
 

 

Chris Tomlinson 

Rampion Project Manager 

E.ON UK Ltd 

20 New Road 

Brighton 

 

6 May, 2012 

 

Dear Chris, 

Response to the Rampion windfarm 1st consultation 

On behalf of Brighton & Hove Friends of the Earth (BHFOE) I would like to welcome the 

Rampion windfarm proposal.  It is a significant renewable energy development which could 

go a long way to reducing our reliance on fossil fuels and reducing carbon emissions, while 

also helping us meet our international renewable energy obligations.  BHFOE also welcomes 

the significant amount of publicity that E.ON has produced to raise awareness about the 

proposals and the length of time it has given people to comment. 

That said, BHFOE does not believe that the application when it is submitted should be 

waived through without proper scrutiny.  BHFOE is concerned that without an open, 

transparent and thorough process, public confidence in the planning system and future 

windfarm proposals could be undermined.  Yes, the development is needed, but there must 

be proper input and approval from local communities. 

To ensure that this happens, the public needs adequate time to comment on the proposals.  

To date, in the first consultation, it has had 12 weeks to comment on not a lot of 

information, as no technical reports were released.  In contrast, people will only have 6 

weeks to read and comment on the mountain of information associated with the 

Environmental Impact Assessment when it is published at the start of the formal 

consultation process in mid-May.  Any organisation seeking approval for its response by a 

committee or board could struggle to do so in such a short timescale without stifling 

democratic debate.  Therefore we would urge you to extend the second consultation period 

to 12 weeks. 
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In addition, the short amount of time between the end of the first consultation and the start 

of the second, doesn’t inspire confidence that peoples’ opinions will be listened to and the 

proposals adapted in response.  There is unlikely to be time to do this within the current 

timetable.  Indeed, given the short period between the end of the second consultation and 

the proposed submission date of the planning application in August 2012, it seems unlikely 

that there would be time to make changes then either.  This will only undermine confidence 

in the process and hence the project itself and BHFOE is concerned about that. 

BHFOE is also concerned about the accuracy of the basic information released so far.  For 

example, in the executive summary of the Community Consultation document, it states that 

the “wind farm is located around 13km from the Sussex Coast at its nearest point”.  Yet 

measuring off the maps provided, gives a distance of around 11km at its nearest point.  This 

is quite a significant difference and will undermine confidence in the information provided. 

The proposal will lead to a permanent visual impact on the South Downs National Park as it 

will be seen in views from the Park along quite a considerable distance.  In many instances 

the impact may not be significant, but its impact will be most keenly felt along the Heritage 

Coast, from Seaford Head to Beachy Head.  Here the impact may well be considered 

significant given this area’s importance and the scarcity of high quality undeveloped 

coastline in the south.  If the windfarm is closer than it is being advertised, this could cause a 

greater impact here. 

Given the importance of the Heritage Coast, it is disappointing that there was no photo 

montage from the top of Seaford Head, the closest point of the Heritage Coast to the 

windfarm and from a high point along the Seven Sisters, or from Beachy Head.  The only 

photo montage was from a low point at Birling Gap. 

It is also disappointing that E.ON has not spelt out how it has attempted to avoid impact on 

the National Park and then mitigate any impacts which are unavoidable.  Some 

consideration should be given to removing the turbines at the eastern most point of the 

array, away from the Heritage Coast for mitigation purposes.  In addition, compensation, in 

the form of landscape improvements and eyesore removal, should be provided for to offset 

the permanent loss of tranquillity in the National Park at this point, should the development 

receive planning consent. 

The commitment to underground the cables rather than press for overhead lines is 

welcome.  However, that appears to be the only concession to the National Park.  It appears 

that E.ON has decided on the cable route, having already negotiated with landowners and 

therefore is reluctant to consider any alternatives.  Given the lack of available information, it 

is hard to challenge this, although the route seems to have been determined more by a 

desktop study of designations than a real examination of how to go through the area 

causing least environmental damage overall. 



The National Park is a national landscape designation and great weight should be assigned 

to it.  The confirmation of the National Park was only achieved after a long battle with 

strong public backing.  To see a 14km scar through the Downs would not go down well.   If 

the impact on the National Park was being minimised, it does seem odd that the cable route 

is 14km long at the very point where the National Park is at its narrowest, only 4 – 5km 

across. 

In addition to the hopefully short term impacts of the cable route, there will be long term 

impacts in the form of the manhole covers that have to be located every kilometre.  There is 

no real description as to what these will be like and how they might be screened.  Given the 

length of the cable route through the National Park, there will be quite a lot of them and in 

elevated positions could be quite visible. 

It would have been better to have worked with the SDNPA and other local stakeholders to 

find a shorter and potentially less damaging route through the National Park. 

Overall, BHFOE is somewhat disappointed about the lack of information and the accuracy of 

that released to allow people to properly respond to the consultation.  It is also 

disappointed at the resistance to extending the second consultation period to 12 weeks and 

the apparent lack of willingness to consider alternative suggestions.   

BHFOE remains supportive of the proposals and understands the urgent need to reduce 

carbon emissions.  At the same time though, its support is conditional on being satisfied that 

E.ON will do more to avoid, and then limit, impacts on the South Downs National Park and 

Heritage Coast. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

Chris Todd 

Planning and Transport Campaigner 


