects and offer the local community the prospect of shared 
ownership in the wind farm.  

7. The turbines have no health impacts, despite opposition claims.  
8. We need wind power to help in the fight against climate change.  

 
Letter 16 – 22 copies received through publication of FEI and SEI 
 
I’m writing to support this application for renewable energy because: 
 

1. The 12 Rooley Moor turbines could provide enough electricity for the equivalent 
of around 20,000 homes per year.  

2. It would save the emission of around 41,000 tonnes of CO2 per year.  
3. Wind power is clean and doesn’t produce emissions of acid rain gases, carbon 

dioxide or particulate matter, unlike coal.  
4. Wind power improves the UK’s energy security.  
5. More wind power means cheaper electricity in the long run.  
6. I prefer it to nuclear power which is both dangerous and expensive 
7. I regard Rooley Moor as an appropriate site for a wind farm.  
8. The wind farm would provide at least £2 million for local education and 

environment projects and offer the local community the prospect of shared 
ownership in the wind farm.  

9. The turbines have no health impacts, despite opposition claims.  
10. We need wind power to help in the fight against climate change.  

 
Letter 17 – 20 copies received through publication of FEI and SEI 
 
I’m writing to support this application for renewable energy because: 
 

• It would save the emission of around 41,000 tonnes of CO2 per year.  

• I prefer it to nuclear power which is both dangerous and expensive. 

• Turbines have no health impacts, despite opposition claims.  

• Wind power is clean and doesn’t produce emissions of acid rain gases, carbon 
dioxide or particulate matter, unlike coal.  

• We need wind power to help in the fight against climate change.  

• The 12 Rooley Moor turbines could provide enough electricity for the equivalent 
of around 20,000 homes per year.  

• The wind farm would provide at least £2 million for local education and 
environment projects and offer the local community the prospect of shared 
ownership in the wind farm.  

• Wind power improves the UK’s energy security.  

 
Letter 18 – 6 copies received through the publication of FEI and SEI 
 
I’m writing to support this application for renewable energy because: 
 

• It would save the emission of around 41,000 tonnes of CO2 per year.  

• I prefer it to nuclear power which is both dangerous and expensive.  

• Turbines have no health impacts, despite opposition claims.  

• Wind power is clean and doesn’t produce emissions of acid rain gases, carbon 
dioxide or particulate matter, unlike coal.  

• We need wind power to help in the fight against climate change.  



• The Rooley Moor turbines could provide enough electricity for the equivalent of 
around 20,000 homes per year.  

• The wind farm would provide at least £2million for local education and 
environment projects and offer the local community the prospect of shared 
ownership in the wind farm.  

• Wind power improves the UK’s energy security.  
 
 

 
 



APPENDIX D – APPROPRIATE ASSESSMENT UNDER CONSERVATION OF HABITATS AND SPECIES REGULATIONS 2010 (AS 
AMENDED) 
 
Table 1 Summary HRA screening assessment of the impact of planning application 14/00877/FUL Rooley Moor Wind Farm on the special 
nature conservation interest of the South Pennine Moors SAC/SPA 
Nb – the application site for the Rooley Moor Wind Farm is some 7.5 km from the boundary of the South Pennine Moors SAC/SPA. The South 
Pennine Moors is considered to be the only European protected site that could potentially be affected by the construction of the Rooley Moor 
Wind Farm because Pathways to other European Sites do not exist 
 

Potential Harmful Impact of the 
proposed wind farm at Rooley Moor 

on the South Pennine Moors 
 

Comments Screened 
In or Out? 

Direct Land Take No direct impacts OUT 
 

Air Pollution None – unlikely to occur and the development site is too distant from the boundary of the 
SAC/SPA for impacts to occur 
 

OUT 

Water Pollution None – the development site is too distant from the boundary of the SAC/SPA for impacts 
to occur – there are no pathways 
 

OUT 

Intensification / change of land use No direct impacts – there are no pathways 
 

OUT 

Burning No impacts – SAC/SPA is too distant from the application site 
 

OUT 

Increased recreational pressure / 
disturbance 
 

No impacts – SAC/SPA is too distant from the application site OUT 

Changes to Hydrology No impacts; site is too distant from SAC/SPA and there are no direct hydrological 
pathways 

OUT 
 

Predation None – the development site is too distant from the boundary of the SAC/SPA for impacts 
to occur 

OUT 



Disturbance None – the development site is too distant from the boundary of the SAC/SPA for impacts 
to occur 
 

OUT 

Introduction of aggressive alien 
species 

None – the development site is too distant from the boundary of the SAC/SPA for impacts 
to occur 
 

OUT 

Indirect impact on bird populations 
arising from collision with turbine 
blades of birds moving between the 
SAC/SPA and other areas and sites 

Whether birds that use the SAC/SPA also use the proposed site of the Rooley Moor wind 
farm is unknown, although some of the same important species are known to use both 
sites and birds do move east-west during migration periods. There may therefore be a 
functional link between the SAC/SPA and the application site, contrary to the findings 
presented in the EIA. However, the following are taken into account – 

• The Risk of mortality from direct collision with turbine blades is assessed as low 

• The Numbers of birds of the SPA qualifying species (golden plover, merlin, 
peregrine, short-eared owl, dunlin) using the Rooley Moor site are low, 
representing a very small percentage of the numbers associated with the SPA 
even if they are the same birds. 

• There are very large (alternative) moorland areas available to migrating birds 
displaced from the wind farm site out-with the development area. The South 
Pennine Moors SAC/SPA itself is very large (>66,000 ha).  

• The operation of the nearby Scout Moor wind farm does not appear to have had 
any impact on bird populations using the SAC/SPA 

• Use of the site itself as a ‘staging post’ for migrating birds during the operational 
life of the wind farm is not ruled out 

OUT 

 
CONCLUSION 
The construction and operation of a large-scale wind farm at Rooley Moor will not have any significant impacts on the special nature 
conservation interest of the SAC/SPA. 



 
 
APPENDIX E – IDENTIFIED DESIGNATED HERITAGE ASSETS 
 
Inner Study Area 
 

 
 

 
Outer Study Area 
 
There are no Grade I listed buildings within the Outer Study Area. 
 

 
 
 
 



 
 
Grade II listed buildings within the Outer Study Area 
 

 
 



 



 



 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Designated Heritage Assets between 5km and 10km considered in the submitted 
environmental information 

 

 
<end> 


