
Reconciling the Wind Farm Rivals 
 
There are two sets of opponents who are slugging it out yet both believe in all things green and 
beautiful.  Do they have to be down on their knees, exhausted, before they realize they can rise up 
together and face the real opponent who meanwhile is taking the prize money and banking it, this 
year, next year and for the rest of our lives.  Each time a decision on a wind farm is announced 
whether it is for or against, there will be some campaigners who will weep, their ideals and dreams 
shattered.  It need not be so.  We can focus on the same goal and double our opposition to those 
who make it with what is the rightful possession of all local people. 
 
John Hayes, the energy minister, say “We cannot pepper turbines across the country.  Enough is 
enough”.  The target for energy from wind turbines set for 2020 was 13 GW and this has already 
been reached.  So now is the time to let old wounds heal, take a balanced view and make common 
cause against those making millions out of subsidies which came out of our pockets and can go 
straight back into them if only we join forces. 
 
It’s a curious verb 'to pepper' .  Implied is a random scatter, beyond the control of the pepper pot 
wielder.  Pepper also changes flavour, changes the way nature will be served to all newcomers to 
the table.  The way we perceive nature is a cultural construct that changes.  We have learned that 
nature cannot be exploited without depletion and hence renewable s have seemed the answer to 
our energy needs.  But some renewables, particularly wind turbines, also have adverse 
consequences against which thousands throughout the south west have protested.  We can be 
united in holding that onshore wind energy should not come at the expense of the beauty, 
character and tranquillity of our countryside.  But why do we now care so much about nature 
which our predecessors ruthlessly exploited?  Our culture recognizes that we are part of nature in 
three ways. First, much of our DNA is shared with both animals and plants.  Second, our 
psychological needs are inherited from Savannah Man and our hominid ancestors.  Third, all our 
knowledge derives from our sensory relations to our environment.  Our attachment to dependence 
upon, care for and emotional bond with nature is not a choice, it is a fact on the ground of our 
existence, it is our nature and we have shaped our landscapes out of natural materials e.g. using 
stones to use hedgerows later cloaked in plants, planting trees, and growing crops. 
 
Yet no political value is being placed on nature.  The countryside is being given away free of charge 
to a very few people to help them develop wind farms or benefit personally from them. Many 
country dwellers resent the deep beauty, which is composed of natural features of their rural 
locations, being stolen from them in favour of turbines whish disrupt landscapes through their 
huge stature, constant motion and metallic structure.  It is the vast size of turbines that jars and 
does not fit with the landscape.  Under planning laws they should be treated as buildings. So what 
are we to do about big, brash, noisy wind turbines, about their visual dominance in quiet 
landscapes and artificial conspicuous movement within the landscape, from which we cannot tear 
away our eyes to range freely across the whole landscape and its subtleties across the year – 
turbines compel us to look at them, and they never change like trees. They are an invasion of 
undeveloped and unspoilt areas. 
 
What can we do is to achieve a balance between our renewable energy needs and landscape 
harm.  The balance we must strike is between our rights and obligations.  Both sides now recognize 
that concern for the planet must be translated into local action in the place where they live.  Each 
community in Cornwall and Devon should be tasked with drawing up a plan to initiate sustainable 
energy projects and the parish members should have control over how conspicuous these projects 



will be.  There are newly devised low cost windfences 5 M high, which are highly efficient energy 
generators.  These could be 'lost' within a parish and solar panels, placed along hedges, would not 
reduce the acreage of agricultural land.  Small hydro turbines on rivers will not disrupt the way 
rivers flow and their appearance.  Solar panels on roofs should be financially encouraged. 
 
But should we embrace or tame the giant turbines peppered amongst us?  In the absence of local 
authority regulation, it is surely the right of local communities to decide on set back distances 
between turbines and houses.  They should also have the right to settle questions of visual 
prominence and noise levels.  If turbines were so close to domestic dwellings that the value of 
those houses decreased, compensation should be paid through civil law suits.  This single provision 
will deter the erection of turbines in unsuitable locations and the legal right to peaceful enjoyment 
of one's land would be the basis of such claims.  There should be a right to buy into the profits of 
any turbine which the parish has permitted.  Wind turbines in Germany and Denmark are often 
entirely owned by local cooperatives or local authorities who pay a ground rent to the landowner. 
 
Could there ever be justification for the largest possible turbines whose rotational flicker can be 
seen twenty miles distant?  The six miles between Carland Cross and Chiverton roundabouts is 
already visually ruined by forty turbines.  If these were increased to four hundred no further 
damage to landscape could result.  All the farmers could become multi-millionaires and be able to 
pay generous compensation to local house holders who missed out on the bonanza.  If the deal 
was that no other area of Cornwall should suffer such an affliction as a turbine plague, should we 
not agree to this lesser evil which will satisfy fanatical wind power enthusiasts? 
 
So to whom should we say “Never, not over my dead body”?  A few farmers are destroying the 
meaning of community by erecting turbines on the edge of villages when they know that the 
villagers, who have to live the rest of their lives in full sight of a large man-made structure they 
detest and find disturbing to the beauty of the place they chose for their home. Then, there are 
parish councils who accept money from developers for turbines erected on the edges of their 
parish where they cannot be seen by parishioners but are highly visible to whole communities such 
as happened on the Cardinham side of Bodmin.  Those living within the viewshed of a turbine 
should have the right of approval or rejection.  The Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty were 
established to protect, as they say, areas whose beauty relies on natural rather than man-made 
features. Since turbines clearly violate the natural qualities of these landscapes by dominating all 
natural features they should remain free of turbines. all that we hold dear in the environment and 
their beauty should remain sacrosanct.  If energy wealth drawn from local features, and zoned 
windfarms, is exploited it should benefit all of our local economy. If you don't control the money, 
you don't permit the democratic wishes of the whole community of the West Country to flourish. 
 
The Council for the Protection of Rural England has recently established a “Sustainability Forum” in 
Cornwall.  It is hoped that all who wish to ensure a green future for our county will be able to unite 
under the principles outlined above. 
 
Roger Farnworth 


