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T, iefroduction

This Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LYIA} accompanies a planning

application for 1no. 20kW wind turbine ot Lower Gozegill Form, Rimmington.

The scope of work included in this assessment is as a result of consultations with the
reprasentatives from the landscope section and planning officer within the council,
The following Landscape and Visua Impact Assessment has been prepared in
response to a numiber of points raised by the landscape section of He Coundil and
should dllow officers 10 make o more informed decision on the planning application.

The planning application s o proposal for 1 no, 20kW wind furbine with maximum
bty height of up to 20.8m. rotor diometer of up to a moximum of 13.1m and
moximum upright vertical tip height df up to 27.2m. .The previouslty  subrmitted
locafion plans identify the proposed localions and the Design and Access
Stotement cullines the justification for their design and layout. This document shoukd

therefore be read in conjunction with the Design and Access Statermnent.

This Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) aims 1o satisfy the requirements
of the Locdl Planning Authority, and wider community with o tool to help assess the
impact of the proposed development,

The content of this document, and the comsideration of particular viewpoints has
been prepared in accordance with the Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment (20 Edifion), 2002,

1.1 T Soote of fha Devalopmant

Fundamental fo the understanding of this documeni is the distinction between the
proposed development of a single wind turbing development and that of turbines
which are of a significantly greater scale associated with wind farms. Voriations in
the definition of scale cocur betweean numerous policy documents, guidance, and
recommendations from objectors and profest groups. To remove any ambiguity the
develépmen’r is assessed in relation to other fegtures in the considered viewpoints
rather than depending on definitions of scale which vary between councils.
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This document assesses the landscope and visual impacts for the proposed

development which is;

1 no. 20kW wind turbine with maximum hub height of up to 20.5m, rotor diometer of
up to a maximum of 13.1m and maximum upright verfical tip height of up to 27.2m.

The Landscape and Visual mpact Assessment is produced in line with Guidelines for
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, 2nd Edition {2002), produced by The
Londscape Institute [GLVIALL

2. Methodology

The methodology employed for this assessrment dims to quantify the effects of the
proposed development and then, according to Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment Guidelines (2002), imerpre’rs' the results in order to comment on the
overall significance of the proposed development, Essentially Landscope and Visual
Impact welcaomes objectivity in this process, and tends 1o dismiss subjective inputs
such as public preference or conducting an assessment of scenic beoutly.

Wiz necessary to differenﬁrﬁfe between judgements that involve o degree of
subjectivity opinfon {as in the assessment of landscape value) from thase thal are
normally more objective and quantifiable {as in the delermination of magnitude of
changel.’ [Guidetines for Landscape and Yisudl Impact Assessmeant, 2002).

Working under this principle, the following assessment considers that landscape and
visugt effects are assessed separately.

Llandscape and visuaol assessment are separate, although finked procedures. The
londscape baosefine, fts anolysis and fhe assessment of londscape effects all
confribute fo the baseline for visuol assessment studies. The assessmeant of the
pofential effect on the landscape s comed ouf s an effect on an environmental
resource, e, the londscape. Visuad effects are assessed a3 one of the inferrelated
effacts on population.

Landscope effects derive from chonges in the physicdl landscape, which may give
rise to changes in its character and how this is experienced. This may in turn offect
the perceived volue ascribed to the tandscape. The description and ancilysis of

4
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effects on o landscope rescurce refies on the adoption of certain basic prindiples
obout the posifive [beneficiall ond negative (ocdverse] effects of change in the
tandscape, Due fo the inherently dynamic nature of landscape, change arising from
o development may nal necessarly be significant. (GLVIA, 2002, p.12].

mMethodelogy consideraiions for Londscape Effects:

= the existing view

»  the predicted view

v e landscape sensitivity
«  magnitude of change

»  effect on landscape charocter
Methodology considerations for Visual effects:

+  Recepior sensitivily
»  Moagnituds of change

» Effects on visuol omenity
2.1 Basetine methodology

The existing landscape conditions have been informed by an inifial study of the LEC
$Study Landscape Sensitivity to Wind Energy Development in Lancashive (2005) cnd
the Forest of Bowland AONB Landscape Character Assessment. The landscape

boseline explores the following:

« The exiting si’ruaﬂcm.— including a factual description, of the existing
landscaope Gopography, built form, patterns, scale, fransport routes)

s The value and sensitivity of the existing landscape, including reference o
relevont statutory and non-statutory designations ete., and an assessment of
the sensifivity of the landscape to change.
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Table 1: Landscape Quality/value

Quulihrf "Julue Sensiﬂvlw of l.nndscupe

: Eicephonr.:l’ ﬁ‘aw B lsed ’rcr"-
B -'hagh quulntyfm[ue chr_'f..

BRI O L _Bequ’rWNcﬂ'}lt}nuE SCE‘WG fﬁreqs RO v Rk
Medium Arecs that exhibit positive charac’rer cmd are conmdered 1-::: be
in good condition with some valued fediures but which may
have evidence of dlferation to degradation/erosion of features
resulting in areas of more mixed choracter. Scenic guality and
atractiveness may not be os high as for ‘High' gquality
londscape. Change may not necessarlly be detrimental nor
require special attention to detdil. These areas may be volued
at more than simply the locdl Le community scale, tor example
Areqs of Great landscape viue, Special Iandscape Areqs.
L TATEOs generolly negative - a:hdrac’rer in pra;::r cs;ndmun with o
weaok Jendseape: stiuchure withfew, if. &y, volled feafures:
5z Qpe for posﬁw enhqnce’m,en : frequert‘rh,r dccurs This

The magnitude of change arising from the proposed development at any particular
lacation, landscape character area, and landscope character type or aspect area
is described as Large, Medium, Small, Negligibte based on the interpretation of o
combination of iargely guantificble parameters, as fallows:

+ Degree of loss or dlteration to key landscape features/elements or
characteristics;

» Distance from the developmenit:

« Durgiion of effect;

+ Londscope backdrop to the development:

» Landscape context of other built development, particulary vertical elements.
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In order to differentiate between different levels of magnitude the following
definitions are provided:

Tabte 2: Magnitude of Change

Large Total  loss o©of rmaojor citeration  to key Iandééape
elements/features/characteristics such that post development the
landscape chqrqcfer area would be fuﬂdamen’mlly changed

Medivim-- 0 Paifial T loss or: - olterghion: 10 ong T ormore: <Key - andscape-_;

PRI P _'-e!emenisﬁfeaiureﬂfthqran:fensilc:s 3uch’ ’rhc:j pcrs’r develc}pmenf The:

el T Iandscﬂpe choracter ared wollid tie” pc:rhc:lly chdnged

Smuall Minor loss or dlteration 1o one or more Key I{]r‘;dscupe
elements/features/charactearistics such that post development the
change/floss would be discernible but he londscape character
would be similor to The baseline. -

“Negliglble -'-;"'u'er",r mlhar Ioés f::rf alierd’riﬂn 10 Gne Or Naleic=3

_1..:'chqr1ge :_';'. z Ctied SR

2.2 Visudl Assessment Methodalogy
2.2.1 Sensitivity, MggniTude and ignificance

The assessment of visudat effects considers the potential impact of the proposed
development on fhe visud amenity within the study area, with particular reference
to groups of defined receptors and identified viewpoints, Visual effects relate to the
changes that orise in the compaosition of available views as 4 result of changes to
the landscape, the responses of peopte 1o the changes and 1o the overall effects
with respect to visucl amenity. Effects on visual amenity are assessed through
representative viewpoints in order thal general conctusions may be drawn regarding
the overall visual effects of the proposed development.

= Zenshivity of visvalieceptors

The assessment of the sensitivity of the potential visual receptors represented by the
key viewpoints is informed by the following:

+ The locgtion of the viewpoint
+ The importance of the view [popularity, cultural associations);
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The public accessibiity of the viewpoint location;

the occupation and expectations of the receptor [e.g. residentfusers of
recreational focilitiesfshoppersfworks in thelr work place/motorists passing
thraugh):

The type of view, i.e. wide panorama, frameas, glimpsed or seguential view;
The extent of screening or filtering of the view {e.g. by buidings/vegetation);
and

The scope for effective mitigation in character with the existing londscape.

Table 3 sels cut the oriteria which hove been used to inform the assessment of visuck

s@nsitivity.

Takle 3: Visual sensitivify

Sensﬂwﬂy Typical descriptors

5'.-_High

-_:_.properiies ahd. recepiors Uﬂderfaklng recrea"ﬁﬁg where 1he_wew_,:
s Key. rer:lsc-n f{:rr ih:e ﬂcilw’r B g user C}f publlc fr::c:a’rpc:’rhs r:m i
o Bridlewdys and open decess idnds e L

fﬂédiuﬁ; o Receptors with moderate 1nieresT |n. ’rhelr enwronmenf eg.:

workers, pedestrian cyclists and other non motorised users of
mojor movement coridors and people faking part in outdoor
sporis
"__Eecer:ﬁigrs wﬂh passlﬁg c}f’mememaw m’reres’r m Thalr enwrﬁnmenf
SRR N I’T’IOTGI’ISE I S :

L3

Magniiude of visual impeacts

The magnitude or scale of potential visual change on views and on visudal amenity of

the ideniified receptors has been described with reference to the:

scale of change in the view with respect to the loss or addition of teatures
and changes in the visudl compasition;

Degree of contrast or infegration of any changes with the existing or
remaining landscape components — fom, mass, height, colaur and texture;
Puration of the effect

Angle of the view in relation to the main activity of the receptor;

Distance from tha viewpaoint to the proposed development:

R eepios Witk pmprla’rﬁw ihterest in the view such EIS remdenitcﬂf;
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« Number of receptors affected; and
+ Fffectivenass of the mitigation proposed

Table 4 sefs out the criteria which guide the assessment of the magnitude of change
that would be experience by visual receptors os o result of the proposed
development.

Table 4: Criteria for the qssessment of visual magnitude

Magmiudeaflmpa:i . Typical descrlpturs h
'*'-'--'r'mrge"--scale -::;hc‘mge Apt wcuid

Medlum Chunges 1o a wew Thc:’r would be reudlly nohceable bu’r
not change the overall percaption ar Key characteristics
of the view.

Lo imeesuraiie)s sl s¢alé: visual chiariges o fhe_f_.

- evardl perception-and key. charactefistics of the Views. -

Very minor changes fo the overall perception and kE‘y'

characteristics of the view that would barely noticeable

with the naked sye

ST N s LOf ‘diferation o the cvemﬂ percepiion or key'-
ehargttetistics of e, view - S L "

v Significonce of londscape and visuol elfects

The significance of any identified iondscape or visuat effect has besn assessed in
terms of Large. Medium, Small, Negligible, or none. These cafegoeties are based on
the juxtaposition of viewpoirt or landscape sensitivity with the predicted magnitude
of change. This matix should not be used as d prescripi[ve tool but rmust allow for
the exercise of professional Judgemem These cotegories have been based on
combining viewpoint or landscape sensiivity and predicted mognitude of change
o determine significance of effects,
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Table 5: Significance of Landscape and Visuial impact

T Mugmiude of Change i N

B2 e Lorgel L M e UMY i SRl T NegligiBle. i
£ High Major Mojorf Moderate Moderate/Minor

g_ a N Moderate :

o & MediunT; Majorl Mmde rc:li

E2 Llow Moderate Moderme;’ Minor Minor/negligible

= > - Minor L

Where the landscape or visual effect has been clossified os Major, MajorfModerate
aor Moderote, this is considered to be eduivalem to lkaly significani affects referred
{0 in the Town and Country Planning (Environmeantal Irnpoct Assessment] Regulations
1999. Effects identified as less than moderate are not considered 16 be significant. As
with many aspects of landscape and visual assessment, significance of effect also
needs to quantified with respect o the scale over which 1t s feli. An effect may be

locally significant, or significant with respect to a small number of receptors, but not
significant when judged in a wider context,

2.3 Movure of Fllaol:

Any effect may be described as temporary or permanent, direct or indirect, positive
or negative and cumulative and these various types of effect described below have
a bearing on the ccceptabitity or otherwise of any impact.

)

230 TemparanyfFarmdnani

The application is for a 20-25 year operational peried ond while this is not pemanent
it con propetly be described as long term. Londscape and visual effects can be
reversed and following decommissioning there waould fypically be no significont
residual londscape and visudl effects. A wind energy development should therefare
be regorded os a long term reversible addition to the landscope preserving the
choice for future generation whether or not ta retain what might be regarded as the
landscope fobric of today.

10
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232 Directilndirgc:

Direct and indirect landscape and visudl effects are defined in GLVIA {2002). Direct
effects may be defined ‘os an effect that 5 directly attibutable to g defined
elernent or choracteristics of the proposed devetopment, for example the loss or
removal of an slement or feature such os g hedgerow o a prominent group of
trees'. ‘An indirect {or secondary) effect is an sffect that is not a direct result of the
prdposed development but s often produced gway from the site of the proposed
development or a3 o result of 4 Cﬂmpléx pathway o secondory association.” the
direct or physical effects of @ wind energy development are generdlly limited fo an
area around the base of each furbine, access.roads and other development
infrastructure such as cable trenches, control building and arid connectien. The
main effects are often concerned with the visual effects loccasionally refered to as
indirect effects) and relate to effects mssocicted with introduction of the wind
energy development seen in the cohiexi of the existing londscape and visuval

character of the view.,
233 Fastive/Negative 1Bensficialf Acverse)

Individuals and organisations responses to proposed wind furbine developments can
differ widely, ranging from strongly adverse fo strongly posifive. Professionals
ncreosingly recognise that for windg turbines these judgements are highly subjective.
It is important to emphasize the polarity of views revedled by the extensive available
resecrch and fo take account of the fact that for the same development, some

rray view the impact as adverse, some as positive and yet others as neutral.

The recsoning behind not taking a simpiistic approach o positive/ddverse
udgements for the effects of wind turbines acknowledges that public affitudes
towards wind turbines are very varioble. Notwithstanding this, making positive or
gclverse judgemen.’rs on the effect of wind turbines on tandscape character woutd
be of guestionable value, porficularly i wsing the accepted interpretation of the
guidance that any out of character developments should autematically be
considered adverse, This is nof p{]r’riculafl‘;{ instructive in this case and it is maore useful

to consider sensitivity, copacity and scale which s done in this assessment,

11
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2.4 Visuals
24,1 Tone of Theoretico Visiklity

Irt ordder to inform the identification of ke*}* visudl receptors and viewpoits, o Zone of
Theorstical Visiolity {ZTV) map has been prepared for the maximum biade fip height
of the proposed turbine, The 7TV has been genarated using digital terrdin modelling
data (OS Landform Profile DTM] and ilustrates the exients to which the turbine woukd
thecretically be visible fom within the defined area of the study. The considered
studdy area can be easily justified in terms of scope when related fo the scale of the
developrment. The identified viewpeoints presented toter show the visual impact at
the edge of the study areq, Essentially, the inclusion of o ZTV for a larger dréa would
50 serve no purpose, and the study area of approximately Skm radius s suitable for

this assessment.
7.4.2 Coaneralion of wirglings anadd photomoriages

Baselines pho’r_agrﬂphy for ecch viewpoint was undertaken in Septermiter 2012 in dry
wedthar condifions with some clouds and good visibility, For the production of
photomontages Entrust cruirently use Windpro software,
{htto:/ fwwew . emd dikfWindPREO /Frontpage)

In the Windpro software, an OS Data Raster 1:50000 map is used as the base map.
Sourced from the OS, this map is geo referenced within the soffware. The remainder
of the process is conducted by adding lavers on top of the mak.

12



entrust=

winnning for renewsabies 4

(%

Ty

i

£

k)

Firstly, open 08 data s placed on o separate laver on top of the map, and again

geo referenced to align with contours of the bkase map.

The wind turbing(s] are then added in an additional layer and input rom a wind

turbine cotalogue, The catalogue has details of each turbine stored. This includes all

the reguired information about the turbine including no. of blades, tower height,

13
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blade swept diometer, noise data and power output. Some of these details have

other applications other than for the production of visuals.

Y fean WTE000 6.5.5 101

- IENERCON E-48 200 48.0 100
-INICEN M3500-800-150 280 10

[MICON 3500 750-175.44.0 104

- (MICON 2423003000258 £4.0 1R

||CBF CEAs G5 1170

| GEF CFS0 50 20,0 108

" |ENDEURANGE E-3120 55 19.2 101

“LAGERWEY 8618010

1= More WTGs >

A camera object is added to an additional layer and pointed in The direction of the
proposed wind 1ufbine. In the camera object, the paosition is input manually using the
coordinates coptured by the phoiogrobher on site. For this @ GPS device s used
which s accuraie to 4m. The camera cbiect inferprets the size of the turbine by
reading the digital print of o coptured photogroph (focal length and panorcimic
ability}. and calculating this in conjuncﬁérn with the turbine details and the distance
between the camera object and the wind furbine of concern.

14
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The produced image is cutput as & wirgling image. which hos no defdlls other than
topography, the type and digital print of the camera, and the distance to the
proposed turbine. This s then superimposed onto o photogroph taken at that
location within the software. To clarify, the software considers the distance, fime, the

camerd sed, and height confours of the land in order o determine the ocutcome

far the photomontage.

il

H
¥
&

Kk & WA BT Y S e g P

£

The submitted information for the proposal at Lower Gazeqil Farm is correct and true

to the best of our knowledge and ability. The software used o produce the

16
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phofomontages s acceptable to dll other lecdl authorties. The users of the soffwore
hold valid licences and have undertaken gppropriote training in order o be able fo
adequately use the software. The informotion presented is sufficient evidence in
order for the planning application to be assessed in terms of ifs im.pcfc’f on the
landscape can be assessad.

25 Limitatians

The 7TV ossumes thot climotic visibiiity i 100%., In redglity, climotic conditions can
reduce the extent of visikility. The ITY therefore represents the maximum potential,

thecorstical visibility i.e. the worst-case scenario.

I the wirelines and: phé’rcmoniﬂgez the proposed wind turbineg is shown in a straight-
on view 1o lllustrate the moximum extent of visikility of the proposed turbine. This
does not necessarly match the prevaiing wind direction ot the fime the

phoiographs weare taken,.

All viewpoints used for the assessment of visual effect are in publicly accessible

locotions.

17
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3. Landscape Choracter Aszsessment

31 Boseling ond gssessmeant of Landscope Choracter
At Regiondl level the various londscope character types are idenfified by, the
Loncashire County Council and the Forest of Bowlond AONBE Landscape Character
Assessments.  The Landscape areas that fall within the study area are shown ea in
Appendix A, dlong with the relevant ssensitivity to Wind—wind Energyr—energy
Qe%e#eEM—develommem assessments.  Only those which fall within a 3km radius
of the site are included o5 the effacts of a turbine of the scate proposed outside this

radivys are considerad to be negligible.  Areas to the south-west of the site are not
included as they are shielded by Pendle Hil.  The site sifs within the Unduloting
Lowtand Farmland landscape character type and is bordered by the Drumlin Figld

landscape character type 1o the eosi.

The Undulating Lowland Farmland sits generclly below 150m and lies between the
" major volleys and the moaland fn'ngés. The undetlying geology s generally
masked by heavy boulder clays and hedgerows predominate over stone walls.  The
lowland londscape s fraversed by deeply incised, wooded cloughs and gorges.
There are also many mixed farm woodlands, copsas and hedgerow frees, crealing
an impression of well wooded landscape from ground level and patchwork of wood

and pasture from roised viewpaoints on the fells.

some of the maost picturesque stone vilages of the county occur within this well
settied landscape type. The lowns of Longridge and Clitheroe alss—oeswrare
located within this fandscape type, but are not typical of the setflement paftern.
The area dlsc has mony country houses whose boundary walls and designed
landscapes add to the species diversity and visual appeal. There is o high density of
farms and scattered cottages outside the clustered seitlements, linked by a netwarlk

of minor roods.

LCA 5e - Lower Rlbblesdale [Clitheroe to Gisburn) (proposed site)
The proposed turbine would be located within landscape character area 5e - Lower
Ribblesdale [Clitherpe to Giskhurm], an areq of moderate to high sensifivity 1o Wind

Energy Development.

18
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This is a smaill scale area forming the broad valley of the Ribble penetrating the high
ground level of the Forest of Bowlang and s oullier.  There is @ malure and
established character to the landscape comprising strands of mature deciduocus
woodland, picturesgue built developmenis and other attributes which elevates ifs
sensitivity.  There is however more contemporary development and proximity to

urbon areas which recuces the sensitivity of the area.

The sensitivity to wind energy development is classed as modercie-high by the
assessment in the "Landscape Sensitivity to Wind Energy Development in Lancashire
{2008)".  As this study wos aimed at turbines of a targer scale than the one proposed
in this application it would be logical 10 reduce this sensitivity 1o moderate-tow.

Viewpoint 7 of the viewpoint analysis can be used to demonstrate a view 685m from
the site for the proposed turbine. The landscope i this particular area s
puncloated with trees and some farm buildings asd-and s nof bare in chargcter,
The effectiveness of the landscape os o backdrop to the proposed furbine is clearly
evident and if finished externclly in on cppropricte colour, the furbine would be
visually well absorbed without any harm 1o the landscape character.  Therefore
maanifude  of cb i} roposed development would be small. The
topography of the land and numerous iree lines result in a reduced magnhitude of
change as the landscape is only significantly impacted when viewed from locations
close to the propolsed site,

The significance of Impact of the proposed turbine on this landscape character areq
{5e} is therefore deemed as moderate-minor.

LCA 5f - Lower Ribblesdale (Clitheroe to Hellifield)

The proposed turbine would also be located adjacent to landscape chardcier area
Sf - Lower Ribblesdale {Clitheroe to Hellifield). This s an areg clossed s high
sensitivity 1o wind enargy development, This is o small scole landscape friinging the
adjacent higher ground of the Forest of Bowland and its outliers. There is a mature
and  established character fo the landscape comprising strands of motore

19

»rﬁ"
F g2

S

N
Fa
5



entrustz~

clanning for renswables

. deciducts woodiand, picturesque built elements and other attributes which elevate

its sensitivity.

Although the proposed turbine waould be located within areq 5e, that area is quite
small and it is considered appropriate to consider the effect of the proposal on the
chaoracter of that area of adiacent landscape classified as 5f. Landscape area 5fis
assessed on the map of Landscape Strategy for Luncashire - Landscape Chargcter
Assessment os being appropriate for small scale wind turbine developments.  This
area s described os having strands of mature woodiand and g picturesque bl

anvironmeni.

The sensitivity to wind energy development is ciassed as high by the assessment in
" andscape Sensitivity 1o Wind Energy Development in Lancashire {2005)".  As this
study was oimed at turbines of o larger scols than the one proposed in this
application it would be togical to reduce this sensitivity to moderate.

The proposed turbine would be a smal scale proposal and s such it would be
considerad appropriate development for area Se [subject 1o s precise location
being acceptable). The character of this area with its mature wooded areas and
landscape features, would because of these features, help to absorb the proposed
development without harm fo the landscape itself,  This landscape is parfially
contained within the AONE in reflection of its visual guality and is largely away from
wrban influences.

Viewpoint ¢ of the viewpoint andlysis con be used 1o demonstrate a view 2.78km
from the site for the proposed turbine.  The landscape in this particular ared is
punctuated with frees and there is considerabls visual interference between this
viewpoint and the proposéd site, The separation distance of the site and scaole of

the proposed furbine result in the magnitude of change to the landscape by the

proposed development being nedligible.

The significance of impact of the proposed turbine. on this Iandscqhe character
area (5f) is therefore deemed as minor.

20
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LCA 13a - Gurgrave

The proposed turbine would dlso be located adjacent 1o landscape character areq
13q - Gargrave, This is an area classed as moderate-high sensiiivity 10 wind energy
development. Thisis a lorge scale landscape of reguior hillocks with its uniform grain
and predominance of pasture with small areas of woodland indicating @ modest
sensitivity.  The farmed nature of this iandscupe, the pattern of built development,
the enclosure provided by topography and, parficutarly, the historic and designed

elements of this area suggest an elevated sensifivity.

simitar to the previous LCA Sf, it is imperiant to consider the effect of the proposal on
the character of this LCA 13a too, due to its close proximity to the proposed furbine.

The sensitivity to wind energy development & <classed as moderate-high by the
assessment in 'Landscape Sersifivity to Wind Energy Development in Lancashire
[2005)", As this study was aimed at turbines of a larger scale Than the cne proposed
in this application it would be logical to reduce this sensifivity 16 rmoderote-ow.

viewpoint 8 of the viewpoint andglysis can be used to demonstrate a view $00m from
the site for the proposed turbineg. _The landscape in this particular areq s
punctugted with frees, gently undulating ond  there s considerable  visugl
interference between this viewpcint and lhe proposed site.  The proximity of the site

and scale of the proposed turbine result in the moonitude of change to the
landscape by the proposed development being smail.

The slgnlficance of impact of the proposed turbine en this landscape character aren
(5) is therefore deemed us mederaie-minor.
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3.2 sumimony of Landscaps impoct Assessmant

Takle 6 below is o summary of the previews Landscape Impact Assessment and
shows the significance of the landscape impact of the proposed turbing upon each
Landscape Character Area.

Reglonal Lundsc_éﬁe tandscape Magnltude of | Signlficance of
Character sensitivity Change of | Impact
Landscape

1CA Se, Lawer Rlbblexdﬂle _Mc_j__::{__ia};g"r_é_--i__a;_:_" Smc.'l AR
{prupn:;ed selie] PR RECRIRE) s A A
LCA Sf Lawer Eibbiesdule Moderate MNeglighle miror

{Clitheroe to HellEield)

.._Mﬁderdtﬂ LGW 'ﬁiﬁﬁg]i'_":-_'_;.';i."xj---;' MOdem’rﬂ Fu’hnqr %

ACA13, Gargmve i

Tubla & St.ln"lrmzlwIr of Signiﬂcunce of Lnndscupe Impact

The summary of the results shown in Table é above demonstrate that the
significance of impact would be no worse than moderats-minor.  Similary the
Landscape Character Area in which the proposed turbing s sited would be only
moderately-minotly impactad by the proposal.

4. Visugd Assessrend

The following wisugl assessmient can be wsed in order to help the planning
department and the community understand the nature and scale of the proposed
developmeant, The inclusion of the visual information is alse useful in order fo
determine the significance of he impact on the surrounding londscape.  In some
cases e turbine may be difficult 1o see, in order 1o remeady this; the visudls have
been presented in A3 Londscape Format and are available as o separate
aftachment upon request it necessary,  The wirelines show the impact of the
proposed turbineg should ne vegetation or manmade features exist, and in tun help
to inform the produced photomoniages. The photomontages are a maore realistic
reprasentation of the potential impacts and o8 such are camied forwaord into the
final quantified assessment.
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4.0 Fone ai Trecreticot Visibility {27V

The result of the ZTV exercise reveals d 16.1% maximum visibility in the surrcunding
area. It is possible to identify  number of sensitive receptors witihin the study areaq.
which should then be further invesfigated through field visits and the production of
wirelines and photomontages. The most impartant viewpoinis (VP's] are identified os
baing points whereby the development is likely to show the greatest amount of
visiility or impact on the largest number of users, and oS such these warranted
further investigation. These viewpoints have aiso been discussed with the landscape
officer and planning officer prior to the commencernent of this study, Namely they

are:

« VP1: Rimington Caravan Park and Public Right of Way

+ VP2 Higher Gazegil Farmiouse and adjoining barn 1o west (grade |l Listed}

« ¥YP3:Sglem Congregotional Chapei and attached Manse {grade |} Listed]

« VP4 Edge of Forest of Bowland AQONB, A57 Road and Roiiway Line

» VP5: Rimington bridge on Rimington Lane and Public Right of Way

« VP4 Newby Hall and Public Right of Way

v VP7:Rimington Lane by Mylah and Thistleber dwelling

» VPR Todber Caravan Park on A682 at enfrance to Public Right of Way

v VP? Ribble Way Path within Forest of Bowland AGNB

« VPL0: Public Right of Way within Forest of Bowland AONE at Lower Gate

cdwelling.

The below visudls highlight in shaded colour where the proposed furbine would
theorefically be visible from surounding areas.  This in fumn, has informed the
locafions of the considered viewpoints, The viewpoints were selected where
theoretical points of visibiiity intersected sefflements, puklic footpaths and the
ADNB,
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Figure 1: Zone of Theoreticol Visibility Results
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Figure 2: pMdp showing Zone of Theoretical Visihility for 10km Radius
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Map: lowerggil . Print scale +:125,000, Map center Sriish National Grid (AIRY) East 382,104 Norin; 448,261
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Figure 3: Considerad Viewpoints

The agbove viewpoints when fully considered would provide a thaorough level of landscape and visudl impact assessment in relation to the proposed developrment. i is cscerfained however that the
considerad viewpoints identify the proposal from locations which are publically accessible and expose the development in its fullest fomn in order to assess the highest possible impact of the
proposal. The remainder of this section now fakes each of these viewpoints in tum and discusses the potential impact of the devetopment, and comments on its polential significance.
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Viewpoint 1 Existing

Photemontage Specific alicn

focal Length: 75mm

Range: 3%0m | Direction: 5w

Helght Above Ground: 1.5m

Date Taken: 04t Jon 2012

Camerg; Canon EQOS1 103

Lens: Digitol mm-75mm

Viewing Blsiance on A3: 400mim

é’-ﬁi’}f“ ”‘ifﬁ
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..ﬂ;

»

e nhi %:ﬁ
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Yiewpoint 1 Proposed Wireline
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Viewpoint 1 Proposed Photomontage {(75mm lens)

Photoemontage Specklcation
Focal Length: 75mm

Range: 3%0m Direction: 5w
Height Above Ground: 1.5m
Date Taken: 04 lgn 2012
Camera: Conon ED51100d

tens: Digital Smm-73mm

Viewlng Distance on A3: 400mm
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Viewpoint 2: Existing

Tederes
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Photomontage Speciication
Focal Length; 75mm

Ronge: 235m | Girection: N
Height Above Ground; 1.5
Date Taken: J4™ Jon 2012
Ceamera: Canon EQS1100d
Lens: Digital Smm-7Smm

Viewing Distance on A3: $00mm
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Viewpcoint 2 Proposed Wireline
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Yiewpoint 2 Proposed Photomontage

Pt

Photomontage Specification
Facdl Length: 7imm

Range; 295m | Direction: Nw
Height Above Ground: 1.5m
Date Taken: 04% Jon 2012

;E Comera: Canon EOS1100d
Lens; Cigital Srme-7 &nm
Viewing Pistance o A3: 400mm
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\Ilewpcmt 3: Exlshng

gﬁ

Photomantoge Spechiication

Foedl Length 35mim

| —
Range: 730m Direction: NHE

Height Above Ground: 1.4m

Date Taken: 20 Sept 2012

Camerd: Fujifilm Finepix 31730

Lens: Digital Smm-/Smim

viewing Distance on A3: 400mm
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Viewpoint 3: Proposad Wireling
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wewpomi 3: Proposed Photomontage

Fhotomeniage Specification

Focal Length: 35mim

Range: 750m Direction: NNE
Helght Abave Ground: 1.4m

Dafe Taken: 20 Sept 2012
Camerd: FUIRIm Finepix 31730

Lens: Digital Smm-7Srmim
Viewing Distance on A3: 400mim
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Yiewpoint 4 Existing

Phetomaoninge Specificalion

Focal Length: 35mm

Range: 2.15km | Direciion: 3
Height Above Grovnd: 1.4m
Date Taken: 20 Sapt 2012
Camers: Fujifilm Fosgix 51730

Lens: Digital Srm-F Smim
Viewing Distance on A3 400mm
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Yiewpoint 4 Proposed Wirsling
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Viewpoint 4 Proposed Photomontage

Photoemontage Speciication
Focd] Length: 35mm

Range: 2.18km Directicn: SE
Height Above Ground: 1.6m
Date Taken: 20 Sept 2012
Camera: FUJifilm Finepix 51730

Lens: Digital Smm-75mm

‘-.rlar\ﬂng Dikanee on A3z 400rm
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Viewpoint 3 Existing
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Phatomontoge Specification
Focdl Length; 35mm

Renge: 1.0%%m | Direction E
Height Abave Ground: 1.4m
Date Taken: 20 Sepd 2012
Camera: FUifilm Finepix 31730
Lens: Digital Smim-7 Smm
Viewlng Distance on A3: A00mm
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Viewpoint 5 Proposed Wireline
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Yiewpoint & Proposed Photomontage

Phofomontage Specilcation

Focal Letghy 35mm

Range: 1.07km Direction; E
Height Above Ground: 1.6m
Dette Taken: 20 Sept 2012
Camers: FUifilrn Anepix $1730
Lens; Cigital ararm-7 S
Viewing Distance on A3: 400
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Viewpoint 6 Existing

Photomeontage Spechication

Focal Length: 35mim

Range: S50m Plrecilon: NE
Helght Above Ground: 1.4m
Cofe Taken: 20 Sept 2002
Camera Ui Fnepix 51730

Lens: Cigital Stmm-73mm
Viewing Distance on A3: 400rmm
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Viewpoint & Proposed Photomontage

S ﬁéﬂw
RS et
S

Phatemontage Speciicatlon
Focdl Length: 25mm

Range: 520m Direction: MNE
Helght Above Ground: 1.4m
Date Taken: 20 Sept 2012
Camera: Fujifiim Finepix 51730

Lens: Digital Smmn-7 Smm

Yiewing Distance on A3: 40mm




Yiewpaoint 7 Existing

&
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Photomoniage Specification

Fecal Length: 35mrm

Range: £85m Direction: 3E

Height Abosve Ground: 1.6m

Dote Taken: 20 5ept 2012

Camaerca: FUjifilm Finepix 31730

Lens: Digital Srmm-75mm

Viewing Distance on Al 400mm
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Yiewpoint 7 Proposed Wireline
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Viewpoint 7 Proposed Photomontage
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Photomentage Speacification

Focal Length: 3&mm

Range: #25m

Directlon: ZE

Helght Above Ground: 1.4m

Dute Taken: 20 Sept 2012

Camera: FUifilm Finepix 31730

Lens: Digital Smm-75Smm

Viewing Distance on A3: A00rmm
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Viewpoint 8 Exisfing

Photomontage Speclloatlion
Focdl Length: 35mm

Range: 200m Dlrection: W
Helght Above Groumnd: 1.4m
Duote Taken: 20 3ept 2012

Camera: Fujifiim Finepix 31730

Lens: Digital Srrn-F5mm
Viewing Distance on A 400mm
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Viewpoint 8 Proposed Wireline
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Yiewpaoint 8 Proposed Photomontoge

! Photomontage Specification
Focal Lengih: 3amim

Range: 700m Direction: W
Height Above Ground: t.ém
Dette Taken: 20 Sept 2012
Camerda: FUjifim Fnepix 31730

Lens: Digital Smm-75mim
Viewng Distance on A3 400mm
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Viewpoint ¢ Existing

Photomontage Speciflcation
Focal Length: 3mim

Range: 2.7k | Direction: SE

Helght Akove Ground: 1.4m
Date Token: 20 Sept 2012
Cameraq; Fujifiim Rnepix 51730

Lens: Digital Smrm-7 5mm

Viewing Distance on A3: 400mm
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Viewpoint ¢ Proposed Photomontage
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Photomontage Spectlcation
Focdl Length: 35mm

Range: 2.7krm | Direction: SE
Haight Above Ground: | 4m
Date Taken: 20 Sept 2012

Camerda: Fuifilerm Frepix £1 730

Lesnis: Digital Srems-7 Srmre
Viewing Distance on A3 400mrm
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lewpoint 10 Ex

v

fication

Fhotomeninge Spec

Focal Length

S8mm

MMHE

| Direcilon

Helght Above Ground

2.3k

Range

A

1

Cofe Taken: 20 Sept 2012

Camera: Fujiim Finepix $1730

Cigital Srmm-F Smim
1 Viewing Distance on A3: 400mm

Lens
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Viewpoint 10 Proposed Wireline

56



=

rarswsabin

ng o

iannd

enfrust

t 13 Proposed Photomontoge

iewpoin

v

Photemontage Spectication

A5mnim

Focal Length
Range: 2.3km

MME

| Directlon

1.6m
20 3ept 20012
Fupifilrm Finepix 31730

Lens: Digital Smnm-F Smim

Helght Above Ground

Derte Taken

Camera

A0k

Viewing Distance on A3

[
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4.3 Comimenidry

VF NGF Distance Comment
fram
Pmposul

he:-pncm Ioca?:aﬁ, prcwdes an opportune_ wew 105..':

SRR A LA AN i Rl e landse e iore Sagly. N
2 ABZ2430, 448232 295m The furbine will be fully visibzle on the erw Df The h|II
: from this viewpoint of Higher Gazegil Farm.  The

farmhouse and barmn at Higher Gozegill are Grade

il Listed: however their principal elevations do not

foce directly onto the proposed fuibine site. Due

to the large number of dotted mature trees it wilt

be difficult to see the proposed development in

conjunclion with the Grode |t Listed buidings.

imiting the overall impact on the character and

eﬁmg of ’rhe heniuge msse’rs o

e e e : iahdsctipe: due toeffie” natural sc:reemng ch:ltr]ble
4 380226, 447275  2.18km Taken from the AS% road by the railway line on the
boundary of the AONE, this  viewpaoint
demonstrates that the turbing will not be visible
from here. This s mainly due to the undulating
topography of the land in between the proposed
site and Th_e visugl receptor.

,Tdk’en frs:}m Elmmgiﬁn Bndgéf Lcme ona FEOW ‘ihei_

[crck s:]f The phofoman’rage it i cleqr thﬂ’r Dnly_-
) pt::rhql wews of ihe ’rurbme biades c:re gffmrded_.
_ wnII ﬂppaur E:s approxfmatelv the samanhé]ghi os.
e _L'.i_'irees inthis: WBWPDrn’r Sigte therefore ‘wil not'cppedr:
.. Hispreporionate. in $¢dle- o other features in the*
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& 381759, 446190 380m This wewpmr‘ﬁ wr.:lﬁ ’raken from the boundr::ry of

Newby Hall Dwelling on a PROW.  Simitor to other

viewpoints the furbine s theoretically  visible
adecording o the wireline, however in raclity the
turbine will benefit from significant amounts of
natural  screening  limiting  ils overoll  visibility
considdercbly. .

8 3831462, 446545 Taken from TGdb@f Cargvan F’ark on The AéBQ ai a
PROW entrance this viewpeoint demonstrates the
potential impact of the turine on local foursm
and recredtfional users. The wireline shows that the
turbine will theoreticaly be visible as a slim and
sender fecture in the landscope: however the

photomoniage demeonstrates that the turbine will
be fully screened by natural folioge. As a result no

_ changes will cocur,

F TR 'éwpmn’r i the: frs‘i-:'ef_twra wewpomls taken,

T he el screened bv maiure irees doﬁed mcmss .
e T T e landseapé : _
10 381154, 444533 This is the 2 r.‘rf two wewpomis w;thm ’rhe ADNB

This particulor view s from o PREOW Public Right of
way ot Lower Gate dweling.  The wirsline
cdemonstrates that it would be extremely difficult to
theoretically  see  the  turbine,  whilst  the
photormnontage demenstrates that in reality the
turbine will not be visible due io the natural
screening  avaiable and separafion  distances
involved. As a result to significant impaoct will cccur
oh the AONB from this viewpoint.
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5.0 Herittge Assets Assessment

There will be no physical impacts on hertage assels os o result of the proposed
turbine, due fo the ssporofion distonces between the proposed turbing and
hefitage assets,  There is limited opportunity for the character and setfing of
hefitage assets to be offected, as one would have to dlign themselves ot a

viewpoint whereby the furbine would be seen to conflict visually with the assets.

The assets are located within & tocal area charactstised by trees, hedges, walls and
fences making it difficult to view the proposed turbing in conjunction with local
heritage assets.  This couplad with the undulating topography of the loandscape wil

ensure that no significant impacts wilt occur on the cultural heritage of the ared.

A comprehensive landscaope and visucat impact assessment of dll locat heritage
assets has been corfied out os part of this report, which has established that no
significant impacts will occur on local hertage assets, with the exception of
viewpoint 2 — Higher Gazegil Farm. The predicted impoct of Higher Gazegill Farm is
Mcjor/Moderate; however the property & largely surounded by mature irees,
making it extremely difficult to view the turbine in conjunction with the heritage
asset,  In addition the principal elevation of the property does not face direcily
towards the proposed turbing site,

& B Conclusions

The londscape and visudk appraisal assesses the proposal to construct 1 no. 20kW
wingd turbine with a moximum hule height of up to 20.5m, rotor diameter of up to a
maximum of 13.1m and a maximum upright vertica tip height of up to 27.2m

The method of landscape and visuol assessment complies with published best
practice guidance and hos been prepared by Entrust who have suitable
gualifications and experience in londscape issues particulady for wind energy
developments,

The regional and local landscape context of the site is described with reference 1o

published assessment and it is noted that no landscape designations offect the site

&0
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or focdl ared. No Significant landscape or visual effects are predicted from these
designations as a result of the proposals.

The viewpoint anatysis supported by wirefrome and photemontage visualisations
examines the londscape and visual effects that would be experienced at 10 shaort-

medium range viewpoints within 4km of the turbine.

Review of the ZTV and field analysis indicates that visibility of the turbine generdity
reduces with increasing distance from the turbine due 1o the screening effects of

landform and intervening vegetation,

Mo significant effects upon the landscape fabric e pradicted and only very
localised effects upon landscape character within 200m of the turbine are
predicted as o result of the proposed development. Significant visual effects would
be restricled to high sensitivity receptors within tkm of the proposals where open
views of the turbine would be available. Iis important o note that in the majority of
coses, visibility from settlement is fully or parially resticted by free cover and
intervening buildings Fmiting the potential for significant effects. The effect on
residential omenity would not be corsidered significant given the separation
distance from the proposat to the neorest settlemeants and s further explored within
the Design and Access Statement,

All on-shore wind turbine developments lead fo some significant landscape and
visual effects and these effects gre not necessorily unacceptoble. These changes
arising from o proposed development may engender positive or negative responses
depending on individugl perceptions regarding the merits. of wind snergy
development. The same project may be seen by some as attractive, acceptable
and contributing to the well being of the natural environment, while other may take
o negative stance regarding the wind turbines oz unattractive. Independeant
attitude surveys have cdnsis’renﬂ\,{ concluded that more people view wind Tﬁrbines
positively thon negatively and all the levels of suppeon seems to increose when

surveys ore camed out pre and post consinection.

The most notable effects are reversible: if the decision is taken to decommission the

wind furbine at the end of the anticipated operational life of 20 1o 25 years.

&1
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The proposed wind turbing would respect the scale and composifion of the
surrounding tandscape. There would be very localised effects upon landscape
character and visual effects would be limited fo a radius of opprodmately Tkm from
the site, primnarily as a result of the modest scole of the proposal with visibility
reduced in plaoces by the screening effects of landform, local vegetation and built
form. No significant cumulative effect is predicted due the limited number of similar
developments in the local area and small seale nature of the development itself, In
caonclusion this repert has demonstrated that in landscape and visual terms the site
heas the potential to accommodate the scale of the development proposed.
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Table 7: Viewpoint Analysis: Summary of Landscape and Visual Effects
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Appendix A - Landscape Character Area Plans

A Landscapse Stratagy for Lancashire Landscape Charanter Assassmant
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Figure 8: Landscape Character Types
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Landscape Character Type: Undtlating Lowland Farmiand Refer to Appendix 2: Key for source of infarmation in 1eR hand cotumn
Landscape Character Area: 5¢ Lower Ribblesdate {Clitheroe to Gisburn}
I Key Characteristics " " T Sensitlvity to _ﬁind Energy Development

PHYSICAL
Scale; Small

Qpenness: Transiliohal between the Jow-lying plains and the high fells of Bowland,

Landform: Lowiand landscape traversed by deeply incisad, wotded cloughs and gorges. Genlle
| topdgraphy:

Landcover: Many mixed farm woodiands, copses and hedgerow trees: Woodlands pn the desp
cloughs and vailey sides..

Complexity/ Pattern: Palchwork of wood and pasture.

Built Environment: Well settiéd area and communitation corridor. Built developriiant ang industry,
PERCEPTUAL
Sense of remoteness:

o Af€a.

Perception of change: Couniry houses and estatas.

VISUAL

Limestone ‘Reaf Knolis” evident,

Setfings: Large cememt works at Glitherce 8 & protninent visual landmark for miles arpund..

Views: _ —
Rarity:

Designated scenic quality: Limiteg part in ADNB-

Cultural associations: Long history of seftfement.

Am:en"ﬂ and recreation: . |

Moderate-High

This is a small scafe area forming the'broad valiey of the
Ribble penetrating the high ground of the Forest.of Bowiand
and its outiier. There is a mature and estabiished character to
the landscape comprising stands of mature declduous -
woodland, picluresque built elgments ard athar attnhuﬂtes
which elevale its sensitivity:

There is however more contemporary. x!eue%ﬁpmant and
pmximaty to urban areas which reduces the sensifivity of the

Ti’m area is locally included within the AONB centred on
Pendie Hilt and this réfiedts it particular Visual attributes.

Scaile: Small scale.
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Landscape Character Type: Undulating Lowiland Farmiand
l.andscape Character Area: 5f | ower Ribblesdale (Glsburn to Hellifield)

Refir 1o Appendi 2; Ky for source of information In fefl hand colimn ;

Key Characteristics

Sensitivity to Wind Energy Development

PRYSICAL
Scale: Small

I Openness: Transitional betwéen the low lying plains arid the high fells of Bowland

Landform: Lowland fandscape traversed by deep!y mmsed, mod&d clolighs ard gorges. Gentle
tapograph Y,

Landcover: Lush green pastures divided by hedgerows and many hedgerow trees. Wooded
character.

Complexityl Pattern: Patchwork of wood and pasiiire.

Built Environment: Highly jural area. .
PERCEPTUAL
Sense of remoteness:

1 its visual quality.

Perception of change: Country houses and estates.

Designated scenic quality: Most in ACNB

Cultural associations: L ong history of setflement.

Amenity and recreation;

Figh

This is a small scale landscape fringing fhe-adjacent higher
ground of the. Forest of Bowland and its outilers. There'is a
mature and esiablishéd character to the lanidscaps comprising.
stands of mature deciduous woeodiand, picturesque buiit
elernents-and ather atiributes which sievate its sensﬂmty

Largely away from urban inflignces, the area has a gense of
being rral.

The area s partially contained within the AQNB inreéflection of

Scale: Where site specific sensitivities do not prelude development, scate will be determined by the extent of the appropriate jocation and the scale of the landscape.
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Landscape Character Type: Drumiin Field: Rafer fo Appendix 2; Key fr.;l;f source of information In ieft hiand chiinn
Lahdscaps Character Area: 13a Gargrave

I Key Characteristics [ Sensitivity to Wind Energy Development I
PHYSICAL Moderate-High "

Scale: Large scale, reguiar hiiincks.-
OpeEnness:

Langform: Distinclive’ field” of rolfing drumiins. Cunsfsa‘enr orientalion gives a uniform grain. Sofid |
rook oulcrops present. Becks and immature rivers wind through the hills,
Landcover: Pasturg predominatas. Smafl itixed. woodiands,

Complexity! Pattern: Strong field patiems,

Built Environment: Farms, hamlets and villages plus small iowns on edge of the area. Major
communication routes cut across the.grain of iie: drusming.

PERCEPTUAL

Sense of remoteness: _

Perception of change: Deslgned parldand.
VISUAL

—

Settings: Drumlin Field

Views: Lony distance views from highest hil!s.
VALUE

Rarity.

Designated scenic guality:

Cultura) associations: Roman remains. Large number of designed landscapes.
Amenity and recreation:

This targe scale landscape.of regular hilibcks with its uniform
graifi and predaminance of ;}asture with sinall araas of
woodiand indicate s modest serisitivity. :

The farmed nature of this landscape, the patiern of built
development; the enclosure provided by the topegraphy and,
parficularly, the historic and designed eléments df this area
suggest an élavated sensitivity.

This area, whilst not forming a prominent landscape backdrop,
does provide s setting for the adjacent areas, and particularly
forihe adjacentiower tandscape.

Scale: Smail and possibly medium scale.
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