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14/01915/FULL  

 
Variation of Condition 10 of 
Planning Permission 
14/00575/MFUL to allow for the 
erection of an Anaerobic 
Digestion (1,000Kw installed 
capacity) Facility 

 
Land at NGR 283096 
113579 (Menchine 
Farm) 
Nomansland 
Devon 
 
 

 
Refuse permission 

 
Committee Decision 

 
 

 
Informal Hearing   

 
Appeal 
Dismissed 

Summary of Inspectors Comments 
 
Planning permission was granted for the AD plant to operate from the site at Menchine Farm back in 2103, when an appeal to the Secretary of State was positively determined on the basis 
that the plant would operate using some 3,000 tonnes of poultry litter and 6,545 tonnes of maize/grass silage as the feedstock. This was all to be transported from within a 6km radius of 
Menchine Farm and would allow an output of up to 500kW using a single Combined Heat and Power unit (CHP). 
 
A subsequent application to remove the operating restriction was applied for in November 2014, and which was appealed by the applicant following after 13 weeks. The effect of this change 
would have been to increase the traffic movements associated with the operation, and had the application remained under the jurisdiction of the LPA it would have been refused for the 
following reason: 
 
 In the opinion of the Local Planning Authority it is considered that there is insufficient information available to be able to accurately predict, and subsequently control, the likely increase in 
movements on the highway that would arise, and the nature of the vehicles involved in the transportation process to and from the application site, and how it  would affect the environmental 
amenity of near properties and the local environment (in terms of noise, congestion and general disturbance).  On this basis the application proposals are considered to be contrary to 
policies: DM1, DM2, DM5 and DM7 of Mid Devon Local Plan Part 3 (Development Management Policies). 
 
In determining not to grant planning permission the Inspector reached the following conclusions: 
 
13. The appellant's main argument is that the use of larger load sizes would enable the larger output to be achieved without significant additional traffic movements over and above those 
considered in the 2013 appeal, notwithstanding that no consideration is given to the local amenity impact of using larger load sizes. Regardless, the appropriate comparison, in my view is 
with the current operation, the true impact of which will not be evident until the required crop rotations enable the plant feedstock to be sourced from within the 6km radius zone. The 6km 
zone is also proposed to be used for the larger requirement, and the efficiency requirements required to keep the additional feedstock requirements to the projected 68.67% are no more than 
theoretical at this stage. Given that the larger load sizes are already in use, the addition feedstock requirement, and resultant digestate spreading, is likely to result in a proportionate increase 
in traffic movements on the rural lanes throughout the 6km zone. Failure to achieve the projected plant efficiency could result in up to a doubling of traffic by comparison with the current 
operation. Either scenario has the potential to significantly adversely affect local residential amenity in terms of noise and disturbance. 
 
14. From the evidence before me I am not satisfied that I could reasonably conclude that no such harm would arise. As such, varying the condition as proposed would conflict with policies 
DM1, DM2, DM5 and DM7 of the Mid-Devon Local Plan Part 3 Development Management Policies (LP). LP Policy DM5 promotes renewable and low carbon energy, and the promotion of 
renewable energy projects and tackling the effects of climate change are key Government objectives. However, as LP Policy DM5 makes clear, adverse impacts must be satisfactorily 
addressed. In my view the appeal proposal does not adequately address the potential for harm to local amenity. 
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