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Infrastructure Services

Infrastructure Services Committee Report – 26 NOVEMBER 2020
Reference No: APP/2019/1341
Notification under Electricity Act 1989 For Section 36 - Section 36 for the
Construction and Operation of Windfarm
Applicant:
Consultation by:
Grid Ref:
Ward No. and Name:
Application Type:
Representations

Consultations
Relevant Proposals Map
Designations:
Complies with
Development Plans:
Main Recommendation

Natural Power Consultants, Ochil House, 3-4
Springkerse Business Park, Stirling, FK7 7XE
Scottish Government, Energy Consent Unit, 4th Floor,
5 Atlantic Quay, 150 Broomielaw, Glasgow, G2 8LU
E: 374440 N: 786463
W19 – Mearns
Notification under Electricity Act 1989
Representations relating to the proposed development are
directed to Scottish Government as the determining
authority.
28
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
Rural Housing Market Area
No
Object to the proposed development

NOT TO SCALE
Reproduced from Ordnance Survey mapping with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office © Crown
copyright and database rights. Ordnance Survey Licence Number 0100020767.
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1.

Reason for Report

1.1

The Scottish Government has consulted the Council in respect of an application
under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989. The Head of Planning and
Environment Service has power, under Section F.4.6 of Part 2B List of Officer
Powers in the Scheme of Delegation, to respond to consultations from the
Scottish Government on applications. He has decided not to exercise the
delegated power, in this particular case, and instead refer it to the Marr Area
Committee and also Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee to give views to
Infrastructure Services Committee to agree a response to the consultation.

1.2

The Head of Finance and Monitoring Officer within Business Services have been
consulted in the preparation of this Report, their comments incorporated within
the Report and are satisfied that the Report complies with the Scheme of
Governance and relevant legislation.

2.
2.1

Principal Planning Issues (Summary)
This is an application that has been submitted to Scottish Government’s Energy
Consents Unit under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 for the installation of
10 wind turbines and associated infrastructure. This would represent an
extension to the existing Mid Hill Wind Farm (Mid Hill) which was approved in two
phases (Mid Hill I and Mid Hill II) and includes 33 wind turbines max height
125.0m. The combined generation capacity of the existing Mid Hill Developments
is 75.9 MW. The associated infrastructure would include (but not be limited to):










2.2

crane pads;
turbine foundations;
access tracks both cut into the vegetation and floating atop vegetation and
peat (new access tracks and widening of some existing tracks are proposed);
one on-site substation measuring 20m in length, 10m in width and 6m in
height and including space for transformers, switch-rooms and mess area;
underground cabling;
anemometer mast;
up to four borrow pits;
forestry felling and restocking; and
a temporary construction compound.

The site, which covers approximately 1267ha (including an area of c700ha
unaffected by development but included as it is adjacent to the access and grid
corridor), is located to the south and east of the existing Mid Hill Wind Farm,
which as described above comprises 33 turbines with a maximum tip height of
125m. The site runs from the A957 ‘Slug Road’ westwards through Fetteresso
and Drumtochty Forest. From the westernmost point of the application site, there
is a distance of approximately 670m as the crow flies to the Marr area boundary.
From this same point, there is a distance of approximately 20km to the boundary
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of the Cairngorms National Park (CNP). The site is currently part of a commercial
conifer forest, with the forested area covering approximately 1171ha of the
overall 1267ha site area. In terms of the surrounding area, the site is located
approximately 8.3km south-east of Banchory, 6km west of Stonehaven, 4.3km
north of Auchenblae and 11.2km north-east of Fettercairn. The area surrounding
the site is sparsely populated with hill features including Kerloch Hill at a height of
534m Above Ordnance Data (AOD) to the north of the site, Herscha Hill at a
height of 220m AOD to the south and Meikle Carewe at a height of 266m AOD to
the north-east. Cairn O’Mount, Clachnaben and Scolty Hill are also prominent
features, albeit further afield. The turbines would be sited on contour heights
ranging from a minimum height of 227m AOD (Turbine 9) to 353m AOD (Turbine
2).
2.3

The Planning and Environment Service are recommending that an objection be
made to the Scottish Government. In assessing the application against the
relevant policies contained within the extant Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan 2017 (LDP), the proposal gives rise to a number of concerns. A summary of
these is provided below.

2.4

The LDP, through Policy C2 Renewable Energy, requires renewable energy
developments such as this proposal, to be within ‘appropriate locations’, taking
into account the spatial mapping on Page 74 of the LDP, along with the Strategic
Landscape Capacity Assessment for wind energy in Aberdeenshire. The
applicant has raised concerns regarding the use of the Strategic Landscape
Capacity Assessment as a basis for decision-making, citing the age of the
document and changes to the industry approach since 2013/14. The Planning
and Environment Service is satisfied that the Capacity Assessment remains a
valid and material document, noting that it forms the core of Policy C2. Further to
this the Planning and Environment Service notes the Capacity Assessment and
Policy C2 have been subject to examination through the Local Development Plan
Process. For the avoidance of doubt, the Capacity Assessment has been used a
starting point for assessment, with a full exploration of the landscape and visual
impact detailed within the Committee Reports (Appendices 2A and 3A). The
assessment under Policy C2 has concluded that the proposed development site
lies within an area with no underlying capacity for new wind energy developments
beyond a domestic scale (over 15m in height) by virtue of the site being located
within the Mounth Landscape Character Area (a constituent element of LCT 29
within SNH Landscape Character Assessment 2019); an area of significant
protection due to its sensitive landscape and high visual prominence. The
severity of the impact is considered to be exacerbated through the scale (in terms
of height and rotor diameter) and siting of the proposed turbines in the
foreground of Mid Hill I and II. This would result in an unacceptable sense of
encroachment and reinforce the prominence of wind development in this area –
particularly when viewed from prominent summits in Aberdeenshire. It is,
therefore, considered that the proposal would not be sited in an appropriate
location as required under Policy C2. For the avoidance of doubt, regardless of
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the validity of the Capacity Assessment it is considered that the proposed
turbines would not be in keeping with the scale of the landscape. It must be noted
that capacity does not equate to acceptability.
2.5

Additionally, Policy C2 requires proposals to be appropriate with regard to
impacts upon aviation receptors. In this instance, it has not been demonstrated
that the proposal would have no significant adverse impacts on aviation
infrastructure. The Ministry of Defence are maintaining a holding objection to the
proposal, citing unacceptable interference on the Air Defence (AD) radar at RRH
Buchan as their reason. The response from the MoD is consistent with their
typical approach to turbine developments – essentially there is presumption that
applicants will not undertake investigations or discussions with the MoD
concerning mitigation measures until it is clear whether the development is likely
to be approved – owing to the prohibitive resource cost for all parties involved. It
may be possible that the technical reason for objection can be overcome,
however this would be a matter for the MoD to consider. Given the objection, the
proposal does not comply with Policy C2 at this time, however the proposal
would become compliant with Policy C2 if the Ministry of Defence were to remove
its objection. The Planning and Environment Service would seek to highlight this
to the Energy Consents Unit when responding to this consultation.

2.6

Moving on to Landscape Character and Visual Impact as assessed under the
parameters of Policy E2 Landscape, there is a degree of crossover between
these concerns and those associated with Policy C2. Policy E2 states that
Aberdeenshire Council will refuse development which causes unacceptable
impacts upon the key natural landscape elements, historical features,
composition or quality of the landscape character through scale, location or
design. The Policy further states that development should not significantly erode
characteristics as defined in Scottish Natural Heritage’s Landscape Character
Assessment or linked to Aberdeenshire Special Landscape Areas (SLAs). The
impact has been considered in the context of landscape character and visual
impact.

2.7

With regard to Landscape character, the Planning and Environment Service
consider that the proposal does not comply with Policy E2, as it would have
significant negative impacts upon Landscape Character Type 29 (LCT 29) and
Landscape Character Type 24 (LCT 24), owing to the scale (height and rotor
diameter) and siting (in the foreground of Mid Hill) of the proposed turbines. The
proposal would lead to a visually discordant and cluttered landscape in this
location, with the siting creating a sense of encroachment due to significantly
larger turbines being sited in the foreground. The impact is not considered to be
outweighed by any economic or carbon reduction benefits.

2.8

With regard to visual impact, the appearance from a number of viewpoints has
been considered. The Planning and Environment Service is generally satisfied
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with the findings of the EIAR in that the impacts upon recreational visitors to
Cairn O’Mount (VP4) and West of Blereno (VP11) are deemed to be significant.
The Planning and Environment Service has however concluded the impact upon
recreational visitors to Clachnaben (VP5) would also be significant, due to the
magnitude of change which would occur. The concerns in relation to visual
impact are similar to those related to landscape character, in that the scale
(turbine height and rotor diameter) and siting would create a discordant
landscape, populated by turbines of varying scales which would lead to a sense
of wind development encroachment.
Summary of Resolved Matters
2.9

The preceding paragraphs focus upon the core planning issues which relate to
the proposed development. A full assessment against the Aberdeen City and
Shire Strategic Development Plan 2020 (SDP), Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan 2017 (LDP) and other material considerations has been
undertaken. The Strategic Development Plan is generally supportive of
renewable energy, as part of the wider focus upon sustainable economic
development and climate change. However, it is noted that this is a high-level
document, and thus this support should be weighed against compliance with the
Local Development Plan.

2.10 In terms of the Local Development Plan, the relevant policies have been applied
in respect of each pertinent subject area. This Report has focused upon issues
around the principle of development and landscape and visual impact. In addition
to these, Ecology; Ornithology; Cultural Heritage; Hydrology, Geology and
Hydrogeology; Forestry; Traffic and Transport; Noise; Aviation and Infrastructure;
Socioeconomics and Access have been considered.
2.11 Policy E1 has been utilised in respect of terrestrial ecology and ornithology. The
Policy essentially requires that development should not have a detrimental
impact upon habitats or protected species. In order to ascertain said impact,
appropriate survey work is required. The Planning and Environment Service is
satisfied that appropriate survey work has been submitted, and that any predicted
detrimental impacts could be suitably overcome through the use of appropriate
Planning Conditions. The proposal complies with Policy E1.
2.12 Policies HE1 Protecting Historic Buildings, Sites and Monuments and HE2
Protecting historic and cultural areas have been utilised in respect of Cultural
Heritage. The aims and objectives of these policies are similar, in that the
proposed development should not have a detrimental impact (direct or indirect)
upon cultural heritage assets. Where an impact is identified and is unavoidable,
there must be overwhelming public benefit arising from the scheme. A degree of
impact is predicted, upon scheduled monuments and historic sites within the
vicinity of the development site, however appropriate mitigation has been
proposed and could be secured via planning condition. Wider impacts beyond the
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development site are not anticipated. The proposal complies with Policies HE1
and HE2.
2.13 Policy C3 Carbon Sinks and Stores has been utilised in respect of Ecology and
Hydrology, Geology and Hydrology. The Policy seeks to prevent the development
or disturbance of carbon stores such as peat unless it can be demonstrated
through the use of tools such as a carbon calculator that the proposal would have
no net effect on CO2. A carbon calculation has been provided, which indicates
the carbon cost of development would be repaid in 0.8 – 11.7 years (depending
on fuel mix). In either scenario the proposal would comply with Policy C3.
2.14 Policy C4 Flooding has been utilised in respect of Hydrology, Geology and
Hydrogeology. The policy seeks to prevent development which would be sited in
an area of increased flood risk, or otherwise exacerbate flood risk elsewhere. The
proposal has been supported through the submission of appropriate survey work.
Key consultees including SEPA and Infrastructure Services (Flood Risk and
Coastal Protection) have raised no objection in relation to flooding, subject to
appropriate conditions. The proposal complies with Policy C4.
2.15 Policy P4 Hazardous and potentially polluting developments and contaminated
land has been utilised in respect of Hydrology and Ice throw/ Shadow flicker. This
policy seeks to prevent development which would cause significant nuisance,
pollution or present an unacceptable danger to the public. In respect of hydrology
this policy relates to the potential impact upon private water supplies. A small
number of private water supplies may be impacted by the cable route, however
as the route corridor is likely to the significantly narrowed as the development is
progressed, a full and detailed assessment has not been undertaken at this
stage. SEPA and the Planning and Environment Service are satisfied that this
assessment could be obtained via suspensive condition. Shadow flicker has
been scoped out due to the siting of the proposal, away from residential areas.
Ice throw has been addressed through technical solutions, which are embedded
into the design of the turbines. The proposal is considered to comply with Policy
P4.
2.16 Policy PR1 Protecting important resources has been utilised in respect of
Forestry and Peatland. The Policy seeks to prevent development which would
have a negative impact upon important natural resources unless there is a
significant public economic or environmental benefit. In respect of forestry it is
anticipated that the proposal would result in the loss of commercial woodland,
however compensatory planting is proposed. The detail of the compensatory
planting would need to be agreed via condition. In respect of Peatland, the
Planning and Environment Service retains concerns over the development of
deep peat, however, is cognisant of the consultation responses from SEPA and
SNH on this matter. On balance it is considered that subject to appropriate micro
siting of turbines, and construction methodology for the Construction Compound
that the net impact of the proposal on CO2 would offset the development of
peatland. The proposal is considered to comply with Policy RD1.
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2.17 Policy RD1 Providing suitable services has been utilised in respect of traffic and
transport. The Policy places the onus on the developer to ensure that any impact
upon the road network which arises from their development is addressed.
Infrastructure Services (Roads Development) and Transport Scotland are
satisfied that impacts upon the road networks are acceptable subject to
appropriate conditions. The proposal complies with Policy RD1.
2.18 Full discussions of the proposed development are contained within each of the
Kincardine and Mearns and Marr Area Committee Reports from the respective
meetings (22/01/2019 and 29/01/2019)and are attached as Appendices 2A and
3A) to this Report, along with a Minute of each of these meetings which are
attached as Appendices 2B and 3B.
3.

Representations (Summary)

3.1

Representations relating to the proposed development are directed to Scottish
Government as the determining Authority.

4.

Area Committee Decision (Summary)

4.1

The Marr Area Committee considered this proposal during their meeting on 29
September 2020. A verbal update was given in respect of Feughdee West
Community Council in order to better convey their concerns. The Area
Committee sought clarification in relation to the Ministry of Defence objection, in
so far as understanding why the issue has not been resolved prior to this stage.
The Marr Area Committee agreed to refer the proposal to the Infrastructure
Services Committee and endorsed the recommendation that Aberdeenshire
Council Object for the reasons in section 6.2 of this Report.

4.2

The Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee considered this proposal during
their meeting on 27 October 2020. The Area Committee sought confirmation from
the Planning Officer that the RSPB had not objected to the proposal (No
objection has been raised) and whether a community fund would be associated
with the development (no information at this stage), although noting that the latter
is not material in determining the application. The Area Committee questioned
the applicant on the design process for the development and focused upon the
need to construct turbines of this scale in this location and queried the lack of
justification for the development on deep peat. The Kincardine and Mearns Area
Committee agreed to refer the proposal to the Infrastructure Services Committee
and endorsed the recommendation that Aberdeenshire Council Object for the
reasons in section 6.2 of this Report.
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4.3

The following documents are attached as Appendices to this Report:
Appendix 1A
Appendix 1B
Appendix 2A
Appendix 2B
Appendix 3A
Appendix 3B

Location Plan
Site Plan
Marr Area Committee Report (29
September 2020)
Marr Area Committee Minute
Extract (29 September 2020)
Kincardine and Mearns Area
Committee Report (27 October
2020)
Kincardine and Mearns Area
Committee Draft Minute Extract
(27 October 2020)

5.

Implications and Risk

5.1

An Equality Impact Assessment is not required because through providing a
consultation response to Scottish Government, the Committee will not be doing
anything which will result in a differential impact on people sharing the same
protected characteristics.

5.2

There are no staffing and financial implications.

5.3

There are no risks identified in respect of this matter in terms of the Corporate
and Directorate Risk Registers as the Committee is considering the application
as the planning authority in a quasi-judicial role and must determine the
application on its own merits in accordance with the Development Plan unless
material considerations justify a departure.

6.

Officer Recommendation

6.1

That Members agree that Aberdeenshire Council respond to the S36
Consultation with an Objection to the proposed development.

6.2

Reason for Objection:

01.

The proposed development is contrary to Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan 2017, Policy C2 (Renewable energy) and the associated Spatial Framework
Mapping and Planning Advice ‘Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for
Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire’ 2014 as:
a)

the proposed development site lies within an area with no underlying
capacity for new wind energy developments beyond a domestic scale
(over 15m in height) by virtue of the site being located within the Mounth
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Landscape Character Area (a constituent element of LCT 29 within SNH
Landscape Character Assessment 2019); an area of significant protection
due to its sensitive landscape, high visual prominence.
b)

02.

it has not been demonstrated that the proposed development would not
have a detrimental impact upon aircraft and aviation as outlined by the
objection from the Ministry of Defence.

The proposed development is contrary to Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan 2017, Policy E2 (Landscape) as the Environmental Impact Assessment
Report (EIAR) has underestimated the potential landscape and visual impacts of
the proposed development, most notably the disparity in scale between the
proposed development and the established Mid Hill I + II developments. The
difference in height shall create a sense of wind development advancing and
encroaching, particularly when viewed from LCT 24 ‘Coastal Farmed Ridges and
Hills – Aberdeenshire’ or within LCT 29 ‘Summits and Plateaux – Aberdeenshire’.
The impact is not considered to be outweighed by any economic or carbon
reduction benefits.

Stephen Archer
Director of Infrastructure Services
Author of Report: James Hewitt
Report Date: 14 October 2020
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Appendix 1A: Location Plan

Planning Application: APP/2019/1341
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Appendix 1B: Site Plan

Planning Application: APP/2019/1341
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Appendix 2A: Marr Area Committee Report

Infrastructure Services

Marr Area Committee Report – 29 September 2020
Reference No: APP/2019/1341
Notification under Electricity Act 1989 For Section 36 - Section 36 for the
Construction and Operation of Windfarm
Applicant:
Consultation by:

Grid Ref:
Ward No. and Name:
Application Type:
Representations

Consultations
Relevant Proposals Map
Designations:
Complies with
Development Plans:
Main Recommendation

Natural Power Consultants, Ochil House, 3-4
Springkerse Business Park, Stirling, FK7 7XE
Scottish Government, Energy Consent Unit, 4th Floor,
5 Atlantic Quay, 150 Broomielaw, Glasgow, G2 8LU
E: 374440 N: 786463
W19 – Mearns
Notification under Electricity Act 1989
Representations relating to the proposed development are
directed to Scottish Government as the determining
authority.
28
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
Rural Housing Market Area
No
Refer to ISC

NOT TO SCALE
Reproduced from Ordnance Survey mapping with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office © Crown
copyright and database rights. Ordnance Survey Licence Number 0100020767.
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Appendix 2A: Marr Area Committee Report

Planning Application: APP/2019/1341

Item: 6
Page: 46
Appendix 2A: Marr Area Committee Report

1.

Reason for Report

1.1

The Scottish Government has consulted Aberdeenshire Council in respect of
an application under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989. The Head of
Planning and Environment Service has the power under Section F.4.6 of Part
2B List of Officer Powers in the Scheme of Governance to respond to
consultations from the Scottish Government on applications. He has decided
not to exercise the delegated power in this particular case and instead
referred the application to the Marr Area Committee and Kincardine and
Mearns Area Committee in order to seek views for Infrastructure Services
Committee, in order to agree a response to the consultation. The Marr Area
Committee is able to consider this matter in terms of Section B.8.1 of Part 2A
List of Committee Powers and Section C.5.2 of Part 2C Planning Delegations
of the Scheme of Governance as it is a consultation to an application to be
determined by another public body.

1.2

The Head of Finance and Monitoring Officer within Business Services have
been consulted in the preparation of this report and had no comments to
make and are satisfied that the report complies with the Scheme of
Governance and relevant legislation.

2.

Background and Proposal

2.1

This is an application that has been submitted to Scottish Government’s
Energy Consents Unit under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 for the
installation of 10 wind turbines and associated infrastructure. This would
represent an extension to the existing Mid Hill Wind Farm (Mid Hill) which was
approved in two phases (Mid Hill I and Mid Hill II) and includes 33 WTGs max
height 125.0m. The combined generation capacity of the existing Mid Hill
Developments is 75.9 MW Details of the applications are included within
paragraph 2.12 below. The windfarm became operational in 2013. As stated
above, the application states that and addresses this proposal is an extension
to Mid Hill. This approach has been accepted by the Scottish Government.
For the avoidance of doubt the development site lies within Kincardine and
Mearns.

2.2

Applications are made under Section 36 of the above Act where the
generating capacity exceeds 50 megawatts (MW). The EIAR has not stated
the generating capacity of the proposed turbines, but as this development is
considered to be an extension to Mid Hill and the entire capacity of this and
the previous phases would be above 50MW, a S36 application is considered
appropriate. The Scottish Government have consulted Aberdeenshire Council
alongside other stakeholders including Cairngorms National Park, SNH and
SEPA among others detailed in Section 4 below. Once the Scottish
Government have received the consultation responses, an assessment and
decision would be made taking these into account.

Planning Application: APP/2019/1341
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2.3

The proposed development comprises 10, three bladed wind turbines of
varying heights. See Table 1 below.

Turbine
Number
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Original
Maximum
Tip Height
(m)
149.9
149.9
149.9
180.0
180.0
180.0
200.0
200.0
200.0
200.0

Amended
Maximum
Tip Height
(m)
149.9
149.9
149.9
149.9
149.9
149.9
180.0
180.0
200.0
200.0

Rotor
Location
Diameter (m) AOD (m)
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0

318.0
353.0
342.0
277.0
268.0
286.0
262.0
253.0
227.0
243.0

Table 1: Description of Turbines

2.4

Other infrastructure associated with the proposed development is also
incorporated within the application, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

External transformer housing;
Crane pads including a lay down area with a length of 70m, temporary
works area and crane hardstanding area adjacent to the turbine
measuring 20m x 40m for crane use;
Turbine foundations with an outer diameter of around 26m and cable
ducts;
Access tracks both cut into the vegetation and floating atop vegetation
and peat. New access tracks and widening of some existing tracks are
proposed;
One on-site substation measuring 20m in length, 10m in width and 6m
in height and including space for transformers, switch-rooms and mess
area;
Underground electricity cables;
Anemometry mast;
Up to 4 borrow pits (detailed later in the report);
Water crossings and drainage attenuation measures as necessary;
Forestry felling and restocking;
Temporary construction and storage compounds with an area
measuring around 10,000m² (exact dimensions to be determined) and
bound by a 2.5m high security fence used for the laying down of
materials and storage of construction vehicles. Portable
accommodation including site offices and welfare facilities may also be
sited here;
Health and safety signposting.

Planning Application: APP/2019/1341
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Where possible, existing infrastructure from the existing Mid Hill Wind Farm
would be used, particularly the existing access tracks, albeit with some
reinforcement and new tracks branching from it.
2.5

The proposed borrow pits have been detailed within the appendix 10.3
(Borrow Pit Assessment) of the Environmental Impact Assessment Report
(EIAR). The submission details 4 borrow pit search areas within the wider
development site, which could be utilised depending on further geotechnical
investigation. Extraction would occur through ripping, hydraulic breaking and
blasting. Finalised details in terms of the depth of extraction are unknown at
this time. Table 2 below summarises the borrow pits
Borrow
Pit
Search
Area
1
2
3
4

Search
Area (ha)
5.5
3.1
4.4
19.4

Estimated
Rock
Volume
(cubic m)
90,000
45,000
55,000
115,000

Indicative
Working
Area (ha)

% indicative
Working Area of
Search Area

2.0
1.7
1.4
2.0

36
55
32
10

Table 2: Description of Borrow Pits

2.6

The site, which covers approximately 1267ha (including an area of c700ha
unaffected by development but included as it is adjacent to the access and
grid corridor) is located to the south and east of the existing Mid Hill Wind
Farm, which as described above comprises 33 turbines with a maximum tip
height of 125m. The site runs from the A957 ‘Slug Road’ westwards through
Fetteresso and Drumochty Forest. From the westernmost point of the
application site, there is a distance of approximately 670m as the crow flies to
the Marr area boundary. From this same point, there is a distance of
approximately 20km to the boundary of the Cairngorms National Park (CNP).

2.7

The site is currently part of a commercial conifer forest, with the forested area
covering approximately 1171ha of the overall 1267ha site area. In terms of the
surrounding area, the site is located approximately 8.3km south-east of
Banchory, 6km west of Stonehaven, 4.3km north of Auchenblae and 11.2km
north-east of Fettercairn. The area surrounding the site is sparsely populated
with hill features including Kerloch Hill at a height of 534m Above Ordinance
Data (AOD) to the north of the site, Herscha Hill at a height of 220m AOD to
the south and Meikle Carewe at a height of 266m AOD to the north-east.
Cairn O’Mount, Clachnaben and Scolty Hill are also prominent features, albeit
further afield. The turbines would be sited on contour heights ranging from a
minimum height of 227m AOD (Turbine 9) to 353m AOD (Turbine 2) (see
Table 1 above).

2.8

The application to the Scottish Government was submitted with a supporting
Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) because, due to its nature,
size and location, the development requires a detailed analysis of potential
environmental impacts. A scoping opinion was Issued in June 2018 under

Planning Application: APP/2019/1341
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Part 4 of the Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland)
Regulations 2017 by the Scottish Government following consultation with
stakeholders, including Aberdeenshire Council and the EIAR has been
submitted further to this. The EIAR outlines the environmental designations
and highlights any potential impacts of the project on the natural, built and
human environments. The EIAR identifies, and seeks assessment and
agreement of, the proposed mitigation for those potential impacts. The
proposal has been assessed using the ‘worst case scenario’ principle so the
impacts can be understood, and adequate mitigation can be proposed and
agreed with the knowledge that the impacts would be within and would not
exceed the extent analysed.
2.9

Additional Information was submitted to the Scottish Government in February
2020, which amended the proposal through reducing the heights of several
turbines (as per table 1 above), although the maximum height remains
200.0m. The additional information also included a revised peat slide risk
assessment, ornithological information, updated Landscape and Visual Impact
assessments and cultural heritage assessments.

2.10

In terms of the delivery of the development, the construction phase is
anticipated to last 12 months and would include the forestry felling, formation
of the internal site tracks between the turbines, cabling works (including
trenching), construction of turbine foundations, crane pads and new
substations, installation and testing of the new turbines and ongoing site
reinstatement around turbines including the targeted re-use of peat.

2.11

Upon the cessation of the consent or operational lifespan of the development,
the site would be decommissioned which would involve the removal of the
turbines, transformers and substations. Underground cables are proposed to
remain in situ. It is proposed that turbine foundations to a depth of at least 1m
be removed and backfilled with appropriate material, while tracks would either
be covered with soil and seeded or left to naturalise.

2.12

Given the scale of the development, the developer conducted pre-application
consultation (PAC) with the local community by way of public exhibitions in
November 2018 in Banchory, Auchenblae and Drumlithie. A PAC Report has
been included with the submission in support of the application detailing the
advertisements placed to notify of the engagements and also highlights
comments made as a result of the engagement. The public were given a
further opportunity to comment upon the revised layout (associated with the
additional information) in late May / early June 2020. This period was delayed
and the applicant unable to hold public events due to the COVID-19
pandemic. Notwithstanding the delay, the May/June 2020 consultation period
has provided the public with the opportunity to make further comment on the
application to the Scottish Government, in line with relevant legislation.

2.13

In terms of process, the views of the Kincardine and Mearns and Marr Area
Committees would feed into a report to Infrastructure Services Committee, the
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result of which would form the Aberdeenshire Council consultation response
to the Scottish Government. Should Aberdeenshire Council object to the
proposed development, a Public Local Inquiry (PLI) would be triggered under
Schedule 8 of the Electricity Act 1989. The outcome of a PLI would be
considered by Scottish Government alongside all other consultation
responses from other stakeholders prior to a decision on the application being
made.
2.14

Aside from the initial planning enquiry, scoping request and gatecheck relating
to this proposed development, the wider site does have some planning
history.
•

APP/2003/1662 - Formation of Wind Farm Comprising 25 Turbines, 2
Anemometry Masts, Formation of Access Tracks, Underground Grid
Connection, Erection of Building and Substation and Formation of
Vehicular Access onto A957 and Improvements to Said Public Road –
Full Planning Permission Granted on 16 June 2005.

•

APP/2013/3720 - Extension to Wind Powered Electricity Generating
Station (9 Turbines) – No objection made. Scottish Government
Granted the development under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989
on 25 October 2013.

2.15

The map on page 2 of this report shows the development history of the site.
The red area is this current application, the green area reflects the 2003
application site (Mid Hill I), and the yellow area reflects the 2013 application
site (Mid Hill II).

2.16

The proposal has evolved in design terms over time, with wind turbine
numbers being reduced and individual positions being altered throughout this
design and pre application process in order to address issues highlighted at
various pre-application stages, including by stakeholders. This is discussed
further throughout this report. Further information was submitted by the agent
in August 2020 which sought to address concerns raised by the Planning
Service in relation to Landscape/ Visual Impact, Ecological Impact (Peat and
GWDTE) and Private Water Supplies.

2.17

Nearby operational Wind Farms include Meikle Carewe approximately 5km
east; Tullo and Tullo Extension, approximately 11.5km south and St Johns
Hill, approximately 9km south-east of the proposed development site.
Proposed developments nearby include Craigneil windfarm, (APP/2018/0993)
the site of which is located approximately 8.2km north-east of the Fetteresso
wind farm (directly opposite the junction of the access road and A957 Slug
Road) and comprises 11 wind turbines with a maximum height of 135m and
associated infrastructure is currently pending consideration. Glendye
windfarm (APP/2018/2480) which the Council formally objected to in March
2019 is located approximately 9.4km west/south west. The Glendye wind farm
S36 application has not yet been concluded by the Scottish Government.

3.

Representations
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3.1

Representations relating to the proposed development are directed to Scottish
Government as the determining authority.

4.

Consultations
Consultations undertaken by Aberdeenshire Council

4.1

Infrastructure Services (Archaeology) raised concerns over the number
and scale of the proposed wind turbines, and the consequent impact upon the
historic environment (both directly within the development site, and indirectly
on heritage assets in the wider landscape). A condition requiring the
undertaking of a programme of archaeological works has been requested in
the event of any approval.

4.2

Infrastructure Services (Contaminated Land) advised that there is no
objection to the proposed development and suggests the addition of an
informative regarding contamination be added to any grant of permission.

4.3

Infrastructure Services (Environment - Built Heritage) made no comment
on the proposed development, however some historical interests are covered
within the Infrastructure Services (Archaeology) comments.

4.4

Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) has not
supported or objected to the proposal but rather has made comments
regarding Protected Species, loss of Habitats/ Peat and access. The impact
upon Protected Species are deemed acceptable, subject to mitigation
measures outlined within the EIAR being secured via condition. Concerns
have been raised over the impact upon peatland, and in particular Blanket
Bog and Deep Peat. The Environment Team has been involved in subsequent
discussions relating to peatland and has advised that whilst concerns remain
the impact may be lessened through construction methods, particularly those
associated with the temporary construction compound. An access plan has
been requested in order to ensure rights of way are maintained throughout
construction.

4.5

Infrastructure Services (Environmental Health) advised that there is no
objection to the proposed development, subject to appropriate conditions in
relation to noise levels.

4.6

Infrastructure Services (Flood Risk and Coast Protection) advised that
there are no specific flood risk concerns with regard to the proposed
development. It’s advised that new watercourse culverts are designed to
convey a 1 in 200 year flow. As surface water drainage systems and
management plans are to be designed post-consent, it’s requested that a
drainage impact assessment and surface water management plan be
conditioned to be submitted to ensure an appropriate design.
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4.7

Infrastructure Services (Roads Development) advised that there is no
objection to the proposed development and requested conditions in relation to
visibility splays and the submission of a Construction Traffic Management
Plan (CTMP).
Consultations undertaken by Scottish Government

4.8

Aberdeen Airport holds no objection to the proposal.

4.9

BT advised that there is no objection to the proposed development as it
should not cause interference to BT’s current and presently planned radio
network.

4.10

Cairngorm National Park confirmed they had no comment to make on the
proposal, and noted that the visual and landscape impact upon the National
Park had been scoped out of the assessment of the EIA.

4.11

Dee District Salmon Fishery Board advised that there is no objection to the
proposed development. detailed comments have been made in relation to the
potential impacts of the development on Salmonid, primarily in relation to the
loss of habitat and pollution risk. It is noted by Dee DSFB that these matters
are subject to strict controls through various agencies such as SEPA.

4.12

Feughdee West Community Council supports the proposed development
when viewed in the context of an extension to the Mid Hill I and II Wind
Farms. FWCC notes that this proposal represents the limit of acceptable
commercial wind farm development within the CC area. Concerns have been
raised over the use of aircraft warning lights, as a potential source of light
pollution in an otherwise dark environment. FWCC have expressed a strong
desire that associated cabling be placed underground so as to minimise
landscape and visual impact.

4.13

Finzean Community Council raised concerns in relation to the landscape
and visual impact of the turbines, and the ecological and ornithological
impacts. Comments were also made in relation to accessing the Community
Benefit Fund.

4.14

Fisheries Management Scotland provided general advice and links to
technical guidance for the applicant. No specific comment was made in
relation to this proposal.

4.15

Historic Environment Scotland (HES) advised that there is no objection to
the proposed development. HES consider that the proposal would not
significantly alter the Landscape and Visual Baseline in which historic assets
are viewed, and therefore would not impact upon their settings in a
meaningful way.
HES has advised that one scheduled monument would potentially be directly
impacted – Cowie Line, pillbox and earthworks 945m SW of Stonehouse
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(SM6437). Impacts are likely to arise through any widening of the forest rack
to the north of the monument. However HES are satisfied that the submitted
fencing detail would prevent accidental damage, and thereby significantly
diminish the likelihood of direct impacts occurring.
4.16

Joint Radio Company (JRC) advised that there is no objection to the
proposed development.

4.17

Marine Scotland advised that there is no objection to the proposed
development. MS note that the developer proposes to undertake a monitoring
programme in order to identify the impact of the scheme upon fish
populations. MS have advised that robust, site specific, integrated
hydrochemical, macroinvertebrate and fish population monitoring be carried
out in line with MS guidelines and be secured via planning condition.

4.18

Ministry of Defence (MOD) advised of their objection to the proposed
development citing unacceptable interference on the Air Defence (AD) radar
at RRH Buchan as their reason and the quantity of the proposed turbines
visible to the RRH Radar exceeding the ‘cumulative effect’ thresholds.

4.19

NATS holds no objection to the proposed development.

4.20

North Kincardine Rural Community Council has provided comments in
relation to Ecology/ Ornithology (in particular bird and bat strikes), Forestry
(compensatory planting), TV and radio reception and decommissioning. It is
noted that the community council have not stated support or objection to the
proposal.

4.21

RSPB advised that it holds no objection to the proposal. RSPB are satisfied
that the appropriate mitigation measures are in place in relation to Goshawk.
RSPB do not consider the impact upon Herring Gulls from the Fowlsheugh
SPA to be significant, as variability in sightings would indicate that their
movements in this area vary annually. In relation to forested elements of the
scheme, it is suggested that some species may respond positively to the
associated tree felling, however sensitive management would be required.

4.22

ScotWays has raised some concerns in relation to the proposed development
(notably around the impact of the development upon recreational path user,
and maintaining access throughout construction), whilst stopping short of
objecting to the proposal. It is requested that an access plan be required via
suspensive condition in order to ensure adequate means of protecting and
maintaining public access are outlined.

4.23

Scottish Forestry note that the proposal would require the removal of
26.13ha of mainly commercial woodland, which would be subject to the
Control of Woodland removal policy. Woodland should only be removed
where concise time limited re-planting is in place. To this end, Scottish
Forestry have requested a condition requiring the submission of a
Compensatory Planting Plan, including details of appropriate monitoring.
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4.24

Scottish Water advised that there is no objection to the proposed
development.

4.25

SNH has provided comments in relation to Ornithology, Habitats Regulations,
Peat and Landscape and visual impact. The comments in relation to
Landscape have raised the likelihood of a significant local impact arising due
to the proposal, however consider this largely acceptable as the proposal
would be an extension to an existing Wind Farm. Comments in relation to
Ornithology relate to Important Ornithological Features (IOFs) as defined
within the EIAR, and highlight the regulatory requirements associated with
Fowlsheugh SPA under the EC Habitats Regualations. Overall no objection is
made to the development.

4.26

SEPA initially advised of their objection to the proposed development citing
lack of information on peat avoidance/reuse; Groundwater Dependant
Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE); watercourse crossings; and cable
trenches. A further consultation response in October 2019 removed the
objection from SEPA subject to conditions which would require further,
detailed information in relation to these matters prior to the commencement of
development.

4.27

Transport Scotland advised that there is no objection to the proposed
development and has requested conditions in relation to abnormal loads
routing and temporary signage/ traffic control.

4.28

Visit Scotland advised of the importance of tourism to the Scottish economy
and of the landscape’s role in attracting visitors and recommends an
independent tourism impact assessment be carried out.

5.

Relevant Planning Policies

5.1

National Planning Framework for Scotland 3 (NPF3)
The NPF3, published in June 2014, sets out a long-term strategy for
Scotland’s spatial development and supports the country’s transition to a low
carbon economy. Paragraph 3.12 emphasises that new wind energy
infrastructure should be in appropriate locations and that development should
sustain environmental assets.

5.2

Scottish Planning Policy (SPP)
SPP was published in June 2014, superseding the previous SPP published in
2010. It outlines that while the Town and County Planning (Scotland) Act 1997
requires that decisions should be made in accordance with the Development
Plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise, it confirms that the
content of the SPP is a material consideration that carries significant weight.
One of the four planning aims relates to reducing carbon emissions and
adapting to climate change by achieving 30% of overall energy demand from
renewable sources by 2020, rising to 100% by 2050. Paragraph 169 identifies
considerations which are likely to apply to proposals for energy infrastructure

Planning Application: APP/2019/1341

Item: 6
Page: 55
Appendix 2A: Marr Area Committee Report
development, while Paragraph 202 notes that the siting and design of
development should take account of the local landscape character.
Table 1 (Page 39 of SPP) identifies a spatial framework for onshore wind
energy developments, within which, are 3 Groups: Group 1 – Areas where
wind farms will not be acceptable (National Parks and National Scenic Areas);
Group 2 – Areas of significant protection (National and international
designations, nationally important environmental interests); and Group 3 –
Areas with potential for wind farm development. The proposed site lies within
a Group 2 area.
5.3

The Strategic Development Plan was published in August 2020.
The purpose of this Plan is to set a clear direction for the future development
of the City Region. It sets the strategic framework for investment in jobs,
homes and infrastructure over the next 20 years. All parts of the Strategic
Development Plan area will fall within either a strategic growth area or a local
growth and diversification area. Some areas are also identified as
regeneration priority areas. There are also general objectives identified. In
summary, these cover promoting economic growth, promoting sustainable
economic development which will reduce carbon dioxide production, adapt to
the effects of climate change and limit the amount of non-renewable
resources used, encouraging population growth, maintaining and improving
the region’s built, natural and cultural assets, promoting sustainable
communities and improving accessibility in developments.
The Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 will continue to be the
primary document against which applications are considered. The Aberdeen
City & Shire SDP 2020 as published may also be a material consideration.

5.4

Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017
Policy C2 Renewable energy
Policy C3 Carbon sinks and stores
Policy C4 Flooding
Policy E1 Natural heritage
Policy E2 Landscape
Supplementary guidance 9c Special Landscape Areas
Policy HE1 Protecting historic buildings, sites and monuments
Policy HE2 Protecting historic and cultural areas
Policy P1 Layout, siting and design
Policy P4 Hazardous and potentially polluting developments and
contaminated land
Policy PR1 Protecting important resources
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Policy RD1 Providing suitable services

5.5

Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020 resolved to agree the Proposed
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan (LDP) 2020 as the ‘settled view of the
Council’ on what the final adopted content of the LDP 2021 should be.
The Proposed LDP 2020 is a material consideration in the determination of
planning applications. The Planning Authority must therefore assess what
weight it should have in the context of this particular application. As the
Proposed LDP is yet to be subject to public scrutiny and subsequent
Examination by an independent Reporter, it is considered that the level of
weight that should be applied to the Proposed LDP 2020 is not significant.
The Aberdeenshire LDP 2017 remains the up-to-date LDP for the area and
the primary document against which planning applications should be
determined until such time as a new LDP for the area is adopted.

5.6

Other Material Considerations
The Scottish Energy Strategy: the future of energy in Scotland:
The Scottish Energy Strategy was published by Scottish Government in
December 2017 and outlines the vision to deliver secure, affordable and clean
energy. The Strategy sets the target that 50% of Scotland’s heat, transport
and electricity consumption be supplied by renewable sources by 2030. Long
term, the target is for renewable energy to supply a significant share of energy
needs by 2050.
The Scottish Government’s Onshore Wind Policy Statement:
The Onshore Wind Policy Statement was also published in December 2017
and states the expectation of onshore wind energy to remain at the heart of
clean, reliable and low carbon energy in Scotland. The Statement goes on to
acknowledge that large wind turbines should be in landscapes judged to be
capable of accommodating them without significant adverse impacts.
SNH National Landscape Character Assessment 2019 – Landscape
Character Type 29: Summits and Plateaux, Aberdeenshire
Aberdeenshire Council Planning Advice - Strategic Landscape Capacity
Assessment for Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire is a tool for considering the
context for wind energy development

6.

Discussion
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6.1

Overview

6.1.1 The main planning considerations in respect of this development relate firstly
to the establishment of the principle of development before moving on to
consider the potential environmental impacts, including Ecology, Ornithology,
Landscape and Visual amenity, Cultural Heritage, Hydrology, Geology and
Hydrogeology, Forestry, Traffic and Transport, Noise, Aviation and
Infrastructure, Socioeconomics and Access.
6.1.2 As advised within Section 2 of the report above, the application is supported
by an EIAR. The structure of the EIAR is orthodox and includes individual
chapters for each over-arching element. Each chapter includes the
identification of the effects resulting from the proposed development by
assessing the sensitivity of the receptor from the environmental baseline
against the proposed magnitude of change predicted as a result of the
scheme. This process is used to determine the proposed significance of any
environmental impact. Those impacts that are considered to be significant
require to be addressed and reduced. Mitigation of these impacts is proposed,
both embedded into the proposal through the design and use of good
practice, but also additional measures which are presented within the EIAR.
The structure and methodology of the submission is acceptable.
6.1.3 Within the EIAR, the developer has identified a total of 2 potential significant
impacts through the following issues:
 Landscape and Visual Impact
 Impact upon Aviation (Radar)
The developer considers all other impacts would not be significant with
appropriate mitigation. The significant impacts are discussed in detail below
alongside other potential impacts.
6.2

Principle of Development

6.2.1 As outlined in Paragraph 2.1 above, because the application is made under
Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989, the Scottish Government is the
determining authority. In considering an application under Section 36,
Ministers are required to give due regard to criteria outlined in Schedule 9 of
the Act, which includes the desirability of preserving natural beauty,
conserving flora, fauna and geological or physiological features of special
interest and to protect sites, buildings and objects of architectural, historical or
archaeological interest, and to the mitigation of any impacts the proposal has
on these. The basis of these requirements, along with being set out within the
Electricity Act, are also incorporated into the body of national planning
policies.
6.2.2 The considerations of the Electricity Act, national planning policy (including
NPF3 and SPP) along with national energy policy (Onshore Wind Policy
Statement and Scottish Energy Strategy Energy Policies) requires to be
considered alongside the Development Plan. Despite not having primacy, the
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Development Plan does remain an important material consideration in the
overall decision making, whilst forming the basis of the Council’s assessment.
6.2.3 In terms of national planning policy, both NPF3 and SPP are supportive of
wind energy development for Scotland to transition into a low carbon
economy. A presumption in favour of development that contributes to
sustainable development is set out within SPP. However, the SPP also cites
the importance of the siting of such developments to be in appropriate
locations considering important features such as the historic and natural
environment. SPP, in Paragraph 169, identifies the considerations to be
made. This includes “proposals for energy infrastructure development should
always take account of spatial frameworks for wind farms” and that
“considerations will vary relative to the scale of the proposals and area
characteristics but are likely to include a number of matters”. These are set
out in Table 1: Spatial Frameworks on Page 39 of SPP. Table 1: shows the
proposed development falling within Group 2: Areas of significant protection
as the site is on an area of carbon rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland
habitat. As the site is afforded significant protection, it must be demonstrated
that any significant effects on the qualities of these areas can be substantially
overcome by siting, design or other mitigation.
6.2.4 With regard to regional/strategic policy, the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic
Development Plan (SDP) supports the vision of SPP to reduce carbon
emissions through renewable energy sources. The ‘Sustainable development
and climate change’ objective within the SDP identifies that there is ‘extra
capacity for onshore wind [energy]’ within the region.
6.2.5 The Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan (ALDP) adopts the vision and
aims of the SDP and offers broad support for renewable energy development
if the impacts upon the environment and amenity of the surrounding area can
be mitigated. The EIAR offers a detailed assessment of the environmental
and visual impacts predicted by virtue of the proposed development – this is
discussed later in this report.
6.2.6 Policy C2 within the ALDP, which is a prominent policy to consider for the
proposed development, presumes approval of wind energy developments in
‘appropriate locations’ taking into account the spatial mapping on Page 74 of
the ALDP. The map identifies those areas with landscape capacity for wind
energy development along with those which are protected/have no capacity
for such development. More detailed guidance is set out in the Strategic
Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy which is a material
consideration. For the avoidance of doubt, the Strategic Landscape Capacity
Assessment for Wind Energy forms the starting point of the assessment of the
principle of development but is not the only consideration. This document
provides an indication of landscape capacity, however capacity does not
equate to suitability or acceptability and vice versa – even with capacity for
wind energy development, said development must still fit successfully into any
landscape from a design, scale and visual perspective. It is accepted that this
document was compiled prior to the adoption of SPP, however the
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 (including the Strategic
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Landscape Capacity Assessment) was subject to examination after SPP and
was subsequently adopted and thus forms the primary and up to date policy
basis for assessing the application. The Planning Service is satisfied that the
use of Policy C2 and the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment remains
an appropriate starting point for the establishment of the principle of
development. This does not identify the site as being within an area with
strategic capacity but is within an area ‘with potential’ subject to detailed
consideration. Therefore, taking all of the above into account, the principle of
development may be acceptable if there are no significant effects identified on
the environment and where suitable mitigation can be agreed and secured if
appropriate. The conclusion of this report shall state whether the proposal is
considered to comply with Policy C2.
6.3

Ecology

6.3.1 With regard to Ecology, the main issues to consider are the impact of the
development upon protected species and priority habitats. Policy E1 Natural
Heritage of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 is therefore the
primary consideration. Other matters such as forestry and ornithology are
discussed elsewhere in this report.
6.3.2 Policy E1 seeks to prevent development which would have a detrimental
impact upon a protected species. In order to ascertain the impact, the Policy
requires appropriate survey work to have been undertaken and the
submission of species protection plans describing appropriate mitigation
where necessary.
6.3.3 Chapter 6 of the EIAR considers terrestrial ecology. As part of the submission,
a suite of habitat and species surveys were undertaken across the site
including desk studies and field surveys including a Phase 1 Habitat Survey,
National Vegetation Classification (NVC) Survey, GWDTE’s and protected
species surveys for otter, water vole, badger, bats, wildcat, pine marten,
badger, red squirrel and fish. A baseline of existing conditions is given
including details of designated sites within the locality, including those with
statutory designations (Special Area of Conservation (SAC)) and nonstatutory designations (Local Nature Conservation Sites (LNCS)) and species
records for the site.
6.3.4 Consideration was given to the designated sites, habitat and species found at
the Fetteresso site, which is mainly commercial woodland, along with their
conservation importance to determine whether they are an Important
Ecological Feature (IEF). Those designated sites/species/habitats that are
considered to be an IEF are given further consideration in the EIAR. Those
that are not, have no further surveys and are scoped out of the assessment.
The Planning Service consider this to be a reasonable approach, which has
allowed the EIAR to focus on those species which are at highest risk. Other
species which have been scoped out are not insignificant, however their
presence on site is likely to be transient in nature and therefore more general
measures such as the adoption of best working practices would provide
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adequate safeguards should they be encountered, this is considered to be
suitable mitigation in the circumstances. Those identified as IEFs are: Bats;
Wildcat; Pine Marten; Woodland Ant Species and habitats including
Broadleaved Woodland, Marshy Grassland, Dry Dwarf Shrub Heath, Blanket
Bog, Flush and Spring Grassland and GWDTE’s.
6.3.5 Potential effects were identified during both the construction and operational
phases, albeit primarily during the construction phase. None of the potential
effects are identified as being significant.
6.3.6 In terms of protected mammals (bats, wildcat and pine martens), impacts on
bats are considered at a local scale, whereas impacts on wildcat and pine
martens are considered at a regional scale owing to their scarcity.
6.3.7 Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) have been consulted
in relation to the development and are satisfied with the content of the
Ecological Chapter of the EIAR. It is noted that Species Protection Plans
(SpPP) will be required and could be secured via suspensive condition. The
paragraphs below (which incorporate comments from the Environment Team)
detail the IEFs identified on site, as well as the content required in the relevant
SpPP.
Bats (IEF)
6.3.8 Baseline Survey work did not identify any bat roosts, however several
structures with roost potential were identified. Recorded bat activity levels
were generally low across the site, with the most records relating to species
common across the UK and Scotland. A single recording of Nathusius
pipistrelle was identified, which is a rare species in the UK. While this species
is considered to be at high risk of collision with wind turbines, the solitary
record indicates that this species is found in low numbers and infrequently in
this location. On this basis the EIAR identifies the site as of local conservation
significance. However, given the uncertain relationship between bat activity at
pre-construction and mortality during operation, bats have been identified as
an IEF.
6.3.9 Further investigation has identified the site as being of relatively poor quality
for bats, in terms of habitat and foraging grounds, with little evidence of it
being used for commuting routes. It is noted that no roosts were identified
during early survey work, with some structures with roost potential present. It
is noted within the EIAR that woodpecker holes may provide small scale roost
potential, and therefore felling activity would provide an inherent risk to the bat
population. This could be suitably mitigated through pre-commencement
survey work.
6.3.10 The erection of wind turbines creates a collision risk for bat species. The EIAR
highlights that the impact of collision risk is currently difficult to ascertain, with
conflicting academic research produced across the UK, North America and
Europe. Collision risk cannot be discounted; however the significance of the
potential impact can be assessed through considering the mix of species
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identified within the site, and their wider distribution. It is noted that Common
and Soprano pipistrelle comprise the majority of species recorded on site –
albeit in relatively low numbers. The EIAR estimates the UK wide population
of these species to be around 2 million, and therefore it is considered that this
development would be unlikely to have a significant impact upon this bat
population.
6.3.11 It is considered that the EIAR has demonstrated, through appropriate survey
work that the impact of the proposal upon the bat population can be managed
through mitigation (to be detailed within the SpPP).
6.3.12 The SpPP must incorporate pre-construction surveys of trees with suitable
roost potential that were identified during the previous survey; and
implementation of buffers around turbines of tree/ shrub free habitat in order
to minimise the risk of bats being hit by turbines. Additional consideration of
adequate buffers between riparian habitats and turbines may be required. The
implementation of the above mitigation will allow any potential negative effects
to be accommodated and as such the proposal can conform to ALDP Policy in
this regard.
Wildcat (IEF)
6.3.13 Baseline Survey work did not identify any signs of Wildcat in 2015, however
historic NESBReC records suggest the potential for wildcat to be present on
site. Given the conservation status of the species, Wildcat have been
identified as an IEF. It is noted that the Survey work is several years old at
this point, however given the large territories associated with this species it is
considered that the 2015 survey provides a historical basis from which to
work. The adoption of a suitable SpPP would ensure adequate protocols are
in place in the event that Wildcat are identified on site.
6.3.14 The Wildcat population across Scotland is unknown, although thought to be
extremely low. Historically, Aberdeenshire has had a relatively high number of
records of Wildcat (proportionally compared to other local authority areas),
however this is thought to have declined more recently. NESBReC has
identified 4 records of Wildcat within the development site, with a further
sighting 2km south east of the site. The relatively low number of sightings
within the past 10 years would indicate a relatively low population. The
presence of commercial forestry within the development site is likely to further
reduce the quality of the site as a wildcat habitat.
6.3.15 With regard to potential impacts, the construction phase represents the
largest risk to any population of Wildcat. The risks include disturbance during
the breeding season (Feb to July) when individuals are particularly sensitive
to noise or vibrations, changes to the structural habitat or mortality due to
collision with vehicles. It is considered that these risks could be suitably
mitigated through the adoption of an appropriate SpPP. Given the sparsity of
records in the area, it is considered that any impact would be unlikely to be
significant to the wider populations.
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6.3.16 It is considered that the EIAR has demonstrated, through appropriate survey
work that the impact of the proposal upon the Wildcat population can be
managed through mitigation (to be detailed within the SpPP).
6.3.17 The SpPP must incorporate outline measures to be taken in order to minimise
the potential disturbance of wildcat during tree felling and construction, in
addition to measures to be put in place to protect any dens identified during
the works. The implementation of the above mitigation will allow any potential
negative effects to be accommodated and as such the proposal can conform
to ALDP Policy in this regard.
Pine Marten (IEF)
6.3.18 Baseline Survey work has identified extensive evidence of Pine Marten within
the development site. It is noted that the territory for a Pine Marten is
estimated to be 10-25 sq km for a male and 5-15 sq km for a female. Each
territory requires approximately 0.86 – 1.66 sq km of woodland. Based upon
this, the proposal site could accommodate up to 11 individuals. The Pine
Marten is therefore an IEF.
6.3.19 Pine Marten are considered to be relatively tolerant of human activity, and the
risk of disturbance is generally considered to be low. However, disturbance
during the breeding season (March to July) has been known to cause female
Pine Martens to abandon her kits. This disturbance is most likely to occur
during the construction period and be caused due to construction noise/
vibrations or through felling activity. The EIAR states this could be mitigated
through the adoption of best practice working, to be detailed through the
SpPP.
6.3.20 In terms of magnitude of impact, the disturbance is likely to be limited to an
area of approximately 3 sq km, an area unlikely to support more than one pair
of Pine Marten. Felling associated with the development is unlikely to cause a
loss of habitat above that which would impact one individual Pine Marten and
therefore would not destabilise the population.
6.3.21 It is considered that the EIAR has demonstrated, through appropriate survey
work that the impact of the proposal upon the Pine Marten population can be
managed through mitigation SpPP.
6.3.22 The SpPP must incorporate pre-construction surveys of forested areas to
detect the presence of and/ or dens and measures to protect these during the
construction of the wind farm infrastructure. Measures must also be outlined
in order to protect any breeding sites identified during the works. The
implementation of the above mitigation will allow any potential negative effects
to be accommodated and as such the proposal can conform to ALDP Policy in
this regard.
Wood Ants (IEF)
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6.3.23 Baseline Survey work has identified the presence of both Hairy Wood Ants
and Blood Red Ants on site. The Hairy Wood Ant is found throughout the UK,
with the Blood Red Ant found in Northern Scotland and Southern England.
Both species provide ecosystem services, important to the general health of
the woodland ecosystem. Wood Ant have therefore been designated an IEF
for this development.
6.3.24 Incidents of this species were generally observed alongside the edge of the
woodland, and adjacent to access tracks. For this reason the greatest risk of
disturbance would arise during upgrades to the access tracks. Both species
are generally transient, with nests moving annually although staying within the
same area. The impact of the development could be mitigated through
measures to minimise the impact upon Wood Ant, and through the creation of
more favourable conditions on site.
6.3.25 It is considered that the EIAR has demonstrated, through appropriate survey
work that the impact of the proposal upon the wood ant population can be
managed through mitigation (to be detailed within the SpPP.
6.3.26 The SpPP must incorporate must outline measures to minimise the impact
upon wood ants, and measures to create suitable conditions for wood ants
within the site in the longer term. The Planning Service are satisfied that this
could be achieved, but clarity of the precise measures to be adopted would be
required prior to the commencement of any works. The implementation of the
above mitigation will allow any potential negative effects to be accommodated
and as such the proposal can conform to ALDP Policy in this regard.
Other Protected Species
6.3.27 The EIAR considers other protected species (badger, otter, red squirrel).
Evidence of each has been found on site, however in the wider context these
sightings are either not significant, or the impact of the development would be
insignificant. In order to comply with the relevant legislation for each species,
the developer should be required to include best practice working measures
for each species within the SpPP. The inclusion of appropriate mitigation will
allow the potential impacts upon species to be addressed. The Planning
Service is satisfied that appropriate mitigation may take the form of individual
SpPP for each species, or a wider ranging SpPP covering all species. The
detail of the finalised plans must be agreed prior to the commencement of any
work on site.
Conclusion (Protected Species)
6.3.28 It is considered that the applicant has demonstrated through the undertaking
of appropriate survey work that the impact of the development upon protected
species has been identified. Where required, further information has been
provided (IEFs) which includes species specific mitigation measures. More
general concerns over non IEF species are capable of management through
the adoption of best working practices. Whilst a planning condition will be
required in order to ensure appropriate SpPP are submitted (format to be
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confirmed), agreed and adhered to, it is considered that the development
complies with the Protected Species aspect of Policy E1 in relation to
terrestrial ecology.
Blanket Bog (IEF)
6.3.29 This section of the report focuses upon the Blanket Bog as a habitat, as
opposed to considering the impact of the development upon peat and carbon
rich soils as a whole. Therefore this section shall assess the impact upon
Blanket Bog against Policy E1, which states that development will only be
permitted on undesignated habitats listed on Annex 1 of the EC Habitats
Directive if a baseline ecological survey has been undertaken, the
development has been designed to avoid impacts where possible and where
impacts cannot be reasonably avoided, an ecological management plan
demonstrates that the public benefit of the development outweighs the
ecological value of the site. Peat and carbon rich soils are considered in
greater detail within the Hydrology, Geology and Hydrogeology section of this
report.
6.3.30 Blanket bog has been designated as an Important Ecological Feature (IEF) of
the proposed development, as the habitat is an Annex 1 Habitat under the EC
Habitats Directive. Whilst this is a relatively common habitat within Scotland
(equating to 1.8 million ha, or ~23% of landmass), the habitat is significant in a
European context. The major source of European Blanket Bog is located
within the British Isles.
6.3.31 The EIAR has provided a baseline ecological survey of the development site,
including a National Vegetation Classification (NVC) survey in order to identify
areas of blanket bog. The EIAR has identified the 68.12 ha of Blanket Bog
across the Fetteresso development site which equates to 13.5% of the site.
Blanket bog is predominantly located in the areas around Turbine 1 (T1),
Turbine 2 (T2) and the construction compound. The depth of the peat has
been interpolated based upon probing carried out as part of the Peat Stability
Risk Assessment. Mean Peat Depth around T1 is estimated at 1.3m, Mean
Peat Depth around T2 is estimated at 0.55m and Mean Peat Depth around
the construction compound is estimated at 1.34m. This information has
satisfied the requirement for a baseline survey under Policy E1.
6.3.32 Turning to the second aspect of Policy E1, it must now be considered whether
the proposed development has taken reasonable steps to avoid development
within areas of Blanket Bog. Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural
Heritage) has noted that Blanket Bog is predominantly located around T1 and
the Construction Compound and has advised that areas of deep peat (>1.0m)
are of particular ecological value in terms of supporting vegetation, and are
not easily replaceable or replicated as peat forms very slowly. The
Environment Team have recommended that the location of infrastructure and
in particular the construction compound should be reconsidered. SEPA have
also been consulted by the Scottish Government in relation to the proposed
development. In the initial response, SEPA did not comment specifically on
Blanket Bog, but made comments which aligned with the Environment Team
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assessment that suggest the location of T1 and the construction compound
are inappropriate and should be re-sited due to the impact upon peat. The
subsequent response from SEPA (which removed their objection) but
maintained concerns in relation to the siting of T1, T2 and the construction
compound. SEPA requested a condition for further investigation,
relocation/micro-siting, and appropriate construction methods, during detailed
design phase, post-consent, pre-construction) in order to ensure mitigation
measures are delivered and opportunities taken to maximise micrositing to
reduce peat excavation on site. The Planning Service note the approach from
SEPA, which would effectively defer this issue until a later point of the
process. Policy E1 of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017
promotes detailed assessment and development of appropriate mitigation at
the pre-consent phase of development. Whilst the proposal has been
supported by appropriate survey work, the mitigation is yet to be fully detailed
and therefore the proposal does not comply with this aspect of Policy E1 as
written.
6.3.33 Whilst the proposal does not comply with Policy E1 in relation to habitats, it
could be viewed as an acceptable departure from policy in light of other
material considerations which are considered below. The EIAR seeks to
justify the development of Blanket Bog through noting the relatively small area
of habitat which would be lost. The EIAR identifies that 2.468ha, (or 3.62%) of
the blanket bog would be permanently lost during the construction phase, and
therefore considered to be of low magnitude and not significant at a regional
level. A Habitat Management Plan (HMP) is proposed to address the potential
of bog restoration. The Planning Service agree that in the context of the
development site the loss of 3.62% of the Blanket Bog may not be nationally
or internationally significant. Advice has been sought from Infrastructure
Services (Environment – Natural Heritage), and it is considered that whilst the
loss of peatland due to turbines 1 and 2 would be regrettable, the impact
would not be significant. Changes were sought to the location of the
Construction Compound; however, these have not been made and no
justification in terms of site selection has been provided. The current location
would undoubtedly have negative impact upon the underlying peat; however,
this could be managed through construction methods, which when combined
with the temporary nature of the enclosure would constitute a form of
mitigation. The use of a suspensive conditions in relation to micrositing and
construction methodology would constitute a form of mitigation as required
under Policy E1. Said mitigation, particularly in relation to the construction
compound and any potential future relocation could further assist in reducing
the prominence of this matter.
6.3.34 It is considered that the proposed development would have a negative impact
upon areas of Blanket Bog, however in light of the advice from consultees it is
considered that this impact is not likely to be significant in a wider context.
Detailed mitigation has not been provided as required under Policy E1,
however this could be achieved via suspensive condition. The Planning
Service therefore consider this to be an acceptable, minor departure from
Policy E1 in that an opportunity would remain to obtain and agree appropriate
mitigation prior to the commencement of development.
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Ecology Conclusion
6.3.35 It is considered that in respect of Protected Species that the applicant has
demonstrated through appropriate survey work, that the development would
not have an unacceptable negative impact upon Important Ecological
Features (IEFs) and other protected species, or that where said effects could
arise that they can be suitably managed through appropriate mitigation
measures. In order to ensure that said mitigation measures are carried
through, the Planning Service would require a condition in order to ensure the
submission, agreement and implementation of SpPP. The Planning Service
consider the Protected Species aspect of the proposal to comply with Policy
E1.
6.3.36 It is considered that in respect of Habitats that the applicant has failed to
demonstrate that the development has been designed to avoid negative
impacts upon Blanket Bog (as listed in Annex 1 EC Habitats Directive), as
detailed mitigation measures (such as micrositing or construction methods)
have not been outlined. However advice from SEPA and Infrastructure
Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) indicates that appropriate
mitigation is likely achievable via suspensive condition. While it would not be
the preference to the Planning Service to defer these matters and it would be
far better to address these up front, the fact remains that as proposed the
scheme represents a minor departure which could be accommodated.
Assuming therefore that any micrositing improves the situation, the proposal
would not become any less acceptable through any future steps. The
proposal would therefore be an acceptable departure from the habitat element
of Policy E1 subject to conditions requiring the submission, agreement of and
adherence to mitigation measures in relation to peat.
6.4

Ornithology

6.4.1 Chapter 7 of the EIAR considers the impact of the development upon
Ornithology. As with Ecology, the main issues to consider are the impact of
the development upon protected species and priority habitats. Policy E1
Natural Heritage of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 is
therefore the primary consideration.
6.4.2 Primary consultees in respect of this matter are considered to be SNH and
RSPB. Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) has advised
that it would be appropriate to defer to the expertise of these bodies when
considering whether the proposal complies with the Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan 2017.
6.4.3 The EIAR was preceded by an extensive scoping exercise in order to target
detailed assessment of the impact of the proposal on the Important
Ornithological Features (IOFs) which are most likely to be impacted by the
development. The scoping exercise involved engagement with SNH and
concluded that the IOFs for this development are Goshawk, Herring Gull and
Fowlsheugh SPA.
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6.4.4 As a baseline the EIAR considers the most likely risks associated with the
proposal to be habitat loss, disturbance and displacement, and collision risk.
Habitat loss and disturbance/ displacement are most likely to occur to during
the construction phase of the development and therefore the impact would be
time limited. Provided the overall species populations are maintained, any
disturbance should prove temporary. The risks associated with construction
for a development of this nature do not differ significantly from other
construction sites, with incidents such as destruction or damage to nests and
eggs being the most likely form of habitat loss. In light of this industry
standard mitigation measures such as the adoption of best working practice
and the employment of an Ecological Clerk of Works (ECoW) would mitigate
the impacts.
6.4.5 Collision Risk differs in that the impact is associated with the operational
phase of the development and is therefore longer term. Many factors play into
considerations of collision risk. The sensitivity of a species to collision will
depend upon the overall population of said species, for example the loss of an
individual in a low-density species (eg. raptor) would be more significant than
the loss of an individual in a high-density species (eg Skylark). Collision risk is
thought to be higher for species that spend more time in the air, such as
foraging raptors, or those that follow migratory routes such as geese. The
EIAR considers that the Fetteresso site does not lie on a migratory route, or
contain features which would attract species at a higher risk of collision.
6.4.6 As the general risks have now been outlined, the paragraphs below shall
consider each of the IOFs in turn and consider the responses from SNH and
RSPB in determining whether the proposal complies with Policy E1.
Goshawk
6.4.7 Goshawk at this location are considered to form a regionally significant
population, although not specifically linked to any wider designated site. The
species is relatively sparse, although difficult to monitor and therefore actual
populations are thought to be higher than observed.
6.4.8 Survey work recorded high variation in the number of flights observed
between years, however the number of nests found increased from 4 in 2015
to 8 in 2018.
6.4.9 Disturbance to Goshawk is most likely to be related to noise or changes in
environment during the early breeding season (mid-march to mid-may),
although evidence would suggest that individuals can become accustomed to
a degree of disturbance if it is present from the beginning of the nesting
period. This has been evidenced on site with nests found less than 170m from
the existing roads. For this reason, the EIAR considers the risk of disturbance
to be low and not significant.

Planning Application: APP/2019/1341

Item: 6
Page: 68
Appendix 2A: Marr Area Committee Report
6.4.10 Displacement of Goshawk is considered to be moderately negative, however
not significant as the wider Fetteresso forest does provide good hunting and
breeding grounds for the species.
6.4.11 Collision mortality for this species is predicted to be 1.8 birds per year, or
3.6% of the population (0.66% Scottish population). Raptors are generally
considered to be at higher risk of collision in part due to physiology, and
partially due to hunting behaviour, with attention focused on distant prey.
Behaviour observed on site would indicate that Goshawk tend to fly at
predicted collision height when displaying, and generally hunting in the
canopy. This behaviour pattern would indicate a high chance that Goshawk
would be able to avoid the turbines. As such the potential impact of collisions
for this species is likely to be apparent but not significant.
6.4.12 SNH and RSPB are satisfied with the findings of the EIAR in relation to
Goshawk, and the proposed mitigation measures including working practices
as outlined above. SNH have advised that precautionary approach to buffer
zones around Goshawk nests should be taken, with a 500m buffer as
opposed to a 400m buffer. In assessing the above, the Planning Service are
minded to agree with the conclusions of the RSPB and SNH.
6.4.13 In a policy context, it has been demonstrated through appropriate survey work
that the impact of the development upon the Goshawk population has been
considered and is capable of mitigation through appropriate measures as
required under Policy E1.
Herring Gull
6.4.14 Herring Gull in this location are closely associated with the Fowlsheugh SPA.
The population is considered to be in decline. The Herring Gull population
tends to assemble during the breeding season, and later disperses to various
foraging ranges. This is reflected within the survey work, with around 125
individuals spotted to the east of the development during the 2015 breeding
season, but none later in the year. No gulls were spotted during the 2018
breeding season; however this could reflect changing food resources that
year. Given the location of sightings, it is reasonable to presume the gulls are
associated with Fowlsheugh SPA.
6.4.15 Herring Gulls were not observed feeding, roosting or adjacent to the proposed
development and therefore the development is considered to have no
predicted effect in relation to disturbance or displacement.
6.4.16 Collision risk modelling has been carried out in relation to Herring Gull. The
additional information which was submitted for this application contained a
revised assessment. Based upon the 2015 observations, and utilising a
99.5% avoidance rate for large gulls, it is suggested that 0.77 Herring Gulls
would collide with the turbines in any given breeding season. It is considered
within the EIAR that the impact would therefore be of low negative magnitude
and not significant in terms of the wider population.
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6.4.17 RSPB have raised no concerns in relation to Herring Gull, and note that the
2018 Seabird Census data suggests the breeding population at Fowlsheugh
SPA is much higher than previously suggested. This would lessen the impact
of any collisions. SNH have come to the view that any impact upon Herring
Gull would be significant in so far as it may impact upon the qualifying
interests of Fowlsheugh SPA. This is elaborated upon in the upcoming
Fowlsheugh section of this report.
6.4.18 The EIAR does not propose specific mitigation measures in relation to Herring
Gull as the population does not appear to roost or feed adjacent to the
turbines and therefore no significant population of the species would be
impacted by the proposed development. The collision modelling suggests a
low impact that could not be reasonably mitigated, and therefore any
individuals which are in the vicinity of the development would have a high
likelihood of avoiding the turbines (99.5% avoidance rate). Given the nature of
observations in this area (transient) and the avoidance rate, it is considered
that no meaningful mitigation could reasonably be undertaken.
6.4.19 In a policy context, it has been demonstrated through appropriate survey work
that the impact of the development upon the Herring Gull population has been
considered and would be acceptable without specific mitigation as required
under Policy E1.
Fowlsheugh SPA
6.4.20 Fowlsheugh SPA lies approximately 16km to the east of the development site
and is noted for gulls. Herring Gull in particular are an important feature of the
site, which previously supported up to 3190 pairs (2% GB population). More
recently, since the SPA was designated (1992) the Herring Gull population
has fallen to 125 breeding pairs. RSPB have however indicated that more
recent data (seabird census) may suggest the population is much higher.
6.4.21 In respect of the SPA, Policy E1 states that for nature conservation sites,
Aberdeenshire Council will only permit development where it can be
demonstrated that the objectives of the site and overall integrity are not
compromised. Through consultation with SNH, and investigations associated
with the EIAR it is clear that the main impact upon the Fowlsheugh SPA
relates to any impact upon Herring Gull.
6.4.22 As stated in the Herring Gull section, the main impact relates to collision risk
and the effect this would have upon the species integrity. Revised data would
suggest the loss of 0.77 individuals per year. Whilst it is difficult to quantify the
breeding population at Fowlsheugh, this figure of 0.77 would equate to less
than 0.616% of the population (as worked out from the number in the EIAR).
This is not likely to significantly alter or undermine the wider population at
Fowlsheugh.
6.4.23 In a regulatory context, SNH have advised that the Scottish Government (as
determining authority) will need to carry out an appropriate assessment of the
impact on the qualifying interests of the SPA under the Habitats Regulations.
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6.4.24 It is considered that the proposal has demonstrated that it is unlikely to have
such a significant effect upon the qualifying interests of the SPA designation,
as to risk or challenge the need for said designation. It is therefore considered
that the proposal complies with Policy E1 in relation to ornithology and
designated sites.
Ornithology Conclusion
6.4.25 It is considered that the applicant has demonstrated through appropriate
survey work, that the ornithological impact of the development could be
appropriately managed through mitigation measures. These measures
primarily related to the construction phase of the development, when
disturbance to bird is most likely to occur. Such disturbances would be
managed through working practices and the employment of an ecological
clerk of works (ECoW), which should be detailed within a CEMP and secured
via planning condition. The impact upon specific species is considered to be
acceptable when assessed against Policy E1.
6.4.26 In respect of Designated Sites, Fowlsheugh SPA has been identified as the
only site likely to be impacted. Appropriate survey work has been undertaken
to demonstrate the proposal would not undermine the qualifying interests of
the designation. It is considered that the proposal would comply with Policy
E1 in respect of designated sites.
6.4.27 Notwithstanding the above, the Planning Service would reiterate that the
Scottish Government (as determining authority) will need to carry out an
appropriate assessment of the impact on the qualifying interests of the SPA
under the Habitats Regulations
6.5

Landscape and Visual Impact

6.5.1 Chapter 8 of the EIAR concerns Landscape and Visual Impact. The EIAR
comprises a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) and a
Cumulative Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (CLVIA).
6.5.2 The study area for the assessment is identified as being 40km from the
outermost turbines in all directions. This area is consistent with that
recommended in good practice guidance for turbines of this scale, and has
been agreed by the applicant with SNH through the scoping process and preapplication discussions. The cumulative search area is 60km, and includes all
operational schemes, schemes under construction, approved schemes and
those with a valid application (including appeals) along with those at the
scoping stage. Single turbines or those with a height of 50m or less are only
considered within 5km of the proposed development. Those schemes within
15km of the proposed development are included within the CLVIA.
6.5.3 The EIAR has sought to determine the landscape baseline through utilising
various assessments and designations which characterise the landscape.
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These include SNH Landscape Character Assessments, which outline
Landscape Character Types (LCTs). SNH reviewed their Landscape
Character Assessments in February 2019, which supersede the previous
1998 editions. LCTs previously contained Landscape Character Areas
(LCAs), which provided more localised information. As part of the review, the
titles and boundaries of some LCTs changed and LCAs within each LCT are
now no longer referenced. Other key landscape designations, such as the
Aberdeenshire Special Landscape Areas (SLAs) are also identified within the
EIAR as a key consideration. These are designated by Aberdeenshire Council
through the Local Development Plan process and seek to highlight local
significant or valued landscape elements.
6.5.4 The methodology presented in the LVIA / CLVIA is considered to be orthodox
and appropriate.
6.5.5 The key policies in relation to this chapter are Policy E2 Landscape and Policy
C2 Renewable Energy. Policy E2 states that Aberdeenshire Council will
refuse development which causes unacceptable impacts upon the key natural
landscape elements, historical features, composition or quality of the
landscape character through scale, location or design. The Policy further
states that development should not significantly erode characteristics as
defined in Scottish Natural Heritages Landscape Character Assessment or
linked to Aberdeenshire Special Landscape Areas (SLAs). Policy C2
highlights the significance of the Spatial Framework Mapping on P74 of the
LDP and Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Turbines in
determining the appropriateness of a location for Wind Turbines. The Policy
further requires all wind farms to be appropriately sited and designed in order
to avoid unacceptable environmental effects and take into account cumulative
effects of existing and consented wind turbines.
6.5.6 It is noted that the ‘Planning Statement Update, February 2020’ outlines the
developers view that Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment referred to
by within Policy C2 is out of date, having been produced in March 2014 –
before SPP (June 2014) and other more recent Scottish Government policies
on climate change and energy such as The Scottish Government’s Onshore
Wind Policy Statement (December 2017). Whilst the Planning Service can
understand the view of the developer, the Service is confident that the
Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment remains valid. Whilst the
assessment was compiled prior to SPP, it forms part of the Aberdeenshire
Local Development Plan 2017 which was subject to examination and
eventually adopted after SPP came into force – the Strategic Landscape
Capacity Assessment forms part of the adopted and up to date Local
Development Plan and as such, regardless of the developer’s disagreement
with the content of this, the fact remains that this forms and adopted and key
part of the Policy basis for assessment. The Planning Service shall therefore
treat Policy C2 and the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment as a key
consideration.
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6.5.7 It is worth reiterating at this point that even in a scenario whereby any
landscape assessment was agreed to be out of date or not fit for purpose
(which is not the case here) a proposal would still require to have an
acceptable visual impact upon the surrounding landscape. The argument that
any issues with the status of a policy or landscape capacity assessment in
turn result in a de facto acceptability of any proposal are considered to be
misplaced and do not take account of wider landscape and visual
considerations.
6.5.8 The impact of the development is best viewed through two distinct, but
undoubtedly linked elements. Landscape Character relates to the pattern of
development and landscape features which define an area. Visual Impact
relates to individual receptors, such as settlements, properties or those
utilising an area for recreational purposes.
Landscape Character Effects of Development
6.5.9 In order to determine the impact of the development upon the landscape
character and composition and subsequently upon the LCTs and SLAs, the
likely impacts of the scheme must first be determined. The development
would have three phases, which are likely to impact the landscape in different
ways. These are the construction phase - which is predicted to last around 12
months, the operational phase – which would last up to 35 years and the
decommissioning phase at the end of the productive lifespan of the
development.
6.5.10 Construction effects on the landscape include an increase in human activity
for forestry felling to allow ground infrastructure works, borrow pit excavation
(which is unquantified in terms of exact depth or size within the submission),
creation of new access tracks and upgrades to the existing access,
installation of electrical infrastructure, construction of wind turbine foundations
and crane pads, erection of wind turbines and reinstatement and restoration
works. The construction phase is predicted to last no less than 12 months.
6.5.11 Effects would mainly arise from the erection of the wind turbines, and the use
of minor roads for construction traffic, including HGVs and cranes. It is likely
that these impacts would largely be short term when considered in the context
of the lifetime of the development (12 months of construction activity out of 35
years, with not all activity occurring at once). Other effects are likely to be
limited through the use of existing infrastructure (i.e. access tracks) and
through the adoption of good practice and site management, alongside
restoration works to restore forestry and moorland lost during construction.
6.5.12 Operational impacts are likely to be associated with short term loss of
coniferous forestry and open ground/ moorland in order to accommodate
turbine bases and crane pads. Where possible temporary elements shall be
reinstated post construction. The EIAR characterises the introduction of wind
turbines as the addition of new man-made elements of considerable vertical
scale to the landscape, but suggests the impact would be localised. The
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operational impact in terms of infrastructure is likely to be lower than the
construction phase, with fewer vehicle movements and restoration of borrow
pits.
6.5.13 It is considered that the description of likely effects during the construction
and operational phases are accurate, however in order to determine the
significance of any impact upon the landscape character, the Planning
Service must consider the impact the construction and operational phase
upon each LCT and SLA. The EIAR has identified the following LCTs and
SLAs (within Aberdeenshire).









LCT 29 Summits and Plateaux - Aberdeenshire (Location of
Development)
LCT 24 Coastal Farmed Ridges and Hills - Aberdeenshire
LCT 22 Broad Valley Lowlands – Aberdeenshire
LCT 26 Wooded Estates – Aberdeenshire
LCT 28 Outlying Hills and Ridges
Braes of the Mearns SLA
Clachnaben and Forest of Birse SLA
Dee Valley SLA

6.5.14 The EIAR has assessed the impact of the development upon each LCT and
SLA. In order to determine the Landscape Character Impact upon
Aberdeenshire, the Planning Service has reviewed the assessment each LCT
/ SLA in the paragraphs below.
6.5.15 LCT 29 Summits and Plateaux - Aberdeenshire (Location of Development) is
an expansive upland plateau with a smooth rolling landform and rounded hill
summits. The EIAR suggests that the proposal would marginally increase the
presence and influence of wind energy development within the Aberdeenshire
Summits and Plateaux, particularly when viewed in conjunction with the
existing Mid Hill schemes. It is also suggested that the scale of the proposed
turbines would be consistent with the existing Mid Hill development, as the
siting would ensure a degree of consistency in tip heights (AOD). Overall the
EIAR concludes that the direct impact upon the immediate area of the LCT is
likely to be Moderate and Significant. Beyond the immediate area, the EIAR
contends that the wider LCT is unlikely to suffer significant impacts due to
increasing distances from the development.
6.5.16 The EIAR relies upon Viewpoints 4,5 and 10 (VP4, 5 and 10) to demonstrate
the purported diminished impact on the wider LCT. VP 4 concerns Cairn
O’Mount, and is covered in greater detail below, however it is considered that
the viewpoint demonstrates that while the development can be read as an
extension to Mid Hill, the scale and positioning of Fetteresso creates a sense
of encroachment. VP 5 concerns Clachnaben, and is covered in greater detail
below, however it is considered that the viewpoint demonstrates a focusing of
Wind Turbine development to the eastern end of LCT 29, which Fetteresso
would reinforce. VP 10 concerns Durris Forest. The landscape is shown to be
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managed but naturalistic with forestry as a key element, man made elements
are obvious in the form of transmission infrastructure and Mid Hill Wind Farm.
It is considered that Fetteresso would be viewed as an extension to Mid Hill
from this location (from the north), with efforts (in terms of siting) to minimise
the disparity in heights proving successful.
6.5.17 The Planning Service consider the impact upon the entirety of LCT 29 to be
Moderate and Significant. Whilst the applicant has demonstrated that the
embedded design may prove successful in mitigating landscape impact from
the north (VP 10), VP4 and VP5 demonstrate the sensitivity of the LCT to
additional turbines as a whole. The impact is deemed to be moderate as
opposed to high, as it could theoretically be reversed at the end of the
operational lifespan. Policy E2 states development should not significantly
erode the characteristics of SNH LCAs (now LCTs). The focusing of wind
development on one end of the LCT would create a distinct localised
character, which would be dominated by man-made features of a significant
scale which would be at odds with the wider Summits and Plateaux LCT. The
significant impact is therefore considered to be unacceptable.
6.5.18 LCT 24 Coastal Farmed Ridges and Hills – Aberdeenshire is a large, open
landscape located to the east of the development site. A large proportion of
this LCT is predicted to have visibility of 9-10 Turbines. The EIAR considers
the LCT to be of Medium/ Low sensitivity, due to the relatively medium/ low
landscape value and susceptibility. The Planning Service broadly agrees with
this assessment of the sensitivity of the LCT, however would tend to air on the
side of caution in determining it to be Medium sensitivity, due to the proximity
to the development site.
6.5.19 Due to the scale and varying predicted effects, the EIRA considers LCT 24 in
several sections. The Glenbervie section (to the west of the A90) of the LCT is
predicted to be subject to the most significant impacts. Viewpoints 11 and 13
(VP 11 + 13) are located within this area. VP 11 is located to the West of
Blererno, and demonstrates a relatively open landscape bounded by
undulating hills. Some Wind Farm development is already evident. VP 11
provides a photomontage of 9 Fetteresso turbines which would be visible.
This viewpoint represents a more elevated region of this LCT. VP 13 is
located at Glenbervie and seeks to demonstrate that the intervening
landforms would prevent a significant impact from occurring. 3 Turbine tips
are shown to be visible on the wireframe drawing, however no photomontage
has been provided as intervening landscaping would prevent higher visibility.
The EIAR concludes that the proposal is likely to have a Moderate effect on
this part of the LCT, which although indirect would be Significant. The
Planning Service agree with this assessment and would go further in
suggesting the scale of the proposed turbines (in terms of height and rotor
diameter) exacerbate the sense of development encroaching on this LCT.
Policy E2 states development should not significantly erode the
characteristics of SNH LCAs (now LCTs). This location is considered by the
Planning Service to be particularly sensitive to the scale of the proposed
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turbines, as it includes nearby settlements. The scale of the proposed turbines
in terms of height would lead to a sense of encroachment when the
development is viewed against the backdrop of the Mid Hill developments.
This sense of encroachment would undermine the open character of the LCT.
The significant impact is therefore considered to be unacceptable.
6.5.20 The Garvock part of the LCT (east of the A90) would according to the EIAR,
be subject to less significant impacts, due to the intervening landscaping and
topography. Viewpoints 2 and 12 (VP 2 + 12) are located within this area, with
Viewpoint 9 (VP 9) located on the edge. VP 2 is located along the A90 to the
East of Meikle Fiddes. This VP demonstrates a relatively open landscape,
punctuated with clusters of wind energy development. 10 turbines are
theoretically visible, however the photomontage indicates intervening
landscaping would prevent visibility. VP 9 presents views of the development
from Aberdeen Road, Laurencekirk. Again, the landscape is relatively open
and bounded by undulating hills, with the Mid Hill Developments visible in the
distance. The applicant contends that the positioning of Fetteresso in front of
the Mid Hill Developments would lessen the visual impact and limit effects
upon the LCT. VP 12 presents views from Hill of Garvock Car Park, which
benefits from panoramic views to the north. The Mid Hill Developments,
Herecha Hill I, Droop Hill, East Town, Jacksbank and Meikle Carewe Wind
Farms/ Turbines are all visible. The EIAR contends that VP 2, 9 and 12
demonstrate that the decreasing visibility and prominence as distance from
the site increase, suggests the impact upon the wider LCT may be moderate,
but is not significant. The Planning Service agree that the EIAR has
demonstrated a variable impact upon this part of the LCT, however disagrees
with the idea that the placement of Fetteresso in the foreground of Mid Hill
would lessen the impact. The scale of the proposed turbines (in terms of
height and rotor diameter) exacerbate the sense of development encroaching
on this LCT.
6.5.21 The Planning Service consider the impact of the development on the
Glenbervie section of LCT 24 to be Moderate and Significant. Whilst the local
topography and landscaping may limit some views, where the development is
visible, the scale (in terms of height and rotor diameter) in combination with
the siting (in the foreground of Mid Hill) would create a sense of
encroachment and challenge the open nature of the landscape. The impact
upon the wider LCT is considered to be Moderate and Significant. The
Planning Service note that LCT 24 is characterised by ‘Frequent single and
small groups of large wind turbines’, this development has consistently been
referred to as an extension to the Mid Hill Developments, and would take the
total number of turbines to 43. The Planning Service consider this to be large
group of large wind turbines, the appearance of which is further exacerbated
through a sense of encroachment (as detailed above). It is accepted that the
turbines lie out with this LCT, but the indirect effect would be significant.
Policy E2 states development should not significantly erode the
characteristics of SNH LCAs (now LCTs). The sense of encroachment around
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the Glenbervie section of the LCT would undermine the openness of the
landscape character. The creations of a cluster of 43 wind turbines (Mid Hill
Developments + the proposed development) cannot be considered a small
group of large turbines, as this LCT is noted to house and therefore would
undermine the character of the LCT. The significant impact is therefore
considered to be unacceptable.
6.5.22 LCT 22 Broad Valley Lowlands – Aberdeenshire has been identified as being
of medium sensitivity and likely to be subject to a moderate/ minor effect by
the developer. The EIAR rationalises this assessment through noting that
impacts within this LCT are likely to be limited to the eastern portion of the
area, with up to 10 turbine tips being visible and falling away to zero visibility
elsewhere. The EIAR does not consider the impact to be significant.
Viewpoint 3 (VP3) taken on the A90 south of Fordoun is situated within an
area of LCT 22 from which up to 10 turbines would be visible. The EIAR
suggests that as the development would be an extension to the Mid Hill
Developments, it appears against the backdrop of an existing windfarm and
therefore has a lesser impact. The Planning Service accepts the argument
that this development could be viewed as a visual extension from this
location, however the significant difference in scale (between the heights of
the turbines at Fetteresso and Mid Hill) would lead to a perception of
development creeping steadily southward. For this reason, the Planning
Service considers the effect to be Moderate. In terms of impacting upon the
wider LCT, the Planning Service considers that the lack of visibility within the
remainder of the area would limit the potential for a significant effect to occur,
and therefore agree with the overall conclusion that the effect on the LCT is
Not Significant. Policy E2 states development should not significantly erode
the characteristics of SNH LCAs (now LCTs). Whilst localised impacts may
occur in this LCT, the limited visibility in large areas of the LCT would prevent
a significant impact from occurring. The Planning Service consider the impact
on LCT 22, when assessed against Policy E2 to be acceptable.
6.5.23 LCT 26 Wooded Estates – Aberdeenshire lies approximately 7km to the north
of the development site. The EIAR identifies this area as being of medium
sensitivity and subject to a minor/ negligible effect. The EIAR outlines that
whilst there is potential for visibility within the southern section of this LCT (as
shown on the ZTV, up to 10 turbines could be visible), the intervening
topography and landscape would drastically reduce this. Where visibility does
occur, it is likely to be seen as an extension to the Mid Hill Developments.
Viewpoint 14 (VP 14) is taken from the B9126 overlooking the Loch of Skene
and demonstrates that the existing Mid Hill development is difficult to
perceive. Whilst a photomontage has not been provided for this location, the
wireframe viewpoint does suggest that any visual impact is likely to be minor.
The Planning Service agree with the developer’s classification of the potential
effect as Minor/ Negligible. In terms of impacting upon the wider LCT, the
Planning Service considers that the lack of visibility within the remainder of
the area would limit the potential for a significant effect to occur, and therefore
agree with the overall conclusion that the effect on the LCT is Not Significant.
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This would be acceptable in terms of Policy E2, as the limits visibility would
prevent a significant change to the character of this LCT.
6.5.24 LCT 28 Outlying Hills and Ridges are a series of moorland spurs that extend
from the Cairngorms to the farmed landscape. Six instances of this LCT occur
within the 40km study area, with the closest being Scotly Hill to the north. The
EIAR considers this LCT to be of Medium/ High sensitivity and characterises
the predicted effects as Moderate/ Minor. Viewpoint 6 (VP 6) demonstrates
the impact of the development from Scotly Hill (as the closest example of this
LCT). 3 of the proposed turbines are predicted to be visible from the southern
slopes, which the EIAR suggests would be read as an extension to the
existing Mid Hill development. The EIAR further elaborates to state the scale
of the new turbines would be unlikely to be noticed from the position, due to
care taken when siting the turbines in terms of their position AOD. The
Planning Service agree with the conclusions of the developer in relation to this
viewpoint, and are satisfied that other instances of LCT 28 are likely to be
subject to diminishing impacts due to increasing intervening distances. The
Planning Service therefore consider the impact upon LCT 28 to be Minor/
Moderate and Not Significant.
6.5.25 The Braes of the Mearns SLA is located approximately 2.5km south of the
development site. The designation includes the south facing slopes of the
Mounth and the northern part of the Howe of the Mearns. The EIAR considers
this designation to be of medium / high sensitivity and likely to be subject to
minor, non-significant effects. In justifying this stance, the EIAR notes that
visibility would be limited to specific locations within the SLA and focuses
comment upon Cairn O’Mount (Viewpoint 10). The EIAR states that the
impact from Cairn O’Mount would not spoil the most popular view over the
Howe of the Mearns, but rather would be north east and where turbines are
visible they would be viewed as an extension to the Mid Hill development, with
the impact further mitigated through intervening landforms. The Planning
Service agree with the designation of the landscape sensitivity as Medium/
High as the designation of an SLA represents a landscape of local
significance and value. In terms of the significance of the impact, the Planning
Service agree with the developer that the proposal is unlikely to fundamentally
challenge the nature of the SLA, as the development would lie out with the
designation, and be visible from select areas. The impact on the SLA is
considered Minor and Not Significant. It should be noted that the visual impact
upon receptors, including visitors to Cairn O’Mount will be discussed in the
Visual Impact section.
6.5.26 Clachnaben and Forest of Birse SLA occupies the south western edge of
Aberdeenshire some 5km from the development site. The SLA comprises part
of the upland Mounth, the Forest of Brise (one of the wildest areas of
Aberdeenshire outside the Cairngorms National Park) and Clachnaben (a
prominent landmark for miles around). The EIAR identifies this as an area of
Medium/ High sensitivity. The ZTV indicates scattered visibility across the
SLA, with the most significant impacts found towards the south of the
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designation. Viewpoint 5 (VP5) provides an example of predicted views within
this SLA, and considers views from Clachnaben. VP5 shows the development
as clearly visible from Clachnaben, with the developer suggesting this is read
as a visual extension to the Mid Hill development. The contextual images
associated with VP 5 reiterate the wild character of other views from this
location, and emphasise that wind development is a significant feature to the
east (albeit out with the SLA). In terms of the significance of the impact, the
Planning Service agree with the developer that the proposal is unlikely to
fundamentally challenge the nature of the SLA, as the development would lie
out with the designation. In terms of the Landscape Character of the SLA, the
effect is considered to be Moderate although Not Significant as the underlying
qualities of the wider SLA would remain unchanged. It should be noted that
the visual impact upon receptors, including visitors to Clachnaben will be
discussed in the Visual Impact section.
6.5.27 The Dee Valley SLA is located approximately 6km north of the development
site, and encompasses the riverside setting of settlements such as Aboyne
and Banchory. The EIAR identifies this as a High/ Medium sensitivity area,
which the planning service agrees with. A Moderate/ Minor level of effect is
predicted, which the EIAR states is Not Significant. The ZTV indicates a
relatively low visibility, with 1-3 turbines predicted to be visible in the core of
the SLA (west of Banchory), the EIAR further notes that visibility of the
proposal is likely to be further reduced through intervening landscaping
(noting forestry and woodland are common in this area). Where visibility does
occur, the development is likely to be read as an extension to the existing Mid
Hill development. As with the other SLA designations, in terms of the
Landscape Character of the SLA, the effect is considered to be Moderate
although Not Significant as the underlying qualities of the wider SLA would
remain unchanged. The Planning Service are satisfied with the assessment
contained within the EIAR, as the low visibility would prevent a significant
impact upon the wider SLA designation.
6.5.28 In relation to the overall Landscape Character Impact, the Planning Service
are satisfied with the developer’s assessment of the effects of the proposal
upon LCT 22, 26, 28 and the Braes of the Mearns SLA, Clachnaben and
Forest of Birse SLA and Dee Valley SLA, as whilst some visibility may occur,
the extent is unlikely to fundamentally undermine the underlying character of
these areas and therefore the Planning Service do not consider the impacts to
be significant, and therefore they are acceptable. The Planning Service
partially agree with the EIAR in respect of LCT 29 and 24, however consider
localised and wider effects as significant. The significance of these effects
primarily relates to the scale of the proposed turbines (in terms of height and
rotor diameter) and the siting of the proposal in the foreground of the Mid Hill
Developments, which is considered to create a sense of encroachment. This
impact is considered to undermine the openness associated with LCT 29 and
is therefore significant and unacceptable in terms of Policy E2. Further to this,
the development will create a large cluster of large wind turbines, which would
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not be in keeping with the established character of LCT 24. Whilst the
Planning Service accept the development is not located within LCT 24, the
high degree of visibility would create a significant and unacceptable impact.
Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire
2014
6.5.29 Policy C2 of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 provides a
strong link to the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy
in Aberdeenshire 2014. This document pre-dates the SNH Landscape
Character Assessment 2019, and therefore considers the impacts upon
Landscape Character Areas (LCAs), as opposed to the broader LCTs which
are detailed above. It is noted that LCAs sit within LCTs, and provide a more
localised description of the landscape character and pressures. Given the
strong policy link and the hierarchical nature of LCAs (forming a more
localised element of LCTs), it is entirely reasonable and appropriate to
consider the impact of the development upon the LCA in which the
development is located.
6.5.30 The Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy in
Aberdeenshire 2014 forms the basis of Aberdeenshire Councils approach to
determining whether proposed wind energy developments are appropriately
located. The document considers each LCA, and takes into account wind
energy developments which were operational or consented at the time of the
assessment (2014). The assessment has been used to identify several
‘groups’ within Aberdeenshire. Group 1 areas are not suitable for
development (Cairngorms National Park, National Scenic Areas), Group 2
areas of significant protection (national or international designations, or within
2km around settlements), Group 3 areas have potential capacity subject to
detailed consideration and final Areas with strategic landscape capacity are
identified. The development site lies within a Group 3 area. At a more
localised level, further examination of the Capacity Assessment identifies the
development site as falling within ‘The Mounth LCA’. The findings of the
capacity assessment in relation to this LCA are detailed below.
6.5.31 The Capacity assessment describes the area as follows:
“Although large in scale and simple in pattern with the characteristics
considered suitable for wind farm development, the Mounth is a distinctive
landform (the Highland Boundary Fault), integral to the identity of much of
Aberdeenshire and visible from a very wide area. Its southern flank has a
high degree of visual sensitivity. It forms the backdrop to many sensitive
LCAs and is the foreground to the Cairngorm massif and National Park…The
Mounth LCA is characterised as an area which would be unsuitable for wind
turbine development beyond a domestic scale (15m)…”
6.5.32 The Planning Service considers this to clearly identify the area as sensitive to
development, with no remaining capacity.
Landscape Character Conclusion
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6.5.33 The EIAR has provided a thorough and mostly accepted assessment of the
impact of the proposal on LCTs and SLAs. Concerns in relation to the wider
impact upon LCT 29 and 24, relate to the scale of the proposed turbines when
viewed in conjunction with Mid Hill Wind Farm. The comparative height and
rotor diameter of the Fetteresso turbines (particularly when viewed in the
foreground of Mid Hill) is considered to create a sense of encroaching
development, which undermines the sense of openness associated with LCT
29 and 24.
6.5.34 It is noted that SNH have agreed with the conclusions of the EIAR in their
entirety, and also highlighted a lack of capacity for development of this nature
within the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy in
Aberdeenshire 2014, although concluding this would be permissible as an
extension.
6.5.35 Whilst Aberdeenshire Council note the views of SNH, the Council as Local
Planning Authority have concluded that the development (in terms of
Landscape Character Impact) does not comply with Policy E2, as it would
have significant negative impacts upon LCT 29 and LCT 24, owing to the
scale and siting of the proposed turbines. Furthermore the proposal does not
comply with Policy C2, as the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for
Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire 2014 states the development lies within ‘the
Mounth LCA’ (Now superseded by LCT 29 within SNH guidance) and
characterises this as an area which would be unsuitable for wind turbine
development beyond a domestic scale.
Visual Impact (Viewpoints)
6.5.36 Visual impacts are distinct from the wider Landscape Character impact, as
they focus upon specific receptors such as settlements, landmarks or
individuals. The EIAR considers visual impact through representative
viewpoints, many of which have been considered in the preceding Landscape
Character section. Table 3 (below) details the viewpoints, alongside the visual
receptor and projected significance as stated in the EIAR.

Viewpoint Location
VP 1
VP 2
VP 3

Stonehaven
Monument
A90, East of
Meikle Fiddes
A90, South of
Fordoun

Distance
from nearest
Turbine (km)
15.4
9.6
9.7
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Visual
Receptor

Significance

Recreational
visitors
Road users

Not Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Moderate/
Minor)
Not Significant
(Moderate/
Minor)
Not Significant
(Moderate)

Road Users
Residents
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VP 4

B974, Cairn
O’Mount

6.4

VP 5

Clachnaben

8.6

Recreational
users at
summit
Hillwalkers

VP 6

Scotly Hill

8.6

Hillwalkers

VP 7

Banchory

11.0

VP 8

A93, Denmar

15.1

Elevated
Residents
Road Users

VP 9

Aberdeen Rd,
Laurencekirk

11.9

Road Users
Residents

VP 10

Durris Forest

8.2

Hillwalkers

VP 11

West of
5.4
Blererno
Hill of Garvock 13.7
Car Park

VP 12

Recreational
users
Recreational
users (picnic
spot)
Residents
Road users

VP 13

Glenbervie

7.1

VP 14

B9126
overlooking
Loch of Skene
Mount Keen

23.7

Road users

29.1

Hillwalkers

Cairn
Caidloch

29.1

Hillwalkers

VP 15
VP 16

Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Minor)
Not Significant
(Moderate/
Minor)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Negligible)
Not Significant
(Negligible)
Not Significant
(Minor)
Not Significant
(Minor)
Not Significant
(Minor)

Table 3: Summary of Viewpoints

6.5.37 The Planning Service are satisfied with the identification of significant impacts
as detailed within the above table, with the exception of VP 5 – Clachnaben
which shall also be treated as significant for the purposes of this report, as the
Planning Service consider the magnitude of change to be higher than detailed
within the EIAR. The determination of significance is dependant upon the
magnitude of change for the visual receptor. VP 4, 5 and 11 are explored in
greater detail below.
6.5.38 VP 4 considers the impact of the development from Cairn O’Mount, with
recreational users identified as the visual receptor. Recreational users, as the
receptors, are to be focused on the surrounding landscape during activities.
Visits to these locations are transient in that the recreational users would not
be a permanent receptor, however they are likely to have a long exposure
time to the visual change. Appendix 8.3 of the EIAR further details the
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potential impacts upon visual receptors, and in relation to Cairn O’Mount
notes that the development would be viewed against the backdrop of Mid Hill.
The Planning Service accept this analysis, and further consider that the
proposal at Fetteresso would further establish Wind Generation as a
prominent Landscape Element which is visible to the east of Cairn O’Mount.
Therefore the magnitude of change is likely to be limited, however the scale
(in terms of turbine height and rotor diameter) are likely to create a sense of
visual encroachment which would result in a Moderate and Significant impact.
With regard to Policy, it is considered that the impact would raise concern
when assessed against Policy E2, which seeks to prevent development which
has a detrimental upon landscape character or composition, through scale,
location or design.
6.5.39 VP 5 considers the impact when viewed from Clachnaben, with recreational
users identified as visual receptors. As with Cairn O’Mount. Recreational
users, as the receptors, are to be focused on the surrounding landscape
during activities. Visits to these locations are transient in that the recreational
users would not be a permanent receptor, however they are likely to have a
long exposure time to the visual change. Appendix 8.3 of the EIAR further
details the potential impacts upon visual receptors, and in relation to
Clachnaben states that the development would read as a lateral extension to
Mid Hill, and therefore the Moderate impact would be considered Not
Significant. The Planning Service disagree however and consider the visual
impact in this location to be significant, as the lateral extension of Mid Hill via
Fetteresso would create a dense cluster of Wind Generation, with visual
connectivity between several individual turbines and Wind Farms in an area
deemed to have no landscape capacity. This added impact would create a
cluttered and concentrated visual impact which raises concern in terms of
ALDP Policy E2.
6.5.40 VP 11 considers the impact when view from West of Blererno, with
recreational users identified as visual receptors. Recreational users, as the
receptors, are to be focused on the surrounding landscape during activities.
Visits to these locations are transient in that the recreational users would not
be a permanent receptor, however they are likely to have a long exposure
time to the visual change. This location is identified as being subject to a
Major/Moderate magnitude of change, which would therefore be Significant.
Whilst the development would not introduce a new landscape feature, the
proposed turbines would outnumber and out scale those currently present.
The Planning Service agree with this conclusion, with the significant visual
impact raising concerns in terms of Policy.
6.5.41 Assessing the above noted visual impacts against Policy ALDP E2, the
proposal would have significant effects upon the character of the natural
landscape as a whole. Visibility in itself is not necessarily a negative issue, but
in this instance, it is considered that given the scale and location of the
proposal in relation to the Mid Hill Developments, that significant adverse
impacts would result which would in turn represent an unacceptable visual
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impact within this landscape. The scale of the development when viewed
against the backdrop of the Mid Hill Developments would create a sense of
the development encroaching further into the landscape due to the varying
heights of the developments. Even taken in isolation, the design of the
Fetteresso development is a cause for concern, as the turbines would all have
a rotor diameter of 130m regardless of blade tip height. This would result in a
number of turbines appearing squat, particularly next to turbines which may
be up to 50m taller. This would create a visually discordant development, out
of scale with the host landscape. Based on this, it is considered that the
effects of the proposed development are unacceptable on the natural
landscape in terms of ALDP Policy E2.

Visual Impact (Settlements and Residential)
6.5.42 Moving on from viewpoints, the Development Site lies adjacent and within
view of a number of Settlements and individual properties. The EIAR has
therefore considered residents of these places as visual receptors. Unlike
recreational users, residential receptors are less likely to be focused on the
surrounding landscape, but would have a longer exposure to any effects. The
EIAR designates settlements as having a High sensitivity, an approach which
the Planning Service agrees with. It should be noted that the assessment of
significance in relation to Settlements relates to the entirety of the settlement,
as opposed to individual properties.
6.5.43 Auchenblae, Fordoun, Laurenckirk, Stonehaven, Inverbervie and Portlethen
have been considered. Auchenblae is located 5km south of the proposed
development, with some existing views towards Mid Hill. Fetteresso would be
visible from some properties with views to the north, and is likely to be viewed
as an extension to Mid Hill. The slight lateral extension of Mid Hill would
create a Moderate and Significant impact for effected properties, however the
wider impact on the settlement is considered Not Significant as intervening
landforms would block visibility. The Planning Service are in agreement with
this conclusion.No significant impacts have been identified in relation to
Fordoun, Laurencekirk, Stonehaven, Inverbervie or Portlethen. Fordoun and
Laurencekirk are predicted to be subject to localised slight/ minor magnitudes
of change, as any views of Fetteresso are likely to be seen behind or in
conjunction with existing Wind Turbines and therefore would not alter the
character of these views. Stonehaven, Inverbervie and Portlethen are noted to
be focused and oriented towards the North Sea, and benefit from Landcover
to the west, thus limiting potential visibility. The Planning Service is satisfied
with the assessment in relation to these settlements.
6.5.44 Residential Visual Amenity has been considered for properties within 3km of
the Development Site. This has identified 29 properties within this area. 21 of
these properties would have visibility of the proposed development, 9 of which
would be subject to significant effects. A further 2 may experience significant
effects, depending upon forest clearance. The EIAR notes that residential
Planning Application: APP/2019/1341

Item: 6
Page: 84
Appendix 2A: Marr Area Committee Report
visual amenity is particularly difficult to quantify and assess as it is often a
very subjective and personal matter. The 9 properties which are considered to
be subject to major impacts, are those which have some visibility of the Mid
Hill Developments and would have theoretical visibility of between 7 – 10 of
the proposed turbines. The significance of the impact is closely related to the
magnitude of change which would occur. The 2 further properties with
potentially significant impacts would have theoretical views of 7 blade tips,
and 4 hubs however currently cannot see the Mid-Hill Developments. The
Planning Service are in agreement with the assessment of significance, and
would air on the side of caution in including the 2 additional properties. The
assessment further states that intervening landscaping topography and the
positioning of the properties would prevent any impact from being so
significant as to make the residence unattractive to occupy. Policy C2 states
that in respect of Residential Amenity, unacceptable significant impacts
should be avoided.
Landscape and Visual Impact Conclusion
6.5.45 In assessing the overall Landscape and Visual Impact of the proposed
development, the Planning Service must have due regard for the relevant
Policies of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017. These are
considered to be Policy E2 Landscape and Policy C2 Renewable Energy.
Policy E2 states that Aberdeenshire Council will refuse development which
causes unacceptable impacts upon the key natural landscape elements,
historical features, composition or quality of the landscape character through
scale, location or design. The Policy further states that development should
not significantly erode characteristics as defined in Scottish Natural Heritage’s
Landscape Character Assessment or linked to Aberdeenshire Special
Landscape Areas (SLAs). Policy C2 highlights the significance of the Spatial
Framework Mapping on P74 of the LDP and Strategic Landscape Capacity
Assessment for Wind Turbines in determining the appropriateness of a
location for Wind Turbines. The Policy further requires all wind farms to be
appropriately sited and designed in order to avoid unacceptable
environmental effects and take into account cumulative effects of existing and
consented wind turbines.
6.5.46 In terms of Policy E2, the Planning Service considers that as the proposal
would have significant negative impacts upon LCT 29 and LCT 24, owing to
the scale and siting of the proposed turbines, that the development would
have an unacceptable Landscape Character impact. Furthermore, the
proposal would have significant effects upon the visual amenity of the
Landscape, particularly for recreational users. Visibility in itself is not
necessarily a negative issue, but in this instance, it is considered that given
the scale (turbine height and rotor diameter) and location of the proposal in
relation to the Mid Hill Developments, that significant adverse impacts would
result which would in turn represent an unacceptable visual impact within this
landscape. It is therefore considered that the proposal does not comply with
Policy E2.
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6.5.47 In terms of Policy C2, the development site falls within a Group 3 area which
suggests there may capacity for Wind Turbines subject to detailed
consideration. Upon further interrogation of the Spatial Framework for Wind
Energy, it is the case that the development would be located within ‘The
Mounth LCA’, which the Spatial Framework considers to have no further
capacity, above domestic generation. Whilst the Planning Service is cognisant
of SNHs stance that as the development would be an extension to Mid Hill
Wind Farm, the Planning Service consider that Spatial Framework is clear in
stating no capacity exists and that Policy C2 is clear that the Spatial Strategy
is key material consideration. It is therefore considered that due to the scale
and location of the development, as well as the impacts and nature of the
scheme itself, that the proposal does not comply with Policy C2.

6.5.48 In addition to the above, it can also be stated that regardless of the
overarching assessment of capacity for additional wind energy development
within this area, the proposal remains unacceptable due to its siting and scale.
The proposal in its current form would be considered unacceptable for these
reasons even if there was available capacity in the area. Notwithstanding this,
the proposal does not comply with ALDP Policy C2.
6.6

Cultural Heritage

6.6.1 This Chapter of the EIAR considers the potential effects of the proposed
development on cultural heritage assets. Pre-application consultation with
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) and Infrastructure Services
(Archaeology) helped to inform the scope of the assessment and the required
study area.
6.6.2 Two study areas were used for the assessment. The first is the ‘inner area’
which is the site of the proposed development (within the red line application
boundary), and the second is the ‘wider area’ with a radius of 10km from the
edge of the outermost proposed wind turbines for assessment of effects upon
heritage assets including Scheduled Monuments (SM’s), Category A, B and C
listed buildings, Conservation Areas and Gardens and Designed Landscapes.
6.6.3 The EIAR highlights the existing baseline of the site, including the presence of
remains of medieval settlement, boundary markers (marking parish and land
ownership boundaries) former roads and trackways and second world war
features including Scheduled Monument (SM) earthworks and pillbox.
Archaeological potential within the inner study area is generally focussed
along Cowie Water where a settlement was concentrated, however other
features are found within the site. The EIAR suggests the discovery of sites of
archaeological significance during construction is low. In terms of the wider
study area, 26 Category B Listed Buildings and one Conservation Area are
noted. Two Category C Listed Buildings are noted within 5km of the site.
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6.6.4 In terms of impacts, potential direct effects (in the absence of any mitigation)
are predicted upon 17 cultural heritage assets within the proposed
development site, caused by ground-breaking during the construction phase.
Of the 17 assets to be affected, significant effects are predicted upon 9 of
these. See Table 4 below for details.
Number on Figure 9.1

Description of Asset

Heritage Importance

7
9
11
15

Former Farmstead
Former Farmstead
Two Buildings
Remains of Possible
building (poorly
preserved)
Three Buildings
Five Boundary Stones
Two Boundary Stones
Hollow-way
Boundary Stone

Local
Local
Local
Low

17
22 a-e
24 a&b
27
29

Local
Local
Local
Local
Local

Table 4: Cultural Heritage assets affected

6.6.5 Mitigation is embedded into the design of the proposed development, by
siting, where possible, the development to avoid heritage assets. In addition,
site specific mitigation measures including the marking-off of remains; an
archaeological watching brief being carried out during any ground-breaking;
avoidance of features and designing grid connection to avoid assets are also
proposed. Should the mitigation measures be used, the significant impacts
identified above would be reduced. The Planning Service consider the
mitigation measures to be reasonable and proportionate to the archaeological
potential of the development site.
6.6.6 No significant operational effects on the setting if heritage assets including
Cairn o’Mount SM, Eslie Stone Circle SM or Glenbervie Garden and Designed
Landscape (GDL) were identified within the EIAR. The opportunity for
disruption during the decommissioning phase would be extremely low,
provided the same infrastructure were to be used.
6.6.7 Infrastructure Services (Archaeology) provided comment on the proposal.
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) have been consulted by and have
provided formal comment to the Scottish Government.
6.6.8 Infrastructure Services (Archaeology) have raised concerns over the number
and scale of the proposed wind turbines and the potential to effect the built
environment both directly within the development site, and indirectly on the
wider landscape. Notwithstanding these concerns, no objection is made,
based on the proposed programme of archaeological mitigation outlined
within the EIAR.
6.6.9 HES are content that the information within the EIAR regarding SMs and
GDLs is sufficient. No objection is made.
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6.6.10 Based on the information and technical assessments included within the
EIAR, along with the proposed mitigation measures and Infrastructure
Services Archaeology comments, the Planning Service are satisfied that there
will be no significant effects upon the historic environment. This is in line with
Policies HE1 Protecting historic buildings, sites and monuments and HE2
Protecting historic and cultural areas as contained within the ALDP.
6.7

Hydrology, Geology and Hydrogeology

6.7.1 Chapter 10 of the EIAR considers the impact of the development upon
hydrology, geology and hydrogeology. Within this chapter The EIAR outlines
surveys and research to assess potential hydrological, geological and
hydrogeological and soil/peat impacts resulting from the proposed
development. This involved survey work including desk-based research along
with field surveys to determine peat depth and stability and hydrological
characteristics of the site.
6.7.2 Effects during the construction and operational phases are considered.
Effects during the decommissioning stage at the end of the projects
anticipated 35 year life span has have been scoped out of the assessment,
owing to the fact that operations would be similar and of a smaller scale than
those during previous phases.
6.7.3 The baseline of the site and surrounding environment is given in the EIAR.
This includes details of the existing surface water hydrology, water quality,
flood risk, water resource information, soils and peat and Groundwater
Dependant Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE).
6.7.4 The EIAR identifies potential significant impacts to:







Degradation of peat soils; and
Increase risk of peat slide.
Disruption to Private Water Supplies (PWS);
Degradation of GWDTE’s;
On-site and downstream flood risk;
On-site and downstream water quality;

These are noted as being potential risks during both the construction and
operational phases of the proposed development.
6.7.5 For the above identified impacts, mitigation to reduce the potential significant
effects to have a non-significant residual effect are highlighted within the
EIAR. In terms of mitigation embedded into the design of the proposed
development, consideration was given to peat depth on site, with turbines
sited outside of areas of peat as far as possible, with the exception of turbines
T1 (peat depth approximately 1.3m) and T2 (peat depth 0.55m) and a 50m
buffer zone around all hydrological features has been adopted into the design.
All turbines, crane pads, borrow pits and ancillary infrastructure (with the
exception of tracks) are outside of this. Where tracks and access necessitate
watercourse crossing, the EIAR highlights the efforts made to minimise tracks
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parallel to the watercourse. A total of 7 crossings are proposed. To maintain
GWDTE’s, buffer zones of 100m and 200m are applied to those that are
moderately dependant and highly dependant respectively. Where
infrastructure is located within these buffers, the use of industry best practice
construction and drainage diversion channels could be employed. Additional,
specific mitigation including a Pollution Prevention Plan (PPP) would be
prepared, as would a CEMP. Other, general mitigation, including monitoring
plans, contingency plans and staff/site training are also proposed in order to
avoid effects. The appropriateness of these mitigation steps are discussed in
more detail below.
Peat and Carbon Rich Soils
6.7.6 This section of the report shall consider the impact of the development upon
Peat and Carbon Rich soils in terms of the criteria set out in Policies PR1 and
C3. The ecological impact of developing on Peatland (and in particular
Blanket Bog) is covered within the Ecology section of this report.
6.7.7 Policy PR1 seeks to prevent development which would have a negative
impact upon an important environmental resource, such as peat and carbon
rich soils. Development shall not be permitted unless economic and social
benefits clearly outweigh the value of the site to the local community and
there are no reasonable alternative sites.
6.7.8 Policy C3 states that Aberdeenshire Council will protect carbon sinks and
stores, such as high carbon peat rich soils (defined by SNH Carbon and
Peatland Map 2016 as Class 1 and 2, and greater than 0.5m depth) from
disturbance or destruction. Developments which result in disturbance or
destruction of peat will only be permitted if tools such as the ‘Carbon
Calculator’ demonstrate that within its lifetime, the development will have no
net effect on CO2.
6.7.9 The EIAR has been supported through the submission of a Peat Stability Risk
Assessment, which was subject to amendment through the submission of
additional information. The additional information sought to clarify
methodology and respond to some of the points raised in SEPAs initial
consultation response. The EIAR uses the SNH Carbon and Peatland Map
2016 to confirm that part of the development site lies on Class 1 (Nationally
important carbon rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland habitat). The
Class 1 land contains Turbines 1, 2, 3 and the construction compound. The
wider site contains Class 4 (Areas unlikely to be associated with peatland
habitats or wet and acidic type), Class 5 (Soil information take precedence
over vegetation data) and Mineral Soil types.
6.7.10 The Peat Stability Risk Assessment has undertaken a peat depth analysis
and shows that 92% of the 1,257 peat probes undertaken recorded a depth of
less than 1m. This data has been used to interpolate the mean peat depth
around each turbine. Table 5 below summarises the depths

Planning Application: APP/2019/1341

Item: 6
Page: 89
Appendix 2A: Marr Area Committee Report
Turbine
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Interpolated Mean Peat
Depth (m)
1.30
0.55
0.33
0.27
0.22
0.27
0.36
0.31
0.36
0.54

Carbon and Peatland
Map 2016 classification
1
1
1
Mineral Soil
4
4
4
Mineral Soil
4
4

Table 5 Peat Depths

6.7.11 SEPA in their initial consultation response objected to the proposed
development on the grounds of lack of information relating to peat avoidance
and appropriate re-use, however the subsequent response from SEPA has
removed this objection subject to further peat probing being conditioned on
any locations which are subject to micro-siting.
6.7.12 It is highlighted in their initial response that SEPA recommended amendments
during the scoping phase of the development to minimise development on
deep peat. The subsequent response does not object, however retains
concerns in relation to this matter and requests further consideration of the
position of T1, micro-siting of T2 and the positioning of the construction
compound. T1, in its proposed location, would represent over 50% of the total
peat to be excavated T2, T10 and the Construction Compound are requested
to be relocated on areas of shallow or no peat as these elements would also
contribute to significant peat excavation.
6.7.13 Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) has also made
comment in relation to peatland and carbon rich soils. Concerns have been
raised over the development located on deep peat (Class 1), in particular T1,
T2, T3 and the construction compound. The Environment Team have stated
that at the very least, consideration should be given to the relocation of the
construction compound to a less sensitive area. Subsequent discussions
indicate that a suspensive condition requiring micrositing and detailed
construction methodology may be acceptable in relation to the construction
compound due to the temporary nature of this element.
6.7.14 The Environment Team has noted that a total of 25,927 cubic meters of peat
would be excavated across the site. Whilst it is noted that the intention is to
store and re-use the excavated peat on site, the storage methods would need
to be outlined within a Construction Environment Management Plan (CEMP).
6.7.15 SNH has stated that it considers a small amount of peatland would be lost,
although notes that small losses add up. SNH consider restoration to be a key
tool in addressing such losses. No Objection has been raised.
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6.7.16 The impact of the development upon peatland is complex, and spans multiple
consultees as outlined above. The role of each consultee reflects their
differing remits and areas of expertise, which can sometimes lead to
conflicting responses. The Planning Service therefore must take cognisance
of each position when determining whether the proposal ultimately complies
with the Local Development Plan.
6.7.17 Based upon the EIAR, it is clear that the development site partially covers
Class 1 peatland, and therefore Policy C3 requires a carbon calculation to be
undertaken in order to demonstrate that over it’s lifetime, the development
shall have no net impact on CO2. This has been submitted as Appendix 10.4
of the EIAR (Carbon Balance Assessment ), which indicates that it is
expected that the proposed development would have ‘effectively paid back its
expected carbon debt’ from manufacture, construction, impact on habitat and
decommissioning in 2.4 years (based on fossil fuel electricity generation).
Based on a fossil fuel-mix, the range of the payback time is between 0.8 years
and 11.7 years. The Carbon Calculation as submitted, clearly demonstrates
that the development as submitted would have a net positive impact upon
CO2 emissions as required through Policy C3.
6.7.18 Policy PR1 does not permit development of Carbon Rich Soils or Peatland
unless economic and social benefits clearly outweigh the value of the site to
the local community and there are no reasonable alternative sites. Whilst the
proposal would not have a net negative impact upon carbon emissions over
its lifespan which would provide a degree of public benefit, this only considers
the development site as a carbon sink, and does not consider the ecological
value. In assigning a public value to the site, the wider ecological value is a
key consideration as the proposed site is identified as containing Class 1
Peatland in the SNH Carbon and Peatland Map 2016 and also contains
Blanket Bog (Annex 1 Habitat under the EC Habitats Directive). This indicates
that areas of peatland found on site are both Nationally and Internationally
important carbon rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland habitat. These
designations further feeds into Scottish Planning Policy, which classifies this
kind of land as ‘Group 2: Areas of significant protection’ and states that any
significant effects on the qualities of these areas will need to be overcome
through siting, design or other mitigation. The Planning Service therefore
consider the development site to have a high public value. The locational
requirement for this development is evident as the proposal is being treated
as an extension to Mid-Hill I + II, and utilises existing infrastructure to a large
extent. Whilst this does not detail the necessity for the development of deep
peat (particularly around T1, T2 and the construction compound), the relevant
consultees are in agreement that the impact of development could be
lessened through micrositing and construction methodology which would be
secured via suspensive condition. The Planning Service therefore consider
that the economic and social benefits of the scheme (primarily through the
generation of renewable energy) when combined with appropriate mitigation
would outweigh the loss of a small quantity of deep peat. The proposal
therefore complies with Policy PR1.
Water Resources (PWS)
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6.7.19 With regards to PWS, the EIAR identifies that 13 of the registered water
abstraction locations within a 3km radius of the proposed development site
are hydrologically connected to the development site. As such, there is the
potential for water sources to be impacted, particularly during the construction
phase through excavations and disturbing the water delivery infrastructure,
but also through pollution incidents degrading the water quality through the
operational phase. Although the commitment to monitor water supplies that
may be affected is welcomed by SEPA, an overall objection was made on the
grounds of a lack of information. The Objection arose as details of the grid
connection (including excavation depths and proximity to groundwater
sources) are not included within this application. SEPA has since removed
this objection, subject to the attachment of a condition which requires further
investigation to be carried out during the pre-construction phase, including rerouting of the grid connection if significant impacts are predicted.
Infrastructure Services (Environmental Health) makes no comment on PWS,
as this is covered by SEPA. The Planning Service concurs with the SEPA
assessment in so far as the Service would also seek the additional
information. Policy P4 seeks to prevent development which would cause
pollution or nuisance, including that to private water supplies. Where such an
impact is identified, mitigation may be required. Further discussions with the
applicant have confirmed that the cable route area is significantly larger than
is likely to be developed, and therefore it is likely that impacts upon PWS can
be avoided altogether. On balance it is considered that a detailed assessment
of the impact upon PWS would be required once the cable route has been
finalised, which should include mitigation measures (where an impact is
identified) and details of responsibility for said measures. This would be
secured via suspensive condition.
Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTEs)
6.7.20 GWDTE’s (a type of wetland which depends on groundwater flows and are
safeguarded by the Water Framework Directive) are considered within the
EIAR. It was concluded that construction works have the potential to effect the
quantity and quality of water supplying GWDTE habitats, as excavation may
lead to dewatering and diversion of low paths, while runoff from construction
areas may contaminate and lower the quality of water supplying GWDTE
through pollution and sedimentation. SEPA have initially objected to the
proposed development, as the National Vegetation Classification (NVC)
included within the EIAR does not encompass the full access track, while the
assessment of GWDTE does include the full access length. SEPA have since
removed their objection and recommend a condition be attached in order to
secure targeted NVC surveys in order to inform the pre-commencement
CEMP. Whilst the provision of a complete and full survey is normally
expected, the omissions relate primarily to the access track. The existing
tracks are in use for commercial forestry and would be utilised for this
development. The increase in traffic volumes may necessitate some
upgrades, but the provision of targeted further NVC survey work via
suspensive condition provide opportunities to limit any potential negative
impact.
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Flood Risk
6.7.21 In terms of flood risk, no objections are made by Infrastructure Services
(Flood Risk and Coastal Protection) or SEPA in this regard. SEPA does
however object to the effects of engineering activities on the water
environment caused by the proposed development. As above, a 50m buffer
strip around each watercourse is proposed, however the laydown area for T1
is shown to be within the 50m buffer area. Although SEPA objects to this, it is
indicated that should the laydown area be altered to be outside of the buffer,
this objection would be removed. Additionally, seven new watercourse
crossings are proposed as part of the development; SEPA objects on the
grounds of a lack of information regarding the watercourse crossings on the
existing access track from the main road (A957). It is indicated that the access
requires to be upgraded, however no details on crossing upgrades are
provided. Again the Planning Service are minded to agree with the SEPA
stance. Until these points have been addressed, the Planning Service cannot
confirm that the proposed development will not have an adverse effect upon
the water environment, and it can’t be determined to be in line with the aims
and objectives of Policy P4 as contained within the ALDP.
Groundwater Contamination/ Pollution
6.7.22 Infrastructure Services (Contaminated Land) has identified no existing
contamination and SEPA have made no objections to the proposal on
pollution risk. The EIAR concludes that good practice measures would be
adopted to minimise risk and effects from pollution incidents. Significant
pollution, nuisance or danger to the public or environment is not anticipated
and is therefore in line with Policy P4 as contained within the ALDP.
Hydrology, Geology and Hydrogeology Conclusion
6.7.23 It is considered that in respect of Hydrology, Geology and Hydrogeology that
the developer has provided sufficient information to provide an indication of
the likely impacts. Several gaps in the survey work have been identified by
SEPA, including in respect of peat probing methodology (in terms of survey
resolution) and extent of the National Vegetation Classification (NVC).
However SEPA is satisfied that the submitted survey work indicates that these
matters are likely resolvable via suspensive condition. Whilst the Planning
Service is disappointed that these issues have not been resolved at this stage
of the process, it accepts that suspensive conditions would provide a further
opportunity to address and agree suitable mitigation (albeit at increased risk
to the developer).
6.7.24 It is considered that the proposed development complies with Policies PR1,
P4 and C3 of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 subject to
suspensive conditions requiring detailed micrositing of T1, T2 and the
construction compound, agreement of cable routing and further investigations
of the impact upon PWS (including mitigation if required) and further NVC
survey work.
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6.8

Forestry

6.8.1 Chapter 11 of the EIAR covers forestry, and is based upon a forestry study.
The forestry study covers an area of 1267.66 ha (the application site), the
majority of which is stated to be commercial conifer plantation managed by
Forestry and Land Scotland. The Study area comprises part of the larger
Fetteresso & Drumtochty Forest. Within the study area, approximately 700 ha
(55.2% of the site) would be completely unaffected by the proposed
development.
6.8.2 The Forestry Study establishes the baseline condition of the woodland, and
characterises it as predominantly Sitka Spruce, with smaller numbers of Scots
Pine, Larch and other conifers. The structure and nature of the woodland
reflects the policies in place at the time it was commercially planted (1950s) –
namely large areas of conifer in locations which may now be deemed
inappropriate, such as on deep peat.
6.8.3 Many woodlands within the UK are subject to Forest Design Plans (FDPs),
which identifies issues relevant to the forest, sets out management objectives
and long-term strategy. These plans cover a period of 10 years, with a 5 year
review window in order to address emerging concerns such as pathogens,
pests or emerging economic opportunity. The development site is covered by
the FDP for the wider Mearns Forest (2015-2024). This FDP has been utilised
by the developer in order to extract baseline information on the nature of the
woodland.
6.8.4 Given the location of the proposed development and nature of the proposal,
tree felling is to be expected and would be completely unavoidable. The issue
becomes the scale and location of the felling, as well as the nature of any
mitigation.
6.8.5 Paragraph 11.4.2 of the EIAR outlines the necessity of felling operations, and
states the two purposes of felling on site as:



To allow construction and operation of turbines, access roads and
other infrastructure; and
For forest management purposes, to windfirm edges to reduce the risk
of subsequent windblow, reduce coupe fragmentation, ensure access
for future forestry operations & integrate with the existing FDP.

It is considered that the above rationale provides clear and concise reasoning,
against which any felling can be assessed.
6.8.6 In design terms, the construction and operation of a wind farm does require
the setting out of certain buffer distances between infrastructure and
woodland. Table 6 below details the required clearances.
Access Roads
Turbines
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Crane Pads
Substations
Borrow Pits

10m
25m
No Buffer

Table 6: Proposed Forestry Buffer zones

6.8.7 Using the information from the table above, the EIAR states the total buffer
space required across the site would be 74.35 ha. Of the commercial forestry
within the buffer area, 10.32 ha would have been felled within phase 1 of the
FDP, with an additional 13.67 ha felled prematurely. 2.14 ha of land within the
buffer zone is currently unplanted (awaiting restocking) and would remain as
open ground. In total the woodland which would be removed due to buffer
requirements, would total 26.13 ha (2% of the study area). It is expected and
proposed that compensatory planting would be provided for this loss.
6.8.8 Policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources of the Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan 2017 states that Development resulting in the loss of or
serious damage to trees and woodland of significant ecological, recreational,
historical, landscape or shelter value will not normally be permitted. Where
development is permitted, an assessment of the ecological and amenity value
of the woodland must be provided, and compensatory planting must be
undertaken to an agreed standard in order to mitigate the impact on the
landscape, sequestered carbon, character, amenity and ecological diversity.
6.8.9 The ecological value of the woodland and in particular the impact upon
protected species has been detailed within the Ecology section of this report.
It is considered that the ecological impact can be suitably managed through
the use of conditions which outlines various elements of appropriate
mitigation. Restructuring of the woodland may have some residual ecological
benefits through presenting opportunities for peat restoration and habitat
creation.
6.8.10 The amenity value of the woodland is more difficult to calculate. The Access
section of this report considers the various rights of way which bisect the
development site and provide a degree of recreational amenity. The proposal
would not significantly alter these in the long term. Given the nature of the
development site as a commercial forest, and the relatively small degree of
change involved (in respect of forest composition and overall cover), it is
considered that the amenity impact of woodland removal would be acceptable
in terms of Policy PR1.
6.8.11 On the outstanding matter of compensatory planting, the EIAR states that an
appropriate volume of compensatory planting shall be undertaken on Forestry
and Land Scotland land. Details of which are to be agreed with Aberdeenshire
Council and other relevant consultees. The Planning Service are agreeable in
principle to the exact location and volume of compensatory planting being
agreed via condition, however would raise concerns over the enforceability of
said condition if the planting were to occur out with the site boundary or land
in the applicants control, as external obstacles may arise which prevent the
planting being undertaken. Whilst this approach is agreeable in principle,
compliance with Policy PR1 would depend upon the detail and location of the
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said planting. PR1 requires compensatory planting to be undertaken in order
to mitigate the impact upon the landscape and character (amongst other
measures), it is for this reason that the Planning Service would pursue
planting as close to the removed woodland as is practical. This would
ultimately depend upon land ownership.
6.9

Traffic and Transport

6.9.1 Chapter 12 of the EIAR concerns the traffic and transport impact of the
proposed development. The chapter considers the impact of the development
during the construction, operational and decommissioning phases upon the
surrounding roads network. The assessment is based on a worst-case
baseline condition of traffic flows on the surrounding road network and notes
that the most significant impacts are likely to occur during construction (a
period of around 12 months) and decommissioning. Both phases are likely to
require abnormal loads.
6.9.2 Several routes have been identified, the choice of which will depend upon the
use of Peterhead Port or Dundee Port. In the case of components being
received into Peterhead, abnormal loads would travel south towards
Aberdeen via the Aberdeen Western Peripheral Route and A956 towards
Charleston. From Dundee, vehicles would head north on the A90 to meet the
common point in the route from Dundee at Charleston. It’s then proposed that
vehicles would continue east on the A956 ‘Wellington Road’ before taking the
north-western turn-off for B9077 ‘West Tullos Road’ towards ‘Great Southern
Road’. Vehicles would continue westwards along the B9077 before turning left
onto the A957 ‘Slug Road’ south of Crathes towards the site entrance. These
roads include dual carriageways, and single carriageways in both urban and
rural areas.
6.9.3 Predicted vehicle movement during the construction period (12 Months) would
vary from around 1000 per month (all vehicles) in the first 3 months, before
falling to 500 per month by month 6, 260 per month by month 9 and 14 per
month by month 12. The vehicle volumes would represent up to a 6.1%
increase in total traffic flow, and up to 28.7% increase in HGV flows.
6.9.4 During operation, irregular and limited traffic movements consisting almost
entirely of cars or vans would be required for the servicing and maintenance
of the site. It may also be the case that traffic increases would be absorbed by
the existing provisions for the adjacent wind farm if, for example, the
operators were to be the same.
6.9.5 Decommissioning of the site is anticipated to have a lower impact than the
construction phase. Rotors, if not being reused, are to be cut into smaller
sections to allow the use of normal HGVs as per best practice guidance, and
foundations etc are to remain in situ to be naturalised.
6.9.6 While no significant effects are identified, potential impacts from the
construction traffic include noise, vibration, driver and pedestrian delay, air
pollution and dust and dirt are identified from construction traffic. As they are
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not identified as significant effects, no specific mitigation is required.
Notwithstanding this, the use of good practice measures identified within the
EIAR, including the use of a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) would minimise
effects on receptors as much as possible.
6.9.7 Infrastructure Services (Roads Development) makes no objection to the
proposed development. The traffic movements and generation do not give
rise to any concern with regard to the local road network. Conditions are
identified as being appropriate should permission be granted.
6.9.8 Transport Scotland, in their consultation response to the Scottish
Government, make no objection to the proposed development as they do not
consider there would be any significant environmental impacts associated
with increased traffic. A TMP developed prior to the movement of any
deliveries is appropriate.
6.9.9 Overall, it is considered that the proposal and the assessment included within
the EIAR is in compliance with Policy RD1 as contained within the ALDP and
the Planning Service agrees with the conclusions made within this chapter.
6.10

Noise

6.10.1 This chapter of the EIAR considers the potential effects from construction,
operational and decommissioning noise (including traffic noise) from the
proposed development on nearby properties. Pre-application consultation with
Infrastructure Services (Environmental Health) aided in informing the
assessments and standards required for the EIAR.
6.10.2 The EIAR identifies the nearest residential receptors and concludes that the
predicted noise level from the proposed development, acting alone, is below
30 dB at all but 4 residential properties: Corsebauld; Chapelton Croft, West
Bogton and Bogton. Predicted cumulative noise levels have been calculated
at these properties, including the contribution from Mid Hill I and Mid Hill II
wind farms.
6.10.3 Detailed construction noise levels predictions have not been carried out due
to the separation distances between the noise sensitive receptors and on-site
construction works. It’s considered within the EIAR that on-site construction
activities are likely to be below the 65dB criterion given within practice
guidance for construction noise levels in quiet areas such as this.
6.10.4 Blasting may be required as part of the construction phase (in relation to
borrow pits), however predictions as to the frequency, duration and noise
levels are difficult. It is however noted within the EIAR that effects from
blasting may be heard from residential receptors.
6.10.5 Where road upgrades and cabling between the site and grid connection is
carried out close to residential receptors, short term noise impacts may be
experienced. However, noisy activities near to properties are likely to be short
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term for less than 1 month, and therefore considered to be not significant. The
Planning Service agree with this conclusion.
6.10.6 No road traffic noise impacts are anticipated during the construction phase, as
predictions indicate the maximum noise increase during the busiest
construction month (month 3) is less than 1dB.
6.10.7 In terms of operational noise, no significant effects are anticipated.
Cumulative predicted noise levels (including the Mid Hill I and Mid Hill II wind
farms) at the 4 residential properties where noise levels exceed 30dB are not
anticipated to exceed 40dB which is the lower noise limit conditioned within
the Mid Hill wind farms permissions and would likely remain constant across
this proposal. No significant increase, nor significant cumulative noise impact
is therefore anticipated within the EIAR.
6.10.8 While no specific mitigation is required as noise limits are met, the use of best
practice measures including restricting works to standard working hours and
the exclusion of Sundays is proposed to reduce potential construction effects.
With regards to blasting, it’s proposed that a ‘pre-blasting noise management
programme’ be submitted and agreed by the planning authority prior to any
blasting operations. Operationally, restrictions to the rotational speed of
machines could be used should any issues arise. Decommissioning works is
likely to be similar to construction noise, and so similar mitigation measures
would be used.
6.10.9 Infrastructure Services (Environmental Health) requested additional
information to ensure there is no acoustic correction required, particularly with
reference to the cumulative noise impact with the 4 residential properties
mentioned above. Additional information was also requested to confirm
whether the approved wind turbine at Chapelton Farm (APP/2014/4388)
remains valid. This information has since been received, and Environmental
Health has confirmed that the applicant has demonstrated that the proposed
development is capable of operation within the cumulative noise constraints
agreed during the scoping stage. In respect of Amplitude Modulation (AM),
Environmental Health are satisfied that this could be controlled via Planning
Condition.
6.10.10
The Planning Service are therefore satisfied that it has been
demonstrated that the proposed development is consistent with the aims and
objectives of Policy P4 of the ALDP, which seeks to ensure no significant
pollution, nuisance or danger by virtue of the proposed development. Further
to this, the Planning Service is satisfied that the proposal would comply with
the amenity element of Policy C2 in respect of noise.

6.11

Aviation and Infrastructure

6.11.1 With regard to aviation, the Scottish Governments Energy Consents Unit has
shared details of the Aberdeen International Airport and Ministry of Defence
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(MoD) consultation responses. Aberdeen International Airport has advised
that they hold no objection to the proposed development. The MoD has
objected to the proposal, citing unacceptable interference on the Air Defence
(AD) radar at RRH Buchan as their reason. The response from the MoD is
consistent with their typical approach to turbine developments – essentially
there is presumption that applicants will not undertake investigations or
discussions with the MoD concerning mitigation measures until it is clear
whether the development is likely to be approved. It may be possible that the
technical reason for objection can be overcome, however this would be a
matter for the MoD to consider. The MoD have highlighted a number of
conditions to be attached in the event that permission is to be granted, these
concerns standard matters such as aviation lighting.
6.11.2 Policy C2 of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 covers the
impact of wind developments upon aviation. The Policy seeks to prevent
development which would have an unacceptable impact upon aircraft or
airfields. This is a technical matter and therefore the Planning Service relies
upon the input of the relevant consultees. As thing stand, the Planning
Service has no concerns in relation to airfields (due to the response from
Aberdeen International Airport, NATS). However, the proposal does not
comply with Policy C2 due to the outstanding MoD objection, this would need
to be resolved in order to ensure compliance with this aspect of the policy.
Telecommunications
6.11.3 Wind developments have the potential to impact upon telecommunications
(TV, radio, mobile phones networks). Policy C2 of the Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan 2017 covers the impact of wind developments upon
telecommunications, and again seeks to prevent development which would
have an unacceptable impact upon said infrastructure. This is a technical
matter and therefore the Planning Service relies upon the input of the relevant
consultees.
6.11.4 Section 14.4 of the Environmental Impact Assessment Report details scoping
discussions which were carried out with the relevant consultees. This resulted
in BT, JRC and Atkins Global confirming that they each had no objection to
the proposal. Further to this, JRC and BT have commented specifically on this
application and reiterated that they each hold no objection. It is therefore
considered that the proposed development would comply with the
telecommunications aspect of Policy C2.
Pipelines
6.11.5 In terms of infrastructure, the EIAR indicates that there are gas pipelines in
the vicinity of the proposed development. Prior to the submission, wind
turbines 1 and 2 were repositioned from previous layout iterations to mitigate
any potential effects. Pre-construction investigations into identifying the
location of infrastructure prior to the commencement of construction is
suggested within the EIAR. It is considered that, subject to the carrying out of
pre-construction assessments and no objection being made by the Health and
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Safety Executive (HSE) or other consultee regarding the impact on
infrastructure, no adverse effects are anticipated and the development would
comply with Policy P4 of the ALDP.
Ice throw and Shadow flicker
6.11.6 With regards to ice throw and shadow flicker from the proposed development,
no significant effects are identified, owing to the distance of the turbines from
residential properties. While shadow flicker was scoped out of the
assessment, ice throw was considered further as the surrounding area is a
publicly accessible forest and so some residual risk remains. The risk of ice
throw is minimised through the use of modern technology identifying climatic
conditions that would cause frosting to the blades and automatically shutdown the wind turbines. Additionally, good practice including the restriction of
access to turbines where ice is present and visual warning signs would
reduce the risk of harm. Subject to the use of good practice measures
mentioned, no significant risks of nuisance of danger to the public is
anticipated, in line with Policy P4 of the ALDP.
6.12

Socioeconomics

6.12.1 Chapter 15 of the EIAR covers the Socioeconomic impact of the proposed
development. The chapter has detailed the age and population profile of
Aberdeenshire and contextualised this against that of Scotland as a whole.
The employment and economic circumstance of nearby settlements has also
been detailed. The chapter details the socioeconomic benefits of the existing
Mid Hill Wind Farm developments, which are listed as Energy Generation,
Environmental Offset and Community Spend (supporting projects with
Auchenblae Community Association; Banchory Community Council; Crathes,
Drumoak and Durris Community Council; Feughdee West Community
Council; and Glenbervie and District Community Association). The chapter
further highlights potential opportunities for community benefit and shared
ownership, as well as employment opportunities (largely during construction).
6.12.2 Employment and economic benefits were highlighted as a positive, but minor,
impact during both the construction and operational phases. The Planning
Service agrees with the conclusion in the EIAR that the employment and
economic benefits would have a positive effect.
6.13

Access

6.13.1 Chapter 16 of the EIAR covers the access implications of the proposed
development. The chapter identifies access routes which will be impacted by
the proposal, assess the likely impact and potential effects upon said routes
and finally outlines mitigation measures (including temporary diversions if
required).
6.13.2 The development site contains no Core Paths, however 4 public rights of way
may be impacted (GK 70, 71, 74 and Way Cryne Corse Mounth). There is a
degree of commonality of the potential impacts upon the rights of way, namely
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that there may be a degree of disruption in the early phases whilst access
upgrades are carried out, however these are likely to be limited to a period of
days.
6.13.3 The operational impacts of the development upon the Right of Way have
been considered in terms of the magnitude of the impact and the sensitivity of
the path. This has informed the proposed mitigation. Table 7 summarises the
assessment in the EIAR.
Right
Magnitude
of Way of Impact
GK 70 High

GK 71

High

GK 74

Medium

Way
High
Cryne
Corse
Mounth

Sensitivity Mitigation
of Receptor
High
Temporary Diversion during peak
construction period and delivery of
abnormal loads;
Continuous Management throughout
construction period;
Diversion and Safety signs at
appropriate locations.
High
Temporary Diversion during peak
construction period and delivery of
abnormal loads;
Continuous Management throughout
construction period;
Diversion and Safety signs at
appropriate locations.
High
Temporary Diversion during peak
construction period and delivery of
abnormal loads;
Continuous Management throughout
construction period;
Diversion and Safety signs at
appropriate locations.
High
Temporary Diversion during peak
construction period and delivery of
abnormal loads;
Continuous Management throughout
construction period;
Diversion and Safety signs at
appropriate locations.

Table7: Impact upon Rights of Way

6.13.4 The Planning Service is satisfied with the assessment of impacts and
sensitivity contained within the EIAR. The mitigation measures outlined within
Table 2 are predicted to lessen the severity of the impacts to moderate. Given
the time limited nature of the impacts, it is considered that this would be
acceptable. Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) has
noted that the development may impact upon known paths, and highlighted
the need for a pre-commencement Access Plan to be submitted
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6.13.5 Policy C2 of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan requires that Wind
Developments do not have a significant detrimental impact upon recreation
interests, including core paths and other established routes. It is considered
that, while the proposal will impact upon the established path network, it has
been demonstrated that the impacts can be managed through appropriate
mitigation measures. A suspensive condition requiring the submission and
agreement of an Access Plan would enable the development to comply with
the access aspect of Policy C2.
6.14

Conclusion

6.14.1 Planning policy at national, regional and local levels supports a transition to a
low carbon economy through the use of renewable energy. National, regional
and local policies also state that this can only occur when the location of the
development can be constructed and operate without having a significant
adverse impact on the environment, i.e the right development in the right
place, as per Paragraph 28 and Paragraph 169 of SPP.
6.14.2 The scale of the proposed development, with a collective output with Mid Hill I
and II output of over 50MW would make a significant and meaningful
contribution towards meeting Scotland’s renewable energy production aims
listed in national and regional policy, and the associated benefits with this are
noted.
6.14.3 The consideration of this proposal does however identify a number of key
issues and environmental considerations, most namely the landscape and
visual impact, Impact upon peatland along with other technical elements.
6.14.4 In terms of Landscape Character and Visual Impact, the Planning Service
consider that the proposal does not comply with Policy E2, as it would have
significant negative impacts upon LCT 29 and LCT 24, owing to the scale
(height and rotor diameter) and siting (in the foreground of Mid Hill) of the
proposed turbines. The proposal would lead to a visually discordant and
cluttered landscape in this location, with the siting creating a sense of
encroachment due to significantly larger turbines being sited in the
foreground. Furthermore the proposal does not comply with Policy C2, as the
Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire
2014 states the development lies within ‘the Mounth LCA’ (Now superseded
by LCT 29 within SNH guidance) and characterises this as an area which
would be unsuitable for wind turbine development beyond a domestic scale.
This also means the principle of development cannot be established.
6.14.5 In respect of Peatland, the issue can be broken down into two elements –
habitats and carbon rich soils. Blanket Bog (as listed in Annex 1 EC Habitats
Directive) is found around T1, T2 and the construction compound. Policy E1
requires that development of said areas must demonstrate efforts to avoid
disturbance and destruction through siting and design. SEPA and
Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) have requested
amendments to the scheme, and in the case of SEPA did so ahead of
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submission. No detailed site selection process has been provided in relation
to T1, T2 or the construction compound and therefore the ‘need’ to develop
deep peat has not been demonstrated. Whilst the impact upon peatland is
unlikely to be nationally or internationally significant, any loss is considered
regrettable. SEPA and Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural
Heritage) have advised that the use of a suspensive condition in relation to
micrositing of T1, T2 and the construction compound, alongside construction
methodology for the compound may mitigate against the most severe
impacts. The limited impact in the wider sense, combined with the opportunity
for appropriate mitigation indicates that this would be an acceptable departure
from Policy E1. Moving on to Carbon Rich Soils Policy C3 states that
Aberdeenshire Council will protect carbon sinks and stores, such as high
carbon peat rich soils (defined by SNH Carbon and Peatland Map 2016 as
Class 1 and 2, and greater than 0.5m depth) from disturbance or destruction.
The development site contains Class 1 around Turbines 1, 2, 3 and the
construction compound. The policy does permit development where a carbon
calculation shows no net impact over the life of the development, and this has
been submitted. The proposed development (as submitted) does comply with
Policy C3. Policy PR1 does not permit development of Carbon Rich Soils or
Peatland unless economic and social benefits clearly outweigh the value of
the site to the local community and there are no reasonable alternative sites.
The site is considered to have a high public value (due to the presence of
Class 1 Peatland and Blanket Bog) which is further reinforced through SPP
classifying sites containing deep peat as ‘Group 2: Areas of significant
protection’. The locational requirement has been inferred through the
treatment of this development as an extension to Mid-Hill I + II, including
through the use of existing infrastructure, although it is noted that the
locational requirement for the construction compound has not been fully
detailed. The Planning Service therefore consider that the economic and
social benefits of the scheme (primarily through the generation of renewable
energy) when combined with appropriate mitigation would outweigh the loss
of a small quantity of deep peat. The proposal would comply with Policies
PR1 and C3.
6.14.6 It is noted that the Ministry of Defence have an outstanding objection to the
proposal, based upon radar impacts. The indications from the MOD are that
this may be capable of resolution. Based on previous experience the Planning
Service is aware that the MOD will often not engage in discussion with an
applicant (regarding mitigation), until it becomes clear as to whether Planning
Permission shall be granted. Whilst the proposal does not technically comply
with Policy C2 in respect of aviation impacts at this stage, it would if and when
the MOD remove their objection.
6.14.7 In conclusion, it is considered that the significant environmental effects
highlighted, in terms of landscape and visual amenity, are sufficient to
outweigh the benefits of the scheme to contribute towards meeting Scotland’s
renewable energy production. The proposal cannot be supported and as such
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it is recommended that Aberdeenshire raise an objection regarding the
application to the Scottish Government.
7.

Area Implications

7.1

In the specific circumstances of this application there is no direct connection
with the currently specified objectives and identified actions of the Local
Community Plan.

8.

Implications and Risk

8.1

An equality impact assessment is not required because in giving a view on the
proposed consultation response the Committee will not be doing anything
which will result in a differential impact on people sharing the same protected
characteristics.

8.2

There are no staffing and financial implications.

8.3

There are no risks identified in respect of this matter in terms of the Corporate
and Directorate Risk Registers as the Committee is considering the
application as the planning authority in a quasi-judicial role and must
determine the application on its own merits in accordance with the
Development Plan unless material considerations justify a departure.

9.

Sustainability Implications

9.1

No separate consideration of the current proposal’s degree of sustainability is
required as the concept is implicit to and wholly integral with the planning
process against the policies of which it has been measured.

10.

Departures, Notifications and Referrals

10.1

Strategic Development Plan Departures
None

10.2

Local Development Plan Departures
Policy C2 Renewable energy
Policy E1 Protected Species
Policy E2 Landscape
Supplementary guidance 9c Special Landscape Areas

10.3

The application is a Departure from the Local Development Plan but no
departure procedures apply in this instance, given Aberdeenshire Council’s
position as a consultee.
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10.4

The proposed development has, in the opinion of the Head of Planning and
Environment Services, a significant impact on more than one area and so the
consultation is to be referred to Infrastructure Services Committee.

11.

Recommendation

11.1

That Members agree that the application be referred to the Infrastructure
Services Committee with a recommendation to Object to the proposed
development.

11.2

Reason for Decision

11.2.1 The proposed development is contrary to Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan Policy C2 (Renewable energy) and the associated Spatial Framework
Mapping and Planning Advice ‘Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for
Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire’ 2014 as:
a)

the proposed development site lies within an area with no underlying
capacity for new wind energy developments beyond a domestic scale
(over 15m in height) by virtue of the site being located within the
Mounth Landscape Character Area (a constituent element of LCT 29
within SNH Landscape Character Assessment 2019) ; an area of
significant protection due to its sensitive landscape, high visual
prominence.

b)

it has not been demonstrated that the proposed development would not
have a detrimental impact upon aircraft and aviation as outlined by the
objection from the Ministry of Defence.

11.2.2 The proposed development is contrary to Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan Policy E2 (Landscape) as the EIAR has underestimated the potential
landscape and visual impacts of the proposed development, most notably the
disparity in scale between the proposed development and the established Mid
Hill I + II developments. The difference in height shall create a sense of wind
development advancing and encroaching, particularly when viewed from LCT
24 ‘Coastal Farmed Ridges and Hills – Aberdeenshire’ or within LCT 29
‘Summits and Plateaux – Aberdeenshire’. The impact is not considered to be
outweighed by any economic or carbon reduction benefits.

Stephen Archer
Director of Infrastructure Services
Author of Report: James Hewitt
Report Date: 10 September 2020
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APPENDIX A
PLANNING APPLICATIONS
(A)

Reference No: APP/2019/1341 - Notification under Electricity Act
1989 for Notification Section 36 for the Construction and
Operation of Windfarm at Fetteresso Forest, Stonehaven

Applicant:
Consultation By:

Natural Power Consultants, Ochil House, 3-4 Springkerse
Business Park, Stirling, FK7 7XE
Scottish Government, Energy Consent Unit, 4th Floor,
5 Atlantic Quay, 150 Broomielaw, Glasgow, G2 8LU

There had been circulated a report dated 10 September, 2020 by the Director of
Infrastructure Services, which advised that the Scottish Government had consulted
the Council in respect of an application under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989
for the installation of 10 wind turbines and associated infrastructure at Fetteresso
Forest, Stonehaven. The Head of Planning and Building Standards had decided not
to exercise his delegated power in the particular case and had referred the matter to
the Kincardine and Mearns and Marr Area Committees to give views to the
Infrastructure Services Committee, prior to that Committee being asked to agree the
Council’s response to the consultation.
Having heard that a request to speak had been received, the Committee agreed to
hear from Julie Aitken, Fred Olsen Renewables, for the applicant, who was
accompanied by Mr Euan Hutchinson, Natural Power.
The Planner introduced the report and reported on the details of the application,
gave an overview of the process, focussing on the areas of concern. He confirmed
that the role of Aberdeenshire Council was as a consultee to consider whether the
proposal complies with the Council’s Local Development Plan 2017 (LDP) and to
respond accordingly to Scottish Government. He explained that the development site
lies predominantly in the Kincardine and Mearns area but it does abut the boundary
of Marr. He outlined the main concerns of the Planning Service in relation to the
proposal which primarily relate to the scale of the proposed development, which is
considered to be inappropriate for the location, with the issues arising largely due to
the siting of the turbines in the foreground of Mid Hill and the new turbines being
between 25 and 75 metres taller than those already on site/adjacent to the site. It
was considered that the appearance of larger turbines in the foreground would
create a sense of encroachment and increase the prominence of wind energy at the
location. He provided visualisations of the proposed development, which showed the
proposed sitings of the turbines in the landscape, from different viewpoints and
locations.
He outlined the recommendation of the Planning Service that the Council should
object to the proposal under Policy C2 and E2 of the LDP 2017, for the reasons
outlined within the report.
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He referred to correspondence with Feughdee West Community Council, who had
raised concerns regarding the summary of their consultation response within the
report. He reiterated that the community council had particular concerns over
aviation lighting and in their view the turbines should not be larger than 149.9m in
order to avoid the need for aviation lighting. He confirmed that this view would be
fully reflected for future iterations of the report, for clarity.
Members then asked questions for clarification in relation to the consultation process
relating to aviation, in particular the approach of the MoD to turbine development.
The Committee then heard from Julie Aitken, Fred Olsen Renewables who made
reference to the existing windfarm at Midhill, which had provided employment in the
area, supported local businesses and community initiatives in the area. The
investment in the Fetteresso windfarm would provide further investment in the local
economy and was considered to be a sensitively designed, natural extension of the
Mid Hill Wind Farm. The use of existing infrastructure would limit the overall impact
of the development and the project would create the equivalent of 11 full time jobs,
as well as 47 jobs for Aberdeenshire during construction. She asked the Committee
to note that the windfarm had been designed to fit within the landscape and consider
the benefits of the project, balanced with the limited additional visual impact, and
sought the Committee’s support for the proposal.
After responding to Members, Ms Aitken confirmed that she felt she had been given
a fair hearing.
After due consideration, the Committee agreed that the application be referred to the
Infrastructure Services Committee with a recommendation to Object to the proposed
development.
Reason for Decision
1.

The proposed development is contrary to Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan Policy C2 (Renewable energy) and the associated Spatial Framework
Mapping and Planning Advice ‘Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for
Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire’ 2014 as:
a) the proposed development site lies within an area with no underlying
capacity for new wind energy developments beyond a domestic scale (over
15m in height) by virtue of the site being located within the Mounth Landscape
Character Area (a constituent element of LCT 29 within SNH Landscape
Character Assessment 2019) ; an area of significant protection due to its
sensitive landscape, high visual prominence.
b) it has not been demonstrated that the proposed development would not
have a detrimental impact upon aircraft and aviation as outlined by the
objection from the Ministry of Defence.

2.

The proposed development is contrary to Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan Policy E2 (Landscape) as the EIAR has underestimated the potential
landscape and visual impacts of the proposed development, most notably the
disparity in scale between the proposed development and the established Mid
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Hill I + II developments. The difference in height shall create a sense of wind
development advancing and encroaching, particularly when viewed from LCT
24 ‘Coastal Farmed Ridges and Hills – Aberdeenshire’ or within LCT 29
‘Summits and Plateaux – Aberdeenshire’. The impact is not considered to be
outweighed by any economic or carbon reduction benefits.
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Infrastructure Services

Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee Report – 27 October 2020
Reference No: APP/2019/1341
Notification under Electricity Act 1989 For Section 36 - Section 36 for the
Construction and Operation of Windfarm
Applicant:
Consultation by:

Grid Ref:
Ward No. and Name:
Application Type:
Representations

Consultations
Relevant Proposals Map
Designations:
Complies with
Development Plans:
Main Recommendation

Natural Power Consultants, Ochil House, 3-4
Springkerse Business Park, Stirling, FK7 7XE
Scottish Government, Energy Consent Unit, 4th Floor,
5 Atlantic Quay, 150 Broomielaw, Glasgow, G2 8LU
E: 374440 N: 786463
W19 – Mearns
Notification under Electricity Act 1989
Representations relating to the proposed development are
directed to Scottish Government as the determining
authority.
28
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
Rural Housing Market Area
No
Refer to ISC

NOT TO SCALE
Reproduced from Ordnance Survey mapping with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office © Crown
copyright and database rights. Ordnance Survey Licence Number 0100020767.
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1.

Reason for Report

1.1

The Scottish Government has consulted Aberdeenshire Council in respect of
an application under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989. The Head of
Planning and Environment Service has the power under Section F.4.6 of Part
2B List of Officer Powers in the Scheme of Governance to respond to
consultations from the Scottish Government on applications. He has decided
not to exercise the delegated power in this particular case and instead
referred the application to the Marr Area Committee and Kincardine and
Mearns Area Committee in order to seek views for Infrastructure Services
Committee, in order to agree a response to the consultation. The Kincardine
and Mearns Area Committee is able to consider this matter in terms of
Section B.8.1 of Part 2A List of Committee Powers and Section C.5.2 of Part
2C Planning Delegations of the Scheme of Governance as it is a consultation
to an application to be determined by another public body.

1.2

The Head of Finance and Monitoring Officer within Business Services have
been consulted in the preparation of this report and had no comments to
make and are satisfied that the report complies with the Scheme of
Governance and relevant legislation.

2.

Background and Proposal

2.1

This is an application that has been submitted to Scottish Government’s
Energy Consents Unit under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 for the
installation of 10 wind turbines and associated infrastructure. This would
represent an extension to the existing Mid Hill Wind Farm (Mid Hill) which was
approved in two phases (Mid Hill I and Mid Hill II) and includes 33 WTGs max
height 125.0m. The combined generation capacity of the existing Mid Hill
Developments is 75.9 MW Details of the applications are included within
paragraph 2.12 below. The windfarm became operational in 2013. As stated
above, the application states that and addresses this proposal is an extension
to Mid Hill. This approach has been accepted by the Scottish Government.
For the avoidance of doubt the development site lies within Kincardine and
Mearns.

2.2

Applications are made under Section 36 of the above Act where the
generating capacity exceeds 50 megawatts (MW). The EIAR has not stated
the generating capacity of the proposed turbines, but as this development is
considered to be an extension to Mid Hill and the entire capacity of this and
the previous phases would be above 50MW, a S36 application is considered
appropriate. The Scottish Government have consulted Aberdeenshire Council
alongside other stakeholders including Cairngorms National Park, SNH and
SEPA among others detailed in Section 4 below. Once the Scottish
Government have received the consultation responses, an assessment and
decision would be made taking these into account.
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2.3

The proposed development comprises 10, three bladed wind turbines of
varying heights. See Table 1 below.

Turbine
Number
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Original
Maximum
Tip Height
(m)
149.9
149.9
149.9
180.0
180.0
180.0
200.0
200.0
200.0
200.0

Amended
Maximum
Tip Height
(m)
149.9
149.9
149.9
149.9
149.9
149.9
180.0
180.0
200.0
200.0

Rotor
Location
Diameter (m) AOD (m)
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0

318.0
353.0
342.0
277.0
268.0
286.0
262.0
253.0
227.0
243.0

Table 1: Description of Turbines

2.4

Other infrastructure associated with the proposed development is also
incorporated within the application, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

External transformer housing;
Crane pads including a lay down area with a length of 70m, temporary
works area and crane hardstanding area adjacent to the turbine
measuring 20m x 40m for crane use;
Turbine foundations with an outer diameter of around 26m and cable
ducts;
Access tracks both cut into the vegetation and floating atop vegetation
and peat. New access tracks and widening of some existing tracks are
proposed;
One on-site substation measuring 20m in length, 10m in width and 6m
in height and including space for transformers, switch-rooms and mess
area;
Underground electricity cables;
Anemometry mast;
Up to 4 borrow pits (detailed later in the report);
Water crossings and drainage attenuation measures as necessary;
Forestry felling and restocking;
Temporary construction and storage compounds with an area
measuring around 10,000m² (exact dimensions to be determined) and
bound by a 2.5m high security fence used for the laying down of
materials and storage of construction vehicles. Portable
accommodation including site offices and welfare facilities may also be
sited here;
Health and safety signposting.
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Where possible, existing infrastructure from the existing Mid Hill Wind Farm
would be used, particularly the existing access tracks, albeit with some
reinforcement and new tracks branching from it.
2.5

The proposed borrow pits have been detailed within the appendix 10.3
(Borrow Pit Assessment) of the Environmental Impact Assessment Report
(EIAR). The submission details 4 borrow pit search areas within the wider
development site, which could be utilised depending on further geotechnical
investigation. Extraction would occur through ripping, hydraulic breaking and
blasting. Finalised details in terms of the depth of extraction are unknown at
this time. Table 2 below summarises the borrow pits
Borrow
Pit
Search
Area
1
2
3
4

Search
Area (ha)
5.5
3.1
4.4
19.4

Estimated
Rock
Volume
(cubic m)
90,000
45,000
55,000
115,000

Indicative
Working
Area (ha)

% indicative
Working Area of
Search Area

2.0
1.7
1.4
2.0

36
55
32
10

Table 2: Description of Borrow Pits

2.6

The site, which covers approximately 1267ha (including an area of c700ha
unaffected by development but included as it is adjacent to the access and
grid corridor) is located to the south and east of the existing Mid Hill Wind
Farm, which as described above comprises 33 turbines with a maximum tip
height of 125m. The site runs from the A957 ‘Slug Road’ westwards through
Fetteresso and Drumochty Forest. From the westernmost point of the
application site, there is a distance of approximately 670m as the crow flies to
the Marr area boundary. From this same point, there is a distance of
approximately 20km to the boundary of the Cairngorms National Park (CNP).

2.7

The site is currently part of a commercial conifer forest, with the forested area
covering approximately 1171ha of the overall 1267ha site area. In terms of the
surrounding area, the site is located approximately 8.3km south-east of
Banchory, 6km west of Stonehaven, 4.3km north of Auchenblae and 11.2km
north-east of Fettercairn. The area surrounding the site is sparsely populated
with hill features including Kerloch Hill at a height of 534m Above Ordinance
Data (AOD) to the north of the site, Herscha Hill at a height of 220m AOD to
the south and Meikle Carewe at a height of 266m AOD to the north-east.
Cairn O’Mount, Clachnaben and Scolty Hill are also prominent features, albeit
further afield. The turbines would be sited on contour heights ranging from a
minimum height of 227m AOD (Turbine 9) to 353m AOD (Turbine 2) (see
Table 1 above).

2.8

The application to the Scottish Government was submitted with a supporting
Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) because, due to its nature,
size and location, the development requires a detailed analysis of potential
environmental impacts. A scoping opinion was Issued in June 2018 under

Planning Application: APP/2019/1341

Item: 6
Page: 113
Appendix 3A: Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee Report
Part 4 of the Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland)
Regulations 2017 by the Scottish Government following consultation with
stakeholders, including Aberdeenshire Council and the EIAR has been
submitted further to this. The EIAR outlines the environmental designations
and highlights any potential impacts of the project on the natural, built and
human environments. The EIAR identifies, and seeks assessment and
agreement of, the proposed mitigation for those potential impacts. The
proposal has been assessed using the ‘worst case scenario’ principle so the
impacts can be understood, and adequate mitigation can be proposed and
agreed with the knowledge that the impacts would be within and would not
exceed the extent analysed.
2.9

Additional Information was submitted to the Scottish Government in February
2020, which amended the proposal through reducing the heights of several
turbines (as per table 1 above), although the maximum height remains
200.0m. The additional information also included a revised peat slide risk
assessment, ornithological information, updated Landscape and Visual Impact
assessments and cultural heritage assessments.

2.10

In terms of the delivery of the development, the construction phase is
anticipated to last 12 months and would include the forestry felling, formation
of the internal site tracks between the turbines, cabling works (including
trenching), construction of turbine foundations, crane pads and new
substations, installation and testing of the new turbines and ongoing site
reinstatement around turbines including the targeted re-use of peat.

2.11

Upon the cessation of the consent or operational lifespan of the development,
the site would be decommissioned which would involve the removal of the
turbines, transformers and substations. Underground cables are proposed to
remain in situ. It is proposed that turbine foundations to a depth of at least 1m
be removed and backfilled with appropriate material, while tracks would either
be covered with soil and seeded or left to naturalise.

2.12

Given the scale of the development, the developer conducted pre-application
consultation (PAC) with the local community by way of public exhibitions in
November 2018 in Banchory, Auchenblae and Drumlithie. A PAC Report has
been included with the submission in support of the application detailing the
advertisements placed to notify of the engagements and also highlights
comments made as a result of the engagement. The public were given a
further opportunity to comment upon the revised layout (associated with the
additional information) in late May / early June 2020. This period was delayed
and the applicant unable to hold public events due to the COVID-19
pandemic. Notwithstanding the delay, the May/June 2020 consultation period
has provided the public with the opportunity to make further comment on the
application to the Scottish Government, in line with relevant legislation.

2.13

In terms of process, the views of the Kincardine and Mearns and Marr Area
Committees would feed into a report to Infrastructure Services Committee, the
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result of which would form the Aberdeenshire Council consultation response
to the Scottish Government. Should Aberdeenshire Council object to the
proposed development, a Public Local Inquiry (PLI) would be triggered under
Schedule 8 of the Electricity Act 1989. The outcome of a PLI would be
considered by Scottish Government alongside all other consultation
responses from other stakeholders prior to a decision on the application being
made. The application was considered by the Marr Area Committee on 29
September 2020, details of this committee are contained within the discussion
section.
2.14

Aside from the initial planning enquiry, scoping request and gatecheck relating
to this proposed development, the wider site does have some planning
history.
•

APP/2003/1662 - Formation of Wind Farm Comprising 25 Turbines, 2
Anemometry Masts, Formation of Access Tracks, Underground Grid
Connection, Erection of Building and Substation and Formation of
Vehicular Access onto A957 and Improvements to Said Public Road –
Full Planning Permission Granted on 16 June 2005.

•

APP/2013/3720 - Extension to Wind Powered Electricity Generating
Station (9 Turbines) – No objection made. Scottish Government
Granted the development under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989
on 25 October 2013.

2.15

The map on page 2 of this report shows the development history of the site.
The red area is this current application, the green area reflects the 2003
application site (Mid Hill I), and the yellow area reflects the 2013 application
site (Mid Hill II).

2.16

The proposal has evolved in design terms over time, with wind turbine
numbers being reduced and individual positions being altered throughout this
design and pre application process in order to address issues highlighted at
various pre-application stages, including by stakeholders. This is discussed
further throughout this report. Further information was submitted by the agent
in August 2020 which sought to address concerns raised by the Planning
Service in relation to Landscape/ Visual Impact, Ecological Impact (Peat and
GWDTE) and Private Water Supplies.

2.17

Nearby operational Wind Farms include Meikle Carewe approximately 5km
east; Tullo and Tullo Extension, approximately 11.5km south and St Johns
Hill, approximately 9km south-east of the proposed development site.
Proposed developments nearby include Craigneil windfarm, (APP/2018/0993)
the site of which is located approximately 8.2km north-east of the Fetteresso
wind farm (directly opposite the junction of the access road and A957 Slug
Road) and comprises 11 wind turbines with a maximum height of 135m and
associated infrastructure is currently pending consideration. Glendye
windfarm (APP/2018/2480) which the Council formally objected to in March
2019 is located approximately 9.4km west/south west. The Glendye wind farm
S36 application has not yet been concluded by the Scottish Government.
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3.

Representations

3.1

Representations relating to the proposed development are directed to Scottish
Government as the determining authority.

4.

Consultations
Consultations undertaken by Aberdeenshire Council

4.1

Infrastructure Services (Archaeology) raised concerns over the number
and scale of the proposed wind turbines, and the consequent impact upon the
historic environment (both directly within the development site, and indirectly
on heritage assets in the wider landscape). A condition requiring the
undertaking of a programme of archaeological works has been requested in
the event of any approval.

4.2

Infrastructure Services (Contaminated Land) advised that there is no
objection to the proposed development and suggests the addition of an
informative regarding contamination be added to any grant of permission.

4.3

Infrastructure Services (Environment - Built Heritage) made no comment
on the proposed development, however some historical interests are covered
within the Infrastructure Services (Archaeology) comments.

4.4

Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) has not
supported or objected to the proposal but rather has made comments
regarding Protected Species, loss of Habitats/ Peat and access. The impact
upon Protected Species are deemed acceptable, subject to mitigation
measures outlined within the EIAR being secured via condition. Concerns
have been raised over the impact upon peatland, and in particular Blanket
Bog and Deep Peat. The Environment Team has been involved in subsequent
discussions relating to peatland and has advised that whilst concerns remain
the impact may be lessened through construction methods, particularly those
associated with the temporary construction compound. An access plan has
been requested in order to ensure rights of way are maintained throughout
construction.

4.5

Infrastructure Services (Environmental Health) advised that there is no
objection to the proposed development, subject to appropriate conditions in
relation to noise levels.

4.6

Infrastructure Services (Flood Risk and Coast Protection) advised that
there are no specific flood risk concerns with regard to the proposed
development. It’s advised that new watercourse culverts are designed to
convey a 1 in 200 year flow. As surface water drainage systems and
management plans are to be designed post-consent, it’s requested that a
drainage impact assessment and surface water management plan be
conditioned to be submitted to ensure an appropriate design.
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4.7

Infrastructure Services (Roads Development) advised that there is no
objection to the proposed development and requested conditions in relation to
visibility splays and the submission of a Construction Traffic Management
Plan (CTMP).
Consultations undertaken by Scottish Government

4.8

Aberdeen Airport holds no objection to the proposal.

4.9

BT advised that there is no objection to the proposed development as it
should not cause interference to BT’s current and presently planned radio
network.

4.10

Cairngorm National Park confirmed they had no comment to make on the
proposal, and noted that the visual and landscape impact upon the National
Park had been scoped out of the assessment of the EIA.

4.11

Dee District Salmon Fishery Board advised that there is no objection to the
proposed development. detailed comments have been made in relation to the
potential impacts of the development on Salmonid, primarily in relation to the
loss of habitat and pollution risk. It is noted by Dee DSFB that these matters
are subject to strict controls through various agencies such as SEPA.

4.12

Feughdee West Community Council supports the principle of wind
development in this location when viewed in the context of an extension to the
Mid Hill I and II Wind Farms, however retains concerns over the scale of the
proposed turbines (in terms of height). FWCC notes that this proposal
represents the limit of acceptable commercial wind farm development within
the CC area. Concerns have been raised over the use of aircraft warning
lights, as a potential source of light pollution in an otherwise dark
environment. To this end FWCC have stated no turbines should be above
149.99m. FWCC have expressed a strong desire that associated cabling be
placed underground so as to minimise landscape and visual impact.

4.13

Finzean Community Council raised concerns in relation to the landscape
and visual impact of the turbines, and the ecological and ornithological
impacts. Comments were also made in relation to accessing the Community
Benefit Fund.

4.14

Fisheries Management Scotland provided general advice and links to
technical guidance for the applicant. No specific comment was made in
relation to this proposal.

4.15

Historic Environment Scotland (HES) advised that there is no objection to
the proposed development. HES consider that the proposal would not
significantly alter the Landscape and Visual Baseline in which historic assets
are viewed, and therefore would not impact upon their settings in a
meaningful way.
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HES has advised that one scheduled monument would potentially be directly
impacted – Cowie Line, pillbox and earthworks 945m SW of Stonehouse
(SM6437). Impacts are likely to arise through any widening of the forest rack
to the north of the monument. However HES are satisfied that the submitted
fencing detail would prevent accidental damage, and thereby significantly
diminish the likelihood of direct impacts occurring.
4.16

Joint Radio Company (JRC) advised that there is no objection to the
proposed development.

4.17

Marine Scotland advised that there is no objection to the proposed
development. MS note that the developer proposes to undertake a monitoring
programme in order to identify the impact of the scheme upon fish
populations. MS have advised that robust, site specific, integrated
hydrochemical, macroinvertebrate and fish population monitoring be carried
out in line with MS guidelines and be secured via planning condition.

4.18

Ministry of Defence (MOD) advised of their objection to the proposed
development citing unacceptable interference on the Air Defence (AD) radar
at RRH Buchan as their reason and the quantity of the proposed turbines
visible to the RRH Radar exceeding the ‘cumulative effect’ thresholds.

4.19

NATS holds no objection to the proposed development.

4.20

North Kincardine Rural Community Council has provided comments in
relation to Ecology/ Ornithology (in particular bird and bat strikes), Forestry
(compensatory planting), TV and radio reception and decommissioning. It is
noted that the community council have not stated support or objection to the
proposal.

4.21

RSPB advised that it holds no objection to the proposal. RSPB are satisfied
that the appropriate mitigation measures are in place in relation to Goshawk.
RSPB do not consider the impact upon Herring Gulls from the Fowlsheugh
SPA to be significant, as variability in sightings would indicate that their
movements in this area vary annually. In relation to forested elements of the
scheme, it is suggested that some species may respond positively to the
associated tree felling, however sensitive management would be required.

4.22

ScotWays has raised some concerns in relation to the proposed development
(notably around the impact of the development upon recreational path user,
and maintaining access throughout construction), whilst stopping short of
objecting to the proposal. It is requested that an access plan be required via
suspensive condition in order to ensure adequate means of protecting and
maintaining public access are outlined.

4.23

Scottish Forestry note that the proposal would require the removal of
26.13ha of mainly commercial woodland, which would be subject to the
Control of Woodland removal policy. Woodland should only be removed
where concise time limited re-planting is in place. To this end, Scottish
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Forestry have requested a condition requiring the submission of a
Compensatory Planting Plan, including details of appropriate monitoring.
4.24

Scottish Water advised that there is no objection to the proposed
development.

4.25

SNH has provided comments in relation to Ornithology, Habitats Regulations,
Peat and Landscape and visual impact. The comments in relation to
Landscape have raised the likelihood of a significant local impact arising due
to the proposal, however consider this largely acceptable as the proposal
would be an extension to an existing Wind Farm. Comments in relation to
Ornithology relate to Important Ornithological Features (IOFs) as defined
within the EIAR, and highlight the regulatory requirements associated with
Fowlsheugh SPA under the EC Habitats Regulations. Overall no objection is
made to the development.

4.26

SEPA initially advised of their objection to the proposed development citing
lack of information on peat avoidance/reuse; Groundwater Dependant
Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE); watercourse crossings; and cable
trenches. A further consultation response in October 2019 removed the
objection from SEPA subject to conditions which would require further,
detailed information in relation to these matters prior to the commencement of
development.

4.27

Transport Scotland advised that there is no objection to the proposed
development and has requested conditions in relation to abnormal loads
routing and temporary signage/ traffic control.

4.28

Visit Scotland advised of the importance of tourism to the Scottish economy
and of the landscape’s role in attracting visitors and recommends an
independent tourism impact assessment be carried out.

5.

Relevant Planning Policies

5.1

National Planning Framework for Scotland 3 (NPF3)
The NPF3, published in June 2014, sets out a long-term strategy for
Scotland’s spatial development and supports the country’s transition to a low
carbon economy. Paragraph 3.12 emphasises that new wind energy
infrastructure should be in appropriate locations and that development should
sustain environmental assets.

5.2

Scottish Planning Policy (SPP)
SPP was published in June 2014, superseding the previous SPP published in
2010. It outlines that while the Town and County Planning (Scotland) Act 1997
requires that decisions should be made in accordance with the Development
Plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise, it confirms that the
content of the SPP is a material consideration that carries significant weight.
One of the four planning aims relates to reducing carbon emissions and
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adapting to climate change by achieving 30% of overall energy demand from
renewable sources by 2020, rising to 100% by 2050. Paragraph 169 identifies
considerations which are likely to apply to proposals for energy infrastructure
development, while Paragraph 202 notes that the siting and design of
development should take account of the local landscape character.
Table 1 (Page 39 of SPP) identifies a spatial framework for onshore wind
energy developments, within which, are 3 Groups: Group 1 – Areas where
wind farms will not be acceptable (National Parks and National Scenic Areas);
Group 2 – Areas of significant protection (National and international
designations, nationally important environmental interests); and Group 3 –
Areas with potential for wind farm development. The proposed site lies within
a Group 2 area.
5.3

The Strategic Development Plan was published in August 2020.
The purpose of this Plan is to set a clear direction for the future development
of the City Region. It sets the strategic framework for investment in jobs,
homes and infrastructure over the next 20 years. All parts of the Strategic
Development Plan area will fall within either a strategic growth area or a local
growth and diversification area. Some areas are also identified as
regeneration priority areas. There are also general objectives identified. In
summary, these cover promoting economic growth, promoting sustainable
economic development which will reduce carbon dioxide production, adapt to
the effects of climate change and limit the amount of non-renewable
resources used, encouraging population growth, maintaining and improving
the region’s built, natural and cultural assets, promoting sustainable
communities and improving accessibility in developments.
The Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 will continue to be the
primary document against which applications are considered. The Aberdeen
City & Shire SDP 2020 as published may also be a material consideration.

5.4

Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017
Policy C2 Renewable energy
Policy C3 Carbon sinks and stores
Policy C4 Flooding
Policy E1 Natural heritage
Policy E2 Landscape
Supplementary guidance 9c Special Landscape Areas
Policy HE1 Protecting historic buildings, sites and monuments
Policy HE2 Protecting historic and cultural areas
Policy P1 Layout, siting and design
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Policy P4 Hazardous and potentially polluting developments and
contaminated land
Policy PR1 Protecting important resources
Policy RD1 Providing suitable services

5.5

Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020 resolved to agree the Proposed
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan (LDP) 2020 as the ‘settled view of the
Council’ on what the final adopted content of the LDP 2021 should be.
The Proposed LDP 2020 is a material consideration in the determination of
planning applications. The Planning Authority must therefore assess what
weight it should have in the context of this particular application. As the
Proposed LDP is yet to be subject to public scrutiny and subsequent
Examination by an independent Reporter, it is considered that the level of
weight that should be applied to the Proposed LDP 2020 is not significant.
The Aberdeenshire LDP 2017 remains the up-to-date LDP for the area and
the primary document against which planning applications should be
determined until such time as a new LDP for the area is adopted.

5.6

Other Material Considerations
The Scottish Energy Strategy: the future of energy in Scotland:
The Scottish Energy Strategy was published by Scottish Government in
December 2017 and outlines the vision to deliver secure, affordable and clean
energy. The Strategy sets the target that 50% of Scotland’s heat, transport
and electricity consumption be supplied by renewable sources by 2030. Long
term, the target is for renewable energy to supply a significant share of energy
needs by 2050.
The Scottish Government’s Onshore Wind Policy Statement:
The Onshore Wind Policy Statement was also published in December 2017
and states the expectation of onshore wind energy to remain at the heart of
clean, reliable and low carbon energy in Scotland. The Statement goes on to
acknowledge that large wind turbines should be in landscapes judged to be
capable of accommodating them without significant adverse impacts.
SNH National Landscape Character Assessment 2019 – Landscape
Character Type 29: Summits and Plateaux, Aberdeenshire
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Aberdeenshire Council Planning Advice - Strategic Landscape Capacity
Assessment for Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire is a tool for considering the
context for wind energy development
6.

Discussion

6.1

Overview

6.1.1 The main planning considerations in respect of this development relate firstly
to the establishment of the principle of development before moving on to
consider the potential environmental impacts, including Ecology, Ornithology,
Landscape and Visual amenity, Cultural Heritage, Hydrology, Geology and
Hydrogeology, Forestry, Traffic and Transport, Noise, Aviation and
Infrastructure, Socioeconomics and Access.
6.1.2 As advised within Section 2 of the report above, the application is supported
by an EIAR. The structure of the EIAR is orthodox and includes individual
chapters for each over-arching element. Each chapter includes the
identification of the effects resulting from the proposed development by
assessing the sensitivity of the receptor from the environmental baseline
against the proposed magnitude of change predicted as a result of the
scheme. This process is used to determine the proposed significance of any
environmental impact. Those impacts that are considered to be significant
require to be addressed and reduced. Mitigation of these impacts is proposed,
both embedded into the proposal through the design and use of good
practice, but also additional measures which are presented within the EIAR.
The structure and methodology of the submission is acceptable.
6.1.3 Within the EIAR, the developer has identified a total of 2 potential significant
impacts through the following issues:
 Landscape and Visual Impact
 Impact upon Aviation (Radar)
The developer considers all other impacts would not be significant with
appropriate mitigation. The significant impacts are discussed in detail below
alongside other potential impacts.
6.2

Principle of Development

6.2.1 As outlined in Paragraph 2.1 above, because the application is made under
Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989, the Scottish Government is the
determining authority. In considering an application under Section 36,
Ministers are required to give due regard to criteria outlined in Schedule 9 of
the Act, which includes the desirability of preserving natural beauty,
conserving flora, fauna and geological or physiological features of special
interest and to protect sites, buildings and objects of architectural, historical or
archaeological interest, and to the mitigation of any impacts the proposal has
on these. The basis of these requirements, along with being set out within the
Electricity Act, are also incorporated into the body of national planning
policies.
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6.2.2 The considerations of the Electricity Act, national planning policy (including
NPF3 and SPP) along with national energy policy (Onshore Wind Policy
Statement and Scottish Energy Strategy Energy Policies) requires to be
considered alongside the Development Plan. Despite not having primacy, the
Development Plan does remain an important material consideration in the
overall decision making, whilst forming the basis of the Council’s assessment.
6.2.3 In terms of national planning policy, both NPF3 and SPP are supportive of
wind energy development for Scotland to transition into a low carbon
economy. A presumption in favour of development that contributes to
sustainable development is set out within SPP. However, the SPP also cites
the importance of the siting of such developments to be in appropriate
locations considering important features such as the historic and natural
environment. SPP, in Paragraph 169, identifies the considerations to be
made. This includes “proposals for energy infrastructure development should
always take account of spatial frameworks for wind farms” and that
“considerations will vary relative to the scale of the proposals and area
characteristics but are likely to include a number of matters”. These are set
out in Table 1: Spatial Frameworks on Page 39 of SPP. Table 1: shows the
proposed development falling within Group 2: Areas of significant protection
as the site is on an area of carbon rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland
habitat. As the site is afforded significant protection, it must be demonstrated
that any significant effects on the qualities of these areas can be substantially
overcome by siting, design or other mitigation.
6.2.4 With regard to regional/strategic policy, the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic
Development Plan (SDP) supports the vision of SPP to reduce carbon
emissions through renewable energy sources. The ‘Sustainable development
and climate change’ objective within the SDP identifies that there is ‘extra
capacity for onshore wind [energy]’ within the region.
6.2.5 The Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan (ALDP) adopts the vision and
aims of the SDP and offers broad support for renewable energy development
if the impacts upon the environment and amenity of the surrounding area can
be mitigated. The EIAR offers a detailed assessment of the environmental
and visual impacts predicted by virtue of the proposed development – this is
discussed later in this report.
6.2.6 Policy C2 within the ALDP, which is a prominent policy to consider for the
proposed development, presumes approval of wind energy developments in
‘appropriate locations’ taking into account the spatial mapping on Page 74 of
the ALDP. The map identifies those areas with landscape capacity for wind
energy development along with those which are protected/have no capacity
for such development. More detailed guidance is set out in the Strategic
Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy which is a material
consideration. For the avoidance of doubt, the Strategic Landscape Capacity
Assessment for Wind Energy forms the starting point of the assessment of the
principle of development but is not the only consideration. This document
provides an indication of landscape capacity, however capacity does not
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equate to suitability or acceptability and vice versa – even with capacity for
wind energy development, said development must still fit successfully into any
landscape from a design, scale and visual perspective. It is accepted that this
document was compiled prior to the adoption of SPP, however the
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 (including the Strategic
Landscape Capacity Assessment) was subject to examination after SPP and
was subsequently adopted and thus forms the primary and up to date policy
basis for assessing the application. The Planning Service is satisfied that the
use of Policy C2 and the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment remains
an appropriate starting point for the establishment of the principle of
development. This does not identify the site as being within an area with
strategic capacity but is within an area ‘with potential’ subject to detailed
consideration. Therefore, taking all of the above into account, the principle of
development may be acceptable if there are no significant effects identified on
the environment and where suitable mitigation can be agreed and secured if
appropriate. The conclusion of this report shall state whether the proposal is
considered to comply with Policy C2.
6.3

Ecology

6.3.1 With regard to Ecology, the main issues to consider are the impact of the
development upon protected species and priority habitats. Policy E1 Natural
Heritage of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 is therefore the
primary consideration. Other matters such as forestry and ornithology are
discussed elsewhere in this report.
6.3.2 Policy E1 seeks to prevent development which would have a detrimental
impact upon a protected species. In order to ascertain the impact, the Policy
requires appropriate survey work to have been undertaken and the
submission of species protection plans describing appropriate mitigation
where necessary.
6.3.3 Chapter 6 of the EIAR considers terrestrial ecology. As part of the submission,
a suite of habitat and species surveys were undertaken across the site
including desk studies and field surveys including a Phase 1 Habitat Survey,
National Vegetation Classification (NVC) Survey, GWDTE’s and protected
species surveys for otter, water vole, badger, bats, wildcat, pine marten,
badger, red squirrel and fish. A baseline of existing conditions is given
including details of designated sites within the locality, including those with
statutory designations (Special Area of Conservation (SAC)) and nonstatutory designations (Local Nature Conservation Sites (LNCS)) and species
records for the site.
6.3.4 Consideration was given to the designated sites, habitat and species found at
the Fetteresso site, which is mainly commercial woodland, along with their
conservation importance to determine whether they are an Important
Ecological Feature (IEF). Those designated sites/species/habitats that are
considered to be an IEF are given further consideration in the EIAR. Those
that are not, have no further surveys and are scoped out of the assessment.
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The Planning Service consider this to be a reasonable approach, which has
allowed the EIAR to focus on those species which are at highest risk. Other
species which have been scoped out are not insignificant, however their
presence on site is likely to be transient in nature and therefore more general
measures such as the adoption of best working practices would provide
adequate safeguards should they be encountered, this is considered to be
suitable mitigation in the circumstances. Those identified as IEFs are: Bats;
Wildcat; Pine Marten; Woodland Ant Species and habitats including
Broadleaved Woodland, Marshy Grassland, Dry Dwarf Shrub Heath, Blanket
Bog, Flush and Spring Grassland and GWDTE’s.
6.3.5 Potential effects were identified during both the construction and operational
phases, albeit primarily during the construction phase. None of the potential
effects are identified as being significant.
6.3.6 In terms of protected mammals (bats, wildcat and pine martens), impacts on
bats are considered at a local scale, whereas impacts on wildcat and pine
martens are considered at a regional scale owing to their scarcity.
6.3.7 Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) have been consulted
in relation to the development and are satisfied with the content of the
Ecological Chapter of the EIAR. It is noted that Species Protection Plans
(SpPP) will be required and could be secured via suspensive condition. The
paragraphs below (which incorporate comments from the Environment Team)
detail the IEFs identified on site, as well as the content required in the relevant
SpPP.
Bats (IEF)
6.3.8 Baseline Survey work did not identify any bat roosts, however several
structures with roost potential were identified. Recorded bat activity levels
were generally low across the site, with the most records relating to species
common across the UK and Scotland. A single recording of Nathusius
pipistrelle was identified, which is a rare species in the UK. While this species
is considered to be at high risk of collision with wind turbines, the solitary
record indicates that this species is found in low numbers and infrequently in
this location. On this basis the EIAR identifies the site as of local conservation
significance. However, given the uncertain relationship between bat activity at
pre-construction and mortality during operation, bats have been identified as
an IEF.
6.3.9 Further investigation has identified the site as being of relatively poor quality
for bats, in terms of habitat and foraging grounds, with little evidence of it
being used for commuting routes. It is noted that no roosts were identified
during early survey work, with some structures with roost potential present. It
is noted within the EIAR that woodpecker holes may provide small scale roost
potential, and therefore felling activity would provide an inherent risk to the bat
population. This could be suitably mitigated through pre-commencement
survey work.
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6.3.10 The erection of wind turbines creates a collision risk for bat species. The EIAR
highlights that the impact of collision risk is currently difficult to ascertain, with
conflicting academic research produced across the UK, North America and
Europe. Collision risk cannot be discounted; however the significance of the
potential impact can be assessed through considering the mix of species
identified within the site, and their wider distribution. It is noted that Common
and Soprano pipistrelle comprise the majority of species recorded on site –
albeit in relatively low numbers. The EIAR estimates the UK wide population
of these species to be around 2 million, and therefore it is considered that this
development would be unlikely to have a significant impact upon this bat
population.
6.3.11 It is considered that the EIAR has demonstrated, through appropriate survey
work that the impact of the proposal upon the bat population can be managed
through mitigation (to be detailed within the SpPP).
6.3.12 The SpPP must incorporate pre-construction surveys of trees with suitable
roost potential that were identified during the previous survey; and
implementation of buffers around turbines of tree/ shrub free habitat in order
to minimise the risk of bats being hit by turbines. Additional consideration of
adequate buffers between riparian habitats and turbines may be required. The
implementation of the above mitigation will allow any potential negative effects
to be accommodated and as such the proposal can conform to ALDP Policy in
this regard.
Wildcat (IEF)
6.3.13 Baseline Survey work did not identify any signs of Wildcat in 2015, however
historic NESBReC records suggest the potential for wildcat to be present on
site. Given the conservation status of the species, Wildcat have been
identified as an IEF. It is noted that the Survey work is several years old at
this point, however given the large territories associated with this species it is
considered that the 2015 survey provides a historical basis from which to
work. The adoption of a suitable SpPP would ensure adequate protocols are
in place in the event that Wildcat are identified on site.
6.3.14 The Wildcat population across Scotland is unknown, although thought to be
extremely low. Historically, Aberdeenshire has had a relatively high number of
records of Wildcat (proportionally compared to other local authority areas),
however this is thought to have declined more recently. NESBReC has
identified 4 records of Wildcat within the development site, with a further
sighting 2km south east of the site. The relatively low number of sightings
within the past 10 years would indicate a relatively low population. The
presence of commercial forestry within the development site is likely to further
reduce the quality of the site as a wildcat habitat.
6.3.15 With regard to potential impacts, the construction phase represents the
largest risk to any population of Wildcat. The risks include disturbance during
the breeding season (Feb to July) when individuals are particularly sensitive
to noise or vibrations, changes to the structural habitat or mortality due to

Planning Application: APP/2019/1341

Item: 6
Page: 126
Appendix 3A: Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee Report
collision with vehicles. It is considered that these risks could be suitably
mitigated through the adoption of an appropriate SpPP. Given the sparsity of
records in the area, it is considered that any impact would be unlikely to be
significant to the wider populations.
6.3.16 It is considered that the EIAR has demonstrated, through appropriate survey
work that the impact of the proposal upon the Wildcat population can be
managed through mitigation (to be detailed within the SpPP).
6.3.17 The SpPP must incorporate outline measures to be taken in order to minimise
the potential disturbance of wildcat during tree felling and construction, in
addition to measures to be put in place to protect any dens identified during
the works. The implementation of the above mitigation will allow any potential
negative effects to be accommodated and as such the proposal can conform
to ALDP Policy in this regard.
Pine Marten (IEF)
6.3.18 Baseline Survey work has identified extensive evidence of Pine Marten within
the development site. It is noted that the territory for a Pine Marten is
estimated to be 10-25 sq km for a male and 5-15 sq km for a female. Each
territory requires approximately 0.86 – 1.66 sq km of woodland. Based upon
this, the proposal site could accommodate up to 11 individuals. The Pine
Marten is therefore an IEF.
6.3.19 Pine Marten are considered to be relatively tolerant of human activity, and the
risk of disturbance is generally considered to be low. However, disturbance
during the breeding season (March to July) has been known to cause female
Pine Martens to abandon her kits. This disturbance is most likely to occur
during the construction period and be caused due to construction noise/
vibrations or through felling activity. The EIAR states this could be mitigated
through the adoption of best practice working, to be detailed through the
SpPP.
6.3.20 In terms of magnitude of impact, the disturbance is likely to be limited to an
area of approximately 3 sq km, an area unlikely to support more than one pair
of Pine Marten. Felling associated with the development is unlikely to cause a
loss of habitat above that which would impact one individual Pine Marten and
therefore would not destabilise the population.
6.3.21 It is considered that the EIAR has demonstrated, through appropriate survey
work that the impact of the proposal upon the Pine Marten population can be
managed through mitigation SpPP.
6.3.22 The SpPP must incorporate pre-construction surveys of forested areas to
detect the presence of and/ or dens and measures to protect these during the
construction of the wind farm infrastructure. Measures must also be outlined
in order to protect any breeding sites identified during the works. The
implementation of the above mitigation will allow any potential negative effects
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to be accommodated and as such the proposal can conform to ALDP Policy in
this regard.
Wood Ants (IEF)
6.3.23 Baseline Survey work has identified the presence of both Hairy Wood Ants
and Blood Red Ants on site. The Hairy Wood Ant is found throughout the UK,
with the Blood Red Ant found in Northern Scotland and Southern England.
Both species provide ecosystem services, important to the general health of
the woodland ecosystem. Wood Ant have therefore been designated an IEF
for this development.
6.3.24 Incidents of this species were generally observed alongside the edge of the
woodland, and adjacent to access tracks. For this reason the greatest risk of
disturbance would arise during upgrades to the access tracks. Both species
are generally transient, with nests moving annually although staying within the
same area. The impact of the development could be mitigated through
measures to minimise the impact upon Wood Ant, and through the creation of
more favourable conditions on site.
6.3.25 It is considered that the EIAR has demonstrated, through appropriate survey
work that the impact of the proposal upon the wood ant population can be
managed through mitigation (to be detailed within the SpPP.
6.3.26 The SpPP must incorporate must outline measures to minimise the impact
upon wood ants, and measures to create suitable conditions for wood ants
within the site in the longer term. The Planning Service are satisfied that this
could be achieved, but clarity of the precise measures to be adopted would be
required prior to the commencement of any works. The implementation of the
above mitigation will allow any potential negative effects to be accommodated
and as such the proposal can conform to ALDP Policy in this regard.
Other Protected Species
6.3.27 The EIAR considers other protected species (badger, otter, red squirrel).
Evidence of each has been found on site, however in the wider context these
sightings are either not significant, or the impact of the development would be
insignificant. In order to comply with the relevant legislation for each species,
the developer should be required to include best practice working measures
for each species within the SpPP. The inclusion of appropriate mitigation will
allow the potential impacts upon species to be addressed. The Planning
Service is satisfied that appropriate mitigation may take the form of individual
SpPP for each species, or a wider ranging SpPP covering all species. The
detail of the finalised plans must be agreed prior to the commencement of any
work on site.
Conclusion (Protected Species)
6.3.28 It is considered that the applicant has demonstrated through the undertaking
of appropriate survey work that the impact of the development upon protected

Planning Application: APP/2019/1341

Item: 6
Page: 128
Appendix 3A: Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee Report
species has been identified. Where required, further information has been
provided (IEFs) which includes species specific mitigation measures. More
general concerns over non IEF species are capable of management through
the adoption of best working practices. Whilst a planning condition will be
required in order to ensure appropriate SpPP are submitted (format to be
confirmed), agreed and adhered to, it is considered that the development
complies with the Protected Species aspect of Policy E1 in relation to
terrestrial ecology.
Blanket Bog (IEF)
6.3.29 This section of the report focuses upon the Blanket Bog as a habitat, as
opposed to considering the impact of the development upon peat and carbon
rich soils as a whole. Therefore this section shall assess the impact upon
Blanket Bog against Policy E1, which states that development will only be
permitted on undesignated habitats listed on Annex 1 of the EC Habitats
Directive if a baseline ecological survey has been undertaken, the
development has been designed to avoid impacts where possible and where
impacts cannot be reasonably avoided, an ecological management plan
demonstrates that the public benefit of the development outweighs the
ecological value of the site. Peat and carbon rich soils are considered in
greater detail within the Hydrology, Geology and Hydrogeology section of this
report.
6.3.30 Blanket bog has been designated as an Important Ecological Feature (IEF) of
the proposed development, as the habitat is an Annex 1 Habitat under the EC
Habitats Directive. Whilst this is a relatively common habitat within Scotland
(equating to 1.8 million ha, or ~23% of landmass), the habitat is significant in a
European context. The major source of European Blanket Bog is located
within the British Isles.
6.3.31 The EIAR has provided a baseline ecological survey of the development site,
including a National Vegetation Classification (NVC) survey in order to identify
areas of blanket bog. The EIAR has identified the 68.12 ha of Blanket Bog
across the Fetteresso development site which equates to 13.5% of the site.
Blanket bog is predominantly located in the areas around Turbine 1 (T1),
Turbine 2 (T2) and the construction compound. The depth of the peat has
been interpolated based upon probing carried out as part of the Peat Stability
Risk Assessment. Mean Peat Depth around T1 is estimated at 1.3m, Mean
Peat Depth around T2 is estimated at 0.55m and Mean Peat Depth around
the construction compound is estimated at 1.34m. This information has
satisfied the requirement for a baseline survey under Policy E1.
6.3.32 Turning to the second aspect of Policy E1, it must now be considered whether
the proposed development has taken reasonable steps to avoid development
within areas of Blanket Bog. Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural
Heritage) has noted that Blanket Bog is predominantly located around T1 and
the Construction Compound and has advised that areas of deep peat (>1.0m)
are of particular ecological value in terms of supporting vegetation, and are
not easily replaceable or replicated as peat forms very slowly. The
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Environment Team have recommended that the location of infrastructure and
in particular the construction compound should be reconsidered. SEPA have
also been consulted by the Scottish Government in relation to the proposed
development. In the initial response, SEPA did not comment specifically on
Blanket Bog, but made comments which aligned with the Environment Team
assessment that suggest the location of T1 and the construction compound
are inappropriate and should be re-sited due to the impact upon peat. The
subsequent response from SEPA (which removed their objection) but
maintained concerns in relation to the siting of T1, T2 and the construction
compound. SEPA requested a condition for further investigation,
relocation/micro-siting, and appropriate construction methods, during detailed
design phase, post-consent, pre-construction) in order to ensure mitigation
measures are delivered and opportunities taken to maximise micrositing to
reduce peat excavation on site. The Planning Service note the approach from
SEPA, which would effectively defer this issue until a later point of the
process. Policy E1 of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017
promotes detailed assessment and development of appropriate mitigation at
the pre-consent phase of development. Whilst the proposal has been
supported by appropriate survey work, the mitigation is yet to be fully detailed
and therefore the proposal does not comply with this aspect of Policy E1 as
written.
6.3.33 Whilst the proposal does not comply with Policy E1 in relation to habitats, it
could be viewed as an acceptable departure from policy in light of other
material considerations which are considered below. The EIAR seeks to
justify the development of Blanket Bog through noting the relatively small area
of habitat which would be lost. The EIAR identifies that 2.468ha, (or 3.62%) of
the blanket bog would be permanently lost during the construction phase, and
therefore considered to be of low magnitude and not significant at a regional
level. A Habitat Management Plan (HMP) is proposed to address the potential
of bog restoration. The Planning Service agree that in the context of the
development site the loss of 3.62% of the Blanket Bog may not be nationally
or internationally significant. Advice has been sought from Infrastructure
Services (Environment – Natural Heritage), and it is considered that whilst the
loss of peatland due to turbines 1 and 2 would be regrettable, the impact
would not be significant. Changes were sought to the location of the
Construction Compound; however, these have not been made and no
justification in terms of site selection has been provided. The current location
would undoubtedly have negative impact upon the underlying peat; however,
this could be managed through construction methods, which when combined
with the temporary nature of the enclosure would constitute a form of
mitigation. The use of a suspensive conditions in relation to micrositing and
construction methodology would constitute a form of mitigation as required
under Policy E1. Said mitigation, particularly in relation to the construction
compound and any potential future relocation could further assist in reducing
the prominence of this matter.
6.3.34 It is considered that the proposed development would have a negative impact
upon areas of Blanket Bog, however in light of the advice from consultees it is
considered that this impact is not likely to be significant in a wider context.
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Detailed mitigation has not been provided as required under Policy E1,
however this could be achieved via suspensive condition. The Planning
Service therefore consider this to be an acceptable, minor departure from
Policy E1 in that an opportunity would remain to obtain and agree appropriate
mitigation prior to the commencement of development.
Ecology Conclusion
6.3.35 It is considered that in respect of Protected Species that the applicant has
demonstrated through appropriate survey work, that the development would
not have an unacceptable negative impact upon Important Ecological
Features (IEFs) and other protected species, or that where said effects could
arise that they can be suitably managed through appropriate mitigation
measures. In order to ensure that said mitigation measures are carried
through, the Planning Service would require a condition in order to ensure the
submission, agreement and implementation of SpPP. The Planning Service
consider the Protected Species aspect of the proposal to comply with Policy
E1.
6.3.36 It is considered that in respect of Habitats that the applicant has failed to
demonstrate that the development has been designed to avoid negative
impacts upon Blanket Bog (as listed in Annex 1 EC Habitats Directive), as
detailed mitigation measures (such as micrositing or construction methods)
have not been outlined. However advice from SEPA and Infrastructure
Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) indicates that appropriate
mitigation is likely achievable via suspensive condition. While it would not be
the preference to the Planning Service to defer these matters and it would be
far better to address these up front, the fact remains that as proposed the
scheme represents a minor departure which could be accommodated.
Assuming therefore that any micrositing improves the situation, the proposal
would not become any less acceptable through any future steps. The
proposal would therefore be an acceptable departure from the habitat element
of Policy E1 subject to conditions requiring the submission, agreement of and
adherence to mitigation measures in relation to peat.
6.4

Ornithology

6.4.1 Chapter 7 of the EIAR considers the impact of the development upon
Ornithology. As with Ecology, the main issues to consider are the impact of
the development upon protected species and priority habitats. Policy E1
Natural Heritage of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 is
therefore the primary consideration.
6.4.2 Primary consultees in respect of this matter are considered to be SNH and
RSPB. Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) has advised
that it would be appropriate to defer to the expertise of these bodies when
considering whether the proposal complies with the Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan 2017.
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6.4.3 The EIAR was preceded by an extensive scoping exercise in order to target
detailed assessment of the impact of the proposal on the Important
Ornithological Features (IOFs) which are most likely to be impacted by the
development. The scoping exercise involved engagement with SNH and
concluded that the IOFs for this development are Goshawk, Herring Gull and
Fowlsheugh SPA.
6.4.4 As a baseline the EIAR considers the most likely risks associated with the
proposal to be habitat loss, disturbance and displacement, and collision risk.
Habitat loss and disturbance/ displacement are most likely to occur to during
the construction phase of the development and therefore the impact would be
time limited. Provided the overall species populations are maintained, any
disturbance should prove temporary. The risks associated with construction
for a development of this nature do not differ significantly from other
construction sites, with incidents such as destruction or damage to nests and
eggs being the most likely form of habitat loss. In light of this industry
standard mitigation measures such as the adoption of best working practice
and the employment of an Ecological Clerk of Works (ECoW) would mitigate
the impacts.
6.4.5 Collision Risk differs in that the impact is associated with the operational
phase of the development and is therefore longer term. Many factors play into
considerations of collision risk. The sensitivity of a species to collision will
depend upon the overall population of said species, for example the loss of an
individual in a low-density species (eg. raptor) would be more significant than
the loss of an individual in a high-density species (eg Skylark). Collision risk is
thought to be higher for species that spend more time in the air, such as
foraging raptors, or those that follow migratory routes such as geese. The
EIAR considers that the Fetteresso site does not lie on a migratory route, or
contain features which would attract species at a higher risk of collision.
6.4.6 As the general risks have now been outlined, the paragraphs below shall
consider each of the IOFs in turn and consider the responses from SNH and
RSPB in determining whether the proposal complies with Policy E1.
Goshawk
6.4.7 Goshawk at this location are considered to form a regionally significant
population, although not specifically linked to any wider designated site. The
species is relatively sparse, although difficult to monitor and therefore actual
populations are thought to be higher than observed.
6.4.8 Survey work recorded high variation in the number of flights observed
between years, however the number of nests found increased from 4 in 2015
to 8 in 2018.
6.4.9 Disturbance to Goshawk is most likely to be related to noise or changes in
environment during the early breeding season (mid-march to mid-may),
although evidence would suggest that individuals can become accustomed to
a degree of disturbance if it is present from the beginning of the nesting
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period. This has been evidenced on site with nests found less than 170m from
the existing roads. For this reason, the EIAR considers the risk of disturbance
to be low and not significant.
6.4.10 Displacement of Goshawk is considered to be moderately negative, however
not significant as the wider Fetteresso forest does provide good hunting and
breeding grounds for the species.
6.4.11 Collision mortality for this species is predicted to be 1.8 birds per year, or
3.6% of the population (0.66% Scottish population). Raptors are generally
considered to be at higher risk of collision in part due to physiology, and
partially due to hunting behaviour, with attention focused on distant prey.
Behaviour observed on site would indicate that Goshawk tend to fly at
predicted collision height when displaying, and generally hunting in the
canopy. This behaviour pattern would indicate a high chance that Goshawk
would be able to avoid the turbines. As such the potential impact of collisions
for this species is likely to be apparent but not significant.
6.4.12 SNH and RSPB are satisfied with the findings of the EIAR in relation to
Goshawk, and the proposed mitigation measures including working practices
as outlined above. SNH have advised that precautionary approach to buffer
zones around Goshawk nests should be taken, with a 500m buffer as
opposed to a 400m buffer. In assessing the above, the Planning Service are
minded to agree with the conclusions of the RSPB and SNH.
6.4.13 In a policy context, it has been demonstrated through appropriate survey work
that the impact of the development upon the Goshawk population has been
considered and is capable of mitigation through appropriate measures as
required under Policy E1.
Herring Gull
6.4.14 Herring Gull in this location are closely associated with the Fowlsheugh SPA.
The population is considered to be in decline. The Herring Gull population
tends to assemble during the breeding season, and later disperses to various
foraging ranges. This is reflected within the survey work, with around 125
individuals spotted to the east of the development during the 2015 breeding
season, but none later in the year. No gulls were spotted during the 2018
breeding season; however this could reflect changing food resources that
year. Given the location of sightings, it is reasonable to presume the gulls are
associated with Fowlsheugh SPA.
6.4.15 Herring Gulls were not observed feeding, roosting or adjacent to the proposed
development and therefore the development is considered to have no
predicted effect in relation to disturbance or displacement.
6.4.16 Collision risk modelling has been carried out in relation to Herring Gull. The
additional information which was submitted for this application contained a
revised assessment. Based upon the 2015 observations, and utilising a
99.5% avoidance rate for large gulls, it is suggested that 0.77 Herring Gulls
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would collide with the turbines in any given breeding season. It is considered
within the EIAR that the impact would therefore be of low negative magnitude
and not significant in terms of the wider population.
6.4.17 RSPB have raised no concerns in relation to Herring Gull, and note that the
2018 Seabird Census data suggests the breeding population at Fowlsheugh
SPA is much higher than previously suggested. This would lessen the impact
of any collisions. SNH have come to the view that any impact upon Herring
Gull would be significant in so far as it may impact upon the qualifying
interests of Fowlsheugh SPA. This is elaborated upon in the upcoming
Fowlsheugh section of this report.
6.4.18 The EIAR does not propose specific mitigation measures in relation to Herring
Gull as the population does not appear to roost or feed adjacent to the
turbines and therefore no significant population of the species would be
impacted by the proposed development. The collision modelling suggests a
low impact that could not be reasonably mitigated, and therefore any
individuals which are in the vicinity of the development would have a high
likelihood of avoiding the turbines (99.5% avoidance rate). Given the nature of
observations in this area (transient) and the avoidance rate, it is considered
that no meaningful mitigation could reasonably be undertaken.
6.4.19 In a policy context, it has been demonstrated through appropriate survey work
that the impact of the development upon the Herring Gull population has been
considered and would be acceptable without specific mitigation as required
under Policy E1.
Fowlsheugh SPA
6.4.20 Fowlsheugh SPA lies approximately 16km to the east of the development site
and is noted for gulls. Herring Gull in particular are an important feature of the
site, which previously supported up to 3190 pairs (2% GB population). More
recently, since the SPA was designated (1992) the Herring Gull population
has fallen to 125 breeding pairs. RSPB have however indicated that more
recent data (seabird census) may suggest the population is much higher.
6.4.21 In respect of the SPA, Policy E1 states that for nature conservation sites,
Aberdeenshire Council will only permit development where it can be
demonstrated that the objectives of the site and overall integrity are not
compromised. Through consultation with SNH, and investigations associated
with the EIAR it is clear that the main impact upon the Fowlsheugh SPA
relates to any impact upon Herring Gull.
6.4.22 As stated in the Herring Gull section, the main impact relates to collision risk
and the effect this would have upon the species integrity. Revised data would
suggest the loss of 0.77 individuals per year. Whilst it is difficult to quantify the
breeding population at Fowlsheugh, this figure of 0.77 would equate to less
than 0.616% of the population (as worked out from the number in the EIAR).
This is not likely to significantly alter or undermine the wider population at
Fowlsheugh.
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6.4.23 In a regulatory context, SNH have advised that the Scottish Government (as
determining authority) will need to carry out an appropriate assessment of the
impact on the qualifying interests of the SPA under the Habitats Regulations.
6.4.24 It is considered that the proposal has demonstrated that it is unlikely to have
such a significant effect upon the qualifying interests of the SPA designation,
as to risk or challenge the need for said designation. It is therefore considered
that the proposal complies with Policy E1 in relation to ornithology and
designated sites.
Ornithology Conclusion
6.4.25 It is considered that the applicant has demonstrated through appropriate
survey work, that the ornithological impact of the development could be
appropriately managed through mitigation measures. These measures
primarily related to the construction phase of the development, when
disturbance to bird is most likely to occur. Such disturbances would be
managed through working practices and the employment of an ecological
clerk of works (ECoW), which should be detailed within a CEMP and secured
via planning condition. The impact upon specific species is considered to be
acceptable when assessed against Policy E1.
6.4.26 In respect of Designated Sites, Fowlsheugh SPA has been identified as the
only site likely to be impacted. Appropriate survey work has been undertaken
to demonstrate the proposal would not undermine the qualifying interests of
the designation. It is considered that the proposal would comply with Policy
E1 in respect of designated sites.
6.4.27 Notwithstanding the above, the Planning Service would reiterate that the
Scottish Government (as determining authority) will need to carry out an
appropriate assessment of the impact on the qualifying interests of the SPA
under the Habitats Regulations
6.5

Landscape and Visual Impact

6.5.1 Chapter 8 of the EIAR concerns Landscape and Visual Impact. The EIAR
comprises a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) and a
Cumulative Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (CLVIA).
6.5.2 The study area for the assessment is identified as being 40km from the
outermost turbines in all directions. This area is consistent with that
recommended in good practice guidance for turbines of this scale, and has
been agreed by the applicant with SNH through the scoping process and preapplication discussions. The cumulative search area is 60km, and includes all
operational schemes, schemes under construction, approved schemes and
those with a valid application (including appeals) along with those at the
scoping stage. Single turbines or those with a height of 50m or less are only
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considered within 5km of the proposed development. Those schemes within
15km of the proposed development are included within the CLVIA.
6.5.3 The EIAR has sought to determine the landscape baseline through utilising
various assessments and designations which characterise the landscape.
These include SNH Landscape Character Assessments, which outline
Landscape Character Types (LCTs). SNH reviewed their Landscape
Character Assessments in February 2019, which supersede the previous
1998 editions. LCTs previously contained Landscape Character Areas
(LCAs), which provided more localised information. As part of the review, the
titles and boundaries of some LCTs changed and LCAs within each LCT are
now no longer referenced. Other key landscape designations, such as the
Aberdeenshire Special Landscape Areas (SLAs) are also identified within the
EIAR as a key consideration. These are designated by Aberdeenshire Council
through the Local Development Plan process and seek to highlight local
significant or valued landscape elements.
6.5.4 The methodology presented in the LVIA / CLVIA is considered to be orthodox
and appropriate.
6.5.5 The key policies in relation to this chapter are Policy E2 Landscape and Policy
C2 Renewable Energy. Policy E2 states that Aberdeenshire Council will
refuse development which causes unacceptable impacts upon the key natural
landscape elements, historical features, composition or quality of the
landscape character through scale, location or design. The Policy further
states that development should not significantly erode characteristics as
defined in Scottish Natural Heritages Landscape Character Assessment or
linked to Aberdeenshire Special Landscape Areas (SLAs). Policy C2
highlights the significance of the Spatial Framework Mapping on P74 of the
LDP and Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Turbines in
determining the appropriateness of a location for Wind Turbines. The Policy
further requires all wind farms to be appropriately sited and designed in order
to avoid unacceptable environmental effects and take into account cumulative
effects of existing and consented wind turbines.
6.5.6 It is noted that the ‘Planning Statement Update, February 2020’ outlines the
developers view that Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment referred to
by within Policy C2 is out of date, having been produced in March 2014 –
before SPP (June 2014) and other more recent Scottish Government policies
on climate change and energy such as The Scottish Government’s Onshore
Wind Policy Statement (December 2017). Whilst the Planning Service can
understand the view of the developer, the Service is confident that the
Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment remains valid. Whilst the
assessment was compiled prior to SPP, it forms part of the Aberdeenshire
Local Development Plan 2017 which was subject to examination and
eventually adopted after SPP came into force – the Strategic Landscape
Capacity Assessment forms part of the adopted and up to date Local
Development Plan and as such, regardless of the developer’s disagreement
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with the content of this, the fact remains that this forms and adopted and key
part of the Policy basis for assessment. The Planning Service shall therefore
treat Policy C2 and the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment as a key
consideration.
6.5.7 It is worth reiterating at this point that even in a scenario whereby any
landscape assessment was agreed to be out of date or not fit for purpose
(which is not the case here) a proposal would still require to have an
acceptable visual impact upon the surrounding landscape. The argument that
any issues with the status of a policy or landscape capacity assessment in
turn result in a de facto acceptability of any proposal are considered to be
misplaced and do not take account of wider landscape and visual
considerations.
6.5.8 The impact of the development is best viewed through two distinct, but
undoubtedly linked elements. Landscape Character relates to the pattern of
development and landscape features which define an area. Visual Impact
relates to individual receptors, such as settlements, properties or those
utilising an area for recreational purposes.
Landscape Character Effects of Development
6.5.9 In order to determine the impact of the development upon the landscape
character and composition and subsequently upon the LCTs and SLAs, the
likely impacts of the scheme must first be determined. The development
would have three phases, which are likely to impact the landscape in different
ways. These are the construction phase - which is predicted to last around 12
months, the operational phase – which would last up to 35 years and the
decommissioning phase at the end of the productive lifespan of the
development.
6.5.10 Construction effects on the landscape include an increase in human activity
for forestry felling to allow ground infrastructure works, borrow pit excavation
(which is unquantified in terms of exact depth or size within the submission),
creation of new access tracks and upgrades to the existing access,
installation of electrical infrastructure, construction of wind turbine foundations
and crane pads, erection of wind turbines and reinstatement and restoration
works. The construction phase is predicted to last no less than 12 months.
6.5.11 Effects would mainly arise from the erection of the wind turbines, and the use
of minor roads for construction traffic, including HGVs and cranes. It is likely
that these impacts would largely be short term when considered in the context
of the lifetime of the development (12 months of construction activity out of 35
years, with not all activity occurring at once). Other effects are likely to be
limited through the use of existing infrastructure (i.e. access tracks) and
through the adoption of good practice and site management, alongside
restoration works to restore forestry and moorland lost during construction.
6.5.12 Operational impacts are likely to be associated with short term loss of
coniferous forestry and open ground/ moorland in order to accommodate
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turbine bases and crane pads. Where possible temporary elements shall be
reinstated post construction. The EIAR characterises the introduction of wind
turbines as the addition of new man-made elements of considerable vertical
scale to the landscape, but suggests the impact would be localised. The
operational impact in terms of infrastructure is likely to be lower than the
construction phase, with fewer vehicle movements and restoration of borrow
pits.
6.5.13 It is considered that the description of likely effects during the construction
and operational phases are accurate, however in order to determine the
significance of any impact upon the landscape character, the Planning
Service must consider the impact the construction and operational phase
upon each LCT and SLA. The EIAR has identified the following LCTs and
SLAs (within Aberdeenshire).









LCT 29 Summits and Plateaux - Aberdeenshire (Location of
Development)
LCT 24 Coastal Farmed Ridges and Hills - Aberdeenshire
LCT 22 Broad Valley Lowlands – Aberdeenshire
LCT 26 Wooded Estates – Aberdeenshire
LCT 28 Outlying Hills and Ridges
Braes of the Mearns SLA
Clachnaben and Forest of Birse SLA
Dee Valley SLA

6.5.14 The EIAR has assessed the impact of the development upon each LCT and
SLA. In order to determine the Landscape Character Impact upon
Aberdeenshire, the Planning Service has reviewed the assessment each LCT
/ SLA in the paragraphs below.
6.5.15 LCT 29 Summits and Plateaux - Aberdeenshire (Location of Development) is
an expansive upland plateau with a smooth rolling landform and rounded hill
summits. The EIAR suggests that the proposal would marginally increase the
presence and influence of wind energy development within the Aberdeenshire
Summits and Plateaux, particularly when viewed in conjunction with the
existing Mid Hill schemes. It is also suggested that the scale of the proposed
turbines would be consistent with the existing Mid Hill development, as the
siting would ensure a degree of consistency in tip heights (AOD). Overall the
EIAR concludes that the direct impact upon the immediate area of the LCT is
likely to be Moderate and Significant. Beyond the immediate area, the EIAR
contends that the wider LCT is unlikely to suffer significant impacts due to
increasing distances from the development.
6.5.16 The EIAR relies upon Viewpoints 4,5 and 10 (VP4, 5 and 10) to demonstrate
the purported diminished impact on the wider LCT. VP 4 concerns Cairn
O’Mount, and is covered in greater detail below, however it is considered that
the viewpoint demonstrates that while the development can be read as an
extension to Mid Hill, the scale and positioning of Fetteresso creates a sense
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of encroachment. VP 5 concerns Clachnaben, and is covered in greater detail
below, however it is considered that the viewpoint demonstrates a focusing of
Wind Turbine development to the eastern end of LCT 29, which Fetteresso
would reinforce. VP 10 concerns Durris Forest. The landscape is shown to be
managed but naturalistic with forestry as a key element, man made elements
are obvious in the form of transmission infrastructure and Mid Hill Wind Farm.
It is considered that Fetteresso would be viewed as an extension to Mid Hill
from this location (from the north), with efforts (in terms of siting) to minimise
the disparity in heights proving successful.
6.5.17 The Planning Service consider the impact upon the entirety of LCT 29 to be
Moderate and Significant. Whilst the applicant has demonstrated that the
embedded design may prove successful in mitigating landscape impact from
the north (VP 10), VP4 and VP5 demonstrate the sensitivity of the LCT to
additional turbines as a whole. The impact is deemed to be moderate as
opposed to high, as it could theoretically be reversed at the end of the
operational lifespan. Policy E2 states development should not significantly
erode the characteristics of SNH LCAs (now LCTs). The focusing of wind
development on one end of the LCT would create a distinct localised
character, which would be dominated by man-made features of a significant
scale which would be at odds with the wider Summits and Plateaux LCT. The
significant impact is therefore considered to be unacceptable.
6.5.18 LCT 24 Coastal Farmed Ridges and Hills – Aberdeenshire is a large, open
landscape located to the east of the development site. A large proportion of
this LCT is predicted to have visibility of 9-10 Turbines. The EIAR considers
the LCT to be of Medium/ Low sensitivity, due to the relatively medium/ low
landscape value and susceptibility. The Planning Service broadly agrees with
this assessment of the sensitivity of the LCT, however would tend to air on the
side of caution in determining it to be Medium sensitivity, due to the proximity
to the development site.
6.5.19 Due to the scale and varying predicted effects, the EIRA considers LCT 24 in
several sections. The Glenbervie section (to the west of the A90) of the LCT is
predicted to be subject to the most significant impacts. Viewpoints 11 and 13
(VP 11 + 13) are located within this area. VP 11 is located to the West of
Blererno, and demonstrates a relatively open landscape bounded by
undulating hills. Some Wind Farm development is already evident. VP 11
provides a photomontage of 9 Fetteresso turbines which would be visible.
This viewpoint represents a more elevated region of this LCT. VP 13 is
located at Glenbervie and seeks to demonstrate that the intervening
landforms would prevent a significant impact from occurring. 3 Turbine tips
are shown to be visible on the wireframe drawing, however no photomontage
has been provided as intervening landscaping would prevent higher visibility.
The EIAR concludes that the proposal is likely to have a Moderate effect on
this part of the LCT, which although indirect would be Significant. The
Planning Service agree with this assessment and would go further in
suggesting the scale of the proposed turbines (in terms of height and rotor
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diameter) exacerbate the sense of development encroaching on this LCT.
Policy E2 states development should not significantly erode the
characteristics of SNH LCAs (now LCTs). This location is considered by the
Planning Service to be particularly sensitive to the scale of the proposed
turbines, as it includes nearby settlements. The scale of the proposed turbines
in terms of height would lead to a sense of encroachment when the
development is viewed against the backdrop of the Mid Hill developments.
This sense of encroachment would undermine the open character of the LCT.
The significant impact is therefore considered to be unacceptable.
6.5.20 The Garvock part of the LCT (east of the A90) would according to the EIAR,
be subject to less significant impacts, due to the intervening landscaping and
topography. Viewpoints 2 and 12 (VP 2 + 12) are located within this area, with
Viewpoint 9 (VP 9) located on the edge. VP 2 is located along the A90 to the
East of Meikle Fiddes. This VP demonstrates a relatively open landscape,
punctuated with clusters of wind energy development. 10 turbines are
theoretically visible, however the photomontage indicates intervening
landscaping would prevent visibility. VP 9 presents views of the development
from Aberdeen Road, Laurencekirk. Again, the landscape is relatively open
and bounded by undulating hills, with the Mid Hill Developments visible in the
distance. The applicant contends that the positioning of Fetteresso in front of
the Mid Hill Developments would lessen the visual impact and limit effects
upon the LCT. VP 12 presents views from Hill of Garvock Car Park, which
benefits from panoramic views to the north. The Mid Hill Developments,
Herecha Hill I, Droop Hill, East Town, Jacksbank and Meikle Carewe Wind
Farms/ Turbines are all visible. The EIAR contends that VP 2, 9 and 12
demonstrate that the decreasing visibility and prominence as distance from
the site increase, suggests the impact upon the wider LCT may be moderate,
but is not significant. The Planning Service agree that the EIAR has
demonstrated a variable impact upon this part of the LCT, however disagrees
with the idea that the placement of Fetteresso in the foreground of Mid Hill
would lessen the impact. The scale of the proposed turbines (in terms of
height and rotor diameter) exacerbate the sense of development encroaching
on this LCT.
6.5.21 The Planning Service consider the impact of the development on the
Glenbervie section of LCT 24 to be Moderate and Significant. Whilst the local
topography and landscaping may limit some views, where the development is
visible, the scale (in terms of height and rotor diameter) in combination with
the siting (in the foreground of Mid Hill) would create a sense of
encroachment and challenge the open nature of the landscape. The impact
upon the wider LCT is considered to be Moderate and Significant. The
Planning Service note that LCT 24 is characterised by ‘Frequent single and
small groups of large wind turbines’, this development has consistently been
referred to as an extension to the Mid Hill Developments, and would take the
total number of turbines to 43. The Planning Service consider this to be large
group of large wind turbines, the appearance of which is further exacerbated
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through a sense of encroachment (as detailed above). It is accepted that the
turbines lie out with this LCT, but the indirect effect would be significant.
Policy E2 states development should not significantly erode the
characteristics of SNH LCAs (now LCTs). The sense of encroachment around
the Glenbervie section of the LCT would undermine the openness of the
landscape character. The creations of a cluster of 43 wind turbines (Mid Hill
Developments + the proposed development) cannot be considered a small
group of large turbines, as this LCT is noted to house and therefore would
undermine the character of the LCT. The significant impact is therefore
considered to be unacceptable.
6.5.22 LCT 22 Broad Valley Lowlands – Aberdeenshire has been identified as being
of medium sensitivity and likely to be subject to a moderate/ minor effect by
the developer. The EIAR rationalises this assessment through noting that
impacts within this LCT are likely to be limited to the eastern portion of the
area, with up to 10 turbine tips being visible and falling away to zero visibility
elsewhere. The EIAR does not consider the impact to be significant.
Viewpoint 3 (VP3) taken on the A90 south of Fordoun is situated within an
area of LCT 22 from which up to 10 turbines would be visible. The EIAR
suggests that as the development would be an extension to the Mid Hill
Developments, it appears against the backdrop of an existing windfarm and
therefore has a lesser impact. The Planning Service accepts the argument
that this development could be viewed as a visual extension from this
location, however the significant difference in scale (between the heights of
the turbines at Fetteresso and Mid Hill) would lead to a perception of
development creeping steadily southward. For this reason, the Planning
Service considers the effect to be Moderate. In terms of impacting upon the
wider LCT, the Planning Service considers that the lack of visibility within the
remainder of the area would limit the potential for a significant effect to occur,
and therefore agree with the overall conclusion that the effect on the LCT is
Not Significant. Policy E2 states development should not significantly erode
the characteristics of SNH LCAs (now LCTs). Whilst localised impacts may
occur in this LCT, the limited visibility in large areas of the LCT would prevent
a significant impact from occurring. The Planning Service consider the impact
on LCT 22, when assessed against Policy E2 to be acceptable.
6.5.23 LCT 26 Wooded Estates – Aberdeenshire lies approximately 7km to the north
of the development site. The EIAR identifies this area as being of medium
sensitivity and subject to a minor/ negligible effect. The EIAR outlines that
whilst there is potential for visibility within the southern section of this LCT (as
shown on the ZTV, up to 10 turbines could be visible), the intervening
topography and landscape would drastically reduce this. Where visibility does
occur, it is likely to be seen as an extension to the Mid Hill Developments.
Viewpoint 14 (VP 14) is taken from the B9126 overlooking the Loch of Skene
and demonstrates that the existing Mid Hill development is difficult to
perceive. Whilst a photomontage has not been provided for this location, the
wireframe viewpoint does suggest that any visual impact is likely to be minor.
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The Planning Service agree with the developer’s classification of the potential
effect as Minor/ Negligible. In terms of impacting upon the wider LCT, the
Planning Service considers that the lack of visibility within the remainder of
the area would limit the potential for a significant effect to occur, and therefore
agree with the overall conclusion that the effect on the LCT is Not Significant.
This would be acceptable in terms of Policy E2, as the limits visibility would
prevent a significant change to the character of this LCT.
6.5.24 LCT 28 Outlying Hills and Ridges are a series of moorland spurs that extend
from the Cairngorms to the farmed landscape. Six instances of this LCT occur
within the 40km study area, with the closest being Scotly Hill to the north. The
EIAR considers this LCT to be of Medium/ High sensitivity and characterises
the predicted effects as Moderate/ Minor. Viewpoint 6 (VP 6) demonstrates
the impact of the development from Scotly Hill (as the closest example of this
LCT). 3 of the proposed turbines are predicted to be visible from the southern
slopes, which the EIAR suggests would be read as an extension to the
existing Mid Hill development. The EIAR further elaborates to state the scale
of the new turbines would be unlikely to be noticed from the position, due to
care taken when siting the turbines in terms of their position AOD. The
Planning Service agree with the conclusions of the developer in relation to this
viewpoint, and are satisfied that other instances of LCT 28 are likely to be
subject to diminishing impacts due to increasing intervening distances. The
Planning Service therefore consider the impact upon LCT 28 to be Minor/
Moderate and Not Significant.
6.5.25 The Braes of the Mearns SLA is located approximately 2.5km south of the
development site. The designation includes the south facing slopes of the
Mounth and the northern part of the Howe of the Mearns. The EIAR considers
this designation to be of medium / high sensitivity and likely to be subject to
minor, non-significant effects. In justifying this stance, the EIAR notes that
visibility would be limited to specific locations within the SLA and focuses
comment upon Cairn O’Mount (Viewpoint 10). The EIAR states that the
impact from Cairn O’Mount would not spoil the most popular view over the
Howe of the Mearns, but rather would be north east and where turbines are
visible they would be viewed as an extension to the Mid Hill development, with
the impact further mitigated through intervening landforms. The Planning
Service agree with the designation of the landscape sensitivity as Medium/
High as the designation of an SLA represents a landscape of local
significance and value. In terms of the significance of the impact, the Planning
Service agree with the developer that the proposal is unlikely to fundamentally
challenge the nature of the SLA, as the development would lie out with the
designation, and be visible from select areas. The impact on the SLA is
considered Minor and Not Significant. It should be noted that the visual impact
upon receptors, including visitors to Cairn O’Mount will be discussed in the
Visual Impact section.
6.5.26 Clachnaben and Forest of Birse SLA occupies the south western edge of
Aberdeenshire some 5km from the development site. The SLA comprises part
of the upland Mounth, the Forest of Brise (one of the wildest areas of
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Aberdeenshire outside the Cairngorms National Park) and Clachnaben (a
prominent landmark for miles around). The EIAR identifies this as an area of
Medium/ High sensitivity. The ZTV indicates scattered visibility across the
SLA, with the most significant impacts found towards the south of the
designation. Viewpoint 5 (VP5) provides an example of predicted views within
this SLA, and considers views from Clachnaben. VP5 shows the development
as clearly visible from Clachnaben, with the developer suggesting this is read
as a visual extension to the Mid Hill development. The contextual images
associated with VP 5 reiterate the wild character of other views from this
location, and emphasise that wind development is a significant feature to the
east (albeit out with the SLA). In terms of the significance of the impact, the
Planning Service agree with the developer that the proposal is unlikely to
fundamentally challenge the nature of the SLA, as the development would lie
out with the designation. In terms of the Landscape Character of the SLA, the
effect is considered to be Moderate although Not Significant as the underlying
qualities of the wider SLA would remain unchanged. It should be noted that
the visual impact upon receptors, including visitors to Clachnaben will be
discussed in the Visual Impact section.
6.5.27 The Dee Valley SLA is located approximately 6km north of the development
site, and encompasses the riverside setting of settlements such as Aboyne
and Banchory. The EIAR identifies this as a High/ Medium sensitivity area,
which the planning service agrees with. A Moderate/ Minor level of effect is
predicted, which the EIAR states is Not Significant. The ZTV indicates a
relatively low visibility, with 1-3 turbines predicted to be visible in the core of
the SLA (west of Banchory), the EIAR further notes that visibility of the
proposal is likely to be further reduced through intervening landscaping
(noting forestry and woodland are common in this area). Where visibility does
occur, the development is likely to be read as an extension to the existing Mid
Hill development. As with the other SLA designations, in terms of the
Landscape Character of the SLA, the effect is considered to be Moderate
although Not Significant as the underlying qualities of the wider SLA would
remain unchanged. The Planning Service are satisfied with the assessment
contained within the EIAR, as the low visibility would prevent a significant
impact upon the wider SLA designation.
6.5.28 In relation to the overall Landscape Character Impact, the Planning Service
are satisfied with the developer’s assessment of the effects of the proposal
upon LCT 22, 26, 28 and the Braes of the Mearns SLA, Clachnaben and
Forest of Birse SLA and Dee Valley SLA, as whilst some visibility may occur,
the extent is unlikely to fundamentally undermine the underlying character of
these areas and therefore the Planning Service do not consider the impacts to
be significant, and therefore they are acceptable. The Planning Service
partially agree with the EIAR in respect of LCT 29 and 24, however consider
localised and wider effects as significant. The significance of these effects
primarily relates to the scale of the proposed turbines (in terms of height and
rotor diameter) and the siting of the proposal in the foreground of the Mid Hill
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Developments, which is considered to create a sense of encroachment. This
impact is considered to undermine the openness associated with LCT 29 and
is therefore significant and unacceptable in terms of Policy E2. Further to this,
the development will create a large cluster of large wind turbines, which would
not be in keeping with the established character of LCT 24. Whilst the
Planning Service accept the development is not located within LCT 24, the
high degree of visibility would create a significant and unacceptable impact.
Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire
2014
6.5.29 Policy C2 of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 provides a
strong link to the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy
in Aberdeenshire 2014. This document pre-dates the SNH Landscape
Character Assessment 2019, and therefore considers the impacts upon
Landscape Character Areas (LCAs), as opposed to the broader LCTs which
are detailed above. It is noted that LCAs sit within LCTs, and provide a more
localised description of the landscape character and pressures. Given the
strong policy link and the hierarchical nature of LCAs (forming a more
localised element of LCTs), it is entirely reasonable and appropriate to
consider the impact of the development upon the LCA in which the
development is located.
6.5.30 The Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy in
Aberdeenshire 2014 forms the basis of Aberdeenshire Councils approach to
determining whether proposed wind energy developments are appropriately
located. The document considers each LCA, and takes into account wind
energy developments which were operational or consented at the time of the
assessment (2014). The assessment has been used to identify several
‘groups’ within Aberdeenshire. Group 1 areas are not suitable for
development (Cairngorms National Park, National Scenic Areas), Group 2
areas of significant protection (national or international designations, or within
2km around settlements), Group 3 areas have potential capacity subject to
detailed consideration and final Areas with strategic landscape capacity are
identified. The development site lies within a Group 3 area. At a more
localised level, further examination of the Capacity Assessment identifies the
development site as falling within ‘The Mounth LCA’. The findings of the
capacity assessment in relation to this LCA are detailed below.
6.5.31 The Capacity assessment describes the area as follows:
“Although large in scale and simple in pattern with the characteristics
considered suitable for wind farm development, the Mounth is a distinctive
landform (the Highland Boundary Fault), integral to the identity of much of
Aberdeenshire and visible from a very wide area. Its southern flank has a
high degree of visual sensitivity. It forms the backdrop to many sensitive
LCAs and is the foreground to the Cairngorm massif and National Park…The
Mounth LCA is characterised as an area which would be unsuitable for wind
turbine development beyond a domestic scale (15m)…”
Planning Application: APP/2019/1341

Item: 6
Page: 144
Appendix 3A: Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee Report
6.5.32 The Planning Service considers this to clearly identify the area as sensitive to
development, with no remaining capacity.
Landscape Character Conclusion
6.5.33 The EIAR has provided a thorough and mostly accepted assessment of the
impact of the proposal on LCTs and SLAs. Concerns in relation to the wider
impact upon LCT 29 and 24, relate to the scale of the proposed turbines when
viewed in conjunction with Mid Hill Wind Farm. The comparative height and
rotor diameter of the Fetteresso turbines (particularly when viewed in the
foreground of Mid Hill) is considered to create a sense of encroaching
development, which undermines the sense of openness associated with LCT
29 and 24.
6.5.34 It is noted that SNH have agreed with the conclusions of the EIAR in their
entirety, and also highlighted a lack of capacity for development of this nature
within the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy in
Aberdeenshire 2014, although concluding this would be permissible as an
extension.
6.5.35 Whilst Aberdeenshire Council note the views of SNH, the Council as Local
Planning Authority have concluded that the development (in terms of
Landscape Character Impact) does not comply with Policy E2, as it would
have significant negative impacts upon LCT 29 and LCT 24, owing to the
scale and siting of the proposed turbines. Furthermore the proposal does not
comply with Policy C2, as the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for
Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire 2014 states the development lies within ‘the
Mounth LCA’ (Now superseded by LCT 29 within SNH guidance) and
characterises this as an area which would be unsuitable for wind turbine
development beyond a domestic scale.
Visual Impact (Viewpoints)
6.5.36 Visual impacts are distinct from the wider Landscape Character impact, as
they focus upon specific receptors such as settlements, landmarks or
individuals. The EIAR considers visual impact through representative
viewpoints, many of which have been considered in the preceding Landscape
Character section. Table 3 (below) details the viewpoints, alongside the visual
receptor and projected significance as stated in the EIAR.

Viewpoint Location
VP 1
VP 2

Stonehaven
Monument
A90, East of
Meikle Fiddes

Distance
from nearest
Turbine (km)
15.4
9.6
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Visual
Receptor

Significance

Recreational
visitors
Road users

Not Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Moderate/
Minor)

Item: 6
Page: 145
Appendix 3A: Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee Report
VP 3

A90, South of
Fordoun

9.7

Road Users
Residents

VP 4

B974, Cairn
O’Mount

6.4

VP 5

Clachnaben

8.6

Recreational
users at
summit
Hillwalkers

VP 6

Scotly Hill

8.6

Hillwalkers

VP 7

Banchory

11.0

VP 8

A93, Denmar

15.1

Elevated
Residents
Road Users

VP 9

Aberdeen Rd,
Laurencekirk

11.9

Road Users
Residents

VP 10

Durris Forest

8.2

Hillwalkers

VP 11

West of
5.4
Blererno
Hill of Garvock 13.7
Car Park

VP 12

Recreational
users
Recreational
users (picnic
spot)
Residents
Road users

VP 13

Glenbervie

7.1

VP 14

B9126
overlooking
Loch of Skene
Mount Keen

23.7

Road users

29.1

Hillwalkers

Cairn
Caidloch

29.1

Hillwalkers

VP 15
VP 16

Not Significant
(Moderate/
Minor)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Minor)
Not Significant
(Moderate/
Minor)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Negligible)
Not Significant
(Negligible)
Not Significant
(Minor)
Not Significant
(Minor)
Not Significant
(Minor)

Table 3: Summary of Viewpoints

6.5.37 The Planning Service are satisfied with the identification of significant impacts
as detailed within the above table, with the exception of VP 5 – Clachnaben
which shall also be treated as significant for the purposes of this report, as the
Planning Service consider the magnitude of change to be higher than detailed
within the EIAR. The determination of significance is dependant upon the
magnitude of change for the visual receptor. VP 4, 5 and 11 are explored in
greater detail below.
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6.5.38 VP 4 considers the impact of the development from Cairn O’Mount, with
recreational users identified as the visual receptor. Recreational users, as the
receptors, are to be focused on the surrounding landscape during activities.
Visits to these locations are transient in that the recreational users would not
be a permanent receptor, however they are likely to have a long exposure
time to the visual change. Appendix 8.3 of the EIAR further details the
potential impacts upon visual receptors, and in relation to Cairn O’Mount
notes that the development would be viewed against the backdrop of Mid Hill.
The Planning Service accept this analysis, and further consider that the
proposal at Fetteresso would further establish Wind Generation as a
prominent Landscape Element which is visible to the east of Cairn O’Mount.
Therefore the magnitude of change is likely to be limited, however the scale
(in terms of turbine height and rotor diameter) are likely to create a sense of
visual encroachment which would result in a Moderate and Significant impact.
With regard to Policy, it is considered that the impact would raise concern
when assessed against Policy E2, which seeks to prevent development which
has a detrimental upon landscape character or composition, through scale,
location or design.
6.5.39 VP 5 considers the impact when viewed from Clachnaben, with recreational
users identified as visual receptors. As with Cairn O’Mount. Recreational
users, as the receptors, are to be focused on the surrounding landscape
during activities. Visits to these locations are transient in that the recreational
users would not be a permanent receptor, however they are likely to have a
long exposure time to the visual change. Appendix 8.3 of the EIAR further
details the potential impacts upon visual receptors, and in relation to
Clachnaben states that the development would read as a lateral extension to
Mid Hill, and therefore the Moderate impact would be considered Not
Significant. The Planning Service disagree however and consider the visual
impact in this location to be significant, as the lateral extension of Mid Hill via
Fetteresso would create a dense cluster of Wind Generation, with visual
connectivity between several individual turbines and Wind Farms in an area
deemed to have no landscape capacity. This added impact would create a
cluttered and concentrated visual impact which raises concern in terms of
ALDP Policy E2.
6.5.40 VP 11 considers the impact when view from West of Blererno, with
recreational users identified as visual receptors. Recreational users, as the
receptors, are to be focused on the surrounding landscape during activities.
Visits to these locations are transient in that the recreational users would not
be a permanent receptor, however they are likely to have a long exposure
time to the visual change. This location is identified as being subject to a
Major/Moderate magnitude of change, which would therefore be Significant.
Whilst the development would not introduce a new landscape feature, the
proposed turbines would outnumber and out scale those currently present.
The Planning Service agree with this conclusion, with the significant visual
impact raising concerns in terms of Policy.
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6.5.41 Assessing the above noted visual impacts against Policy ALDP E2, the
proposal would have significant effects upon the character of the natural
landscape as a whole. Visibility in itself is not necessarily a negative issue, but
in this instance, it is considered that given the scale and location of the
proposal in relation to the Mid Hill Developments, that significant adverse
impacts would result which would in turn represent an unacceptable visual
impact within this landscape. The scale of the development when viewed
against the backdrop of the Mid Hill Developments would create a sense of
the development encroaching further into the landscape due to the varying
heights of the developments. Even taken in isolation, the design of the
Fetteresso development is a cause for concern, as the turbines would all have
a rotor diameter of 130m regardless of blade tip height. This would result in a
number of turbines appearing squat, particularly next to turbines which may
be up to 50m taller. This would create a visually discordant development, out
of scale with the host landscape. Based on this, it is considered that the
effects of the proposed development are unacceptable on the natural
landscape in terms of ALDP Policy E2.

Visual Impact (Settlements and Residential)
6.5.42 Moving on from viewpoints, the Development Site lies adjacent and within
view of a number of Settlements and individual properties. The EIAR has
therefore considered residents of these places as visual receptors. Unlike
recreational users, residential receptors are less likely to be focused on the
surrounding landscape, but would have a longer exposure to any effects. The
EIAR designates settlements as having a High sensitivity, an approach which
the Planning Service agrees with. It should be noted that the assessment of
significance in relation to Settlements relates to the entirety of the settlement,
as opposed to individual properties.
6.5.43 Auchenblae, Fordoun, Laurenckirk, Stonehaven, Inverbervie and Portlethen
have been considered. Auchenblae is located 5km south of the proposed
development, with some existing views towards Mid Hill. Fetteresso would be
visible from some properties with views to the north, and is likely to be viewed
as an extension to Mid Hill. The slight lateral extension of Mid Hill would
create a Moderate and Significant impact for effected properties, however the
wider impact on the settlement is considered Not Significant as intervening
landforms would block visibility. The Planning Service are in agreement with
this conclusion.No significant impacts have been identified in relation to
Fordoun, Laurencekirk, Stonehaven, Inverbervie or Portlethen. Fordoun and
Laurencekirk are predicted to be subject to localised slight/ minor magnitudes
of change, as any views of Fetteresso are likely to be seen behind or in
conjunction with existing Wind Turbines and therefore would not alter the
character of these views. Stonehaven, Inverbervie and Portlethen are noted to
be focused and oriented towards the North Sea, and benefit from Landcover
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to the west, thus limiting potential visibility. The Planning Service is satisfied
with the assessment in relation to these settlements.
6.5.44 Residential Visual Amenity has been considered for properties within 3km of
the Development Site. This has identified 29 properties within this area. 21 of
these properties would have visibility of the proposed development, 9 of which
would be subject to significant effects. A further 2 may experience significant
effects, depending upon forest clearance. The EIAR notes that residential
visual amenity is particularly difficult to quantify and assess as it is often a
very subjective and personal matter. The 9 properties which are considered to
be subject to major impacts, are those which have some visibility of the Mid
Hill Developments and would have theoretical visibility of between 7 – 10 of
the proposed turbines. The significance of the impact is closely related to the
magnitude of change which would occur. The 2 further properties with
potentially significant impacts would have theoretical views of 7 blade tips,
and 4 hubs however currently cannot see the Mid-Hill Developments. The
Planning Service are in agreement with the assessment of significance, and
would air on the side of caution in including the 2 additional properties. The
assessment further states that intervening landscaping topography and the
positioning of the properties would prevent any impact from being so
significant as to make the residence unattractive to occupy. Policy C2 states
that in respect of Residential Amenity, unacceptable significant impacts
should be avoided.
Landscape and Visual Impact Conclusion
6.5.45 In assessing the overall Landscape and Visual Impact of the proposed
development, the Planning Service must have due regard for the relevant
Policies of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017. These are
considered to be Policy E2 Landscape and Policy C2 Renewable Energy.
Policy E2 states that Aberdeenshire Council will refuse development which
causes unacceptable impacts upon the key natural landscape elements,
historical features, composition or quality of the landscape character through
scale, location or design. The Policy further states that development should
not significantly erode characteristics as defined in Scottish Natural Heritage’s
Landscape Character Assessment or linked to Aberdeenshire Special
Landscape Areas (SLAs). Policy C2 highlights the significance of the Spatial
Framework Mapping on P74 of the LDP and Strategic Landscape Capacity
Assessment for Wind Turbines in determining the appropriateness of a
location for Wind Turbines. The Policy further requires all wind farms to be
appropriately sited and designed in order to avoid unacceptable
environmental effects and take into account cumulative effects of existing and
consented wind turbines.
6.5.46 In terms of Policy E2, the Planning Service considers that as the proposal
would have significant negative impacts upon LCT 29 and LCT 24, owing to
the scale and siting of the proposed turbines, that the development would
have an unacceptable Landscape Character impact. Furthermore, the
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proposal would have significant effects upon the visual amenity of the
Landscape, particularly for recreational users. Visibility in itself is not
necessarily a negative issue, but in this instance, it is considered that given
the scale (turbine height and rotor diameter) and location of the proposal in
relation to the Mid Hill Developments, that significant adverse impacts would
result which would in turn represent an unacceptable visual impact within this
landscape. It is therefore considered that the proposal does not comply with
Policy E2.
6.5.47 In terms of Policy C2, the development site falls within a Group 3 area which
suggests there may capacity for Wind Turbines subject to detailed
consideration. Upon further interrogation of the Spatial Framework for Wind
Energy, it is the case that the development would be located within ‘The
Mounth LCA’, which the Spatial Framework considers to have no further
capacity, above domestic generation. Whilst the Planning Service is cognisant
of SNHs stance that as the development would be an extension to Mid Hill
Wind Farm, the Planning Service consider that Spatial Framework is clear in
stating no capacity exists and that Policy C2 is clear that the Spatial Strategy
is key material consideration. It is therefore considered that due to the scale
and location of the development, as well as the impacts and nature of the
scheme itself, that the proposal does not comply with Policy C2.

6.5.48 In addition to the above, it can also be stated that regardless of the
overarching assessment of capacity for additional wind energy development
within this area, the proposal remains unacceptable due to its siting and scale.
The proposal in its current form would be considered unacceptable for these
reasons even if there was available capacity in the area. Notwithstanding this,
the proposal does not comply with ALDP Policy C2.
6.6

Cultural Heritage

6.6.1 This Chapter of the EIAR considers the potential effects of the proposed
development on cultural heritage assets. Pre-application consultation with
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) and Infrastructure Services
(Archaeology) helped to inform the scope of the assessment and the required
study area.
6.6.2 Two study areas were used for the assessment. The first is the ‘inner area’
which is the site of the proposed development (within the red line application
boundary), and the second is the ‘wider area’ with a radius of 10km from the
edge of the outermost proposed wind turbines for assessment of effects upon
heritage assets including Scheduled Monuments (SM’s), Category A, B and C
listed buildings, Conservation Areas and Gardens and Designed Landscapes.
6.6.3 The EIAR highlights the existing baseline of the site, including the presence of
remains of medieval settlement, boundary markers (marking parish and land
ownership boundaries) former roads and trackways and second world war
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features including Scheduled Monument (SM) earthworks and pillbox.
Archaeological potential within the inner study area is generally focussed
along Cowie Water where a settlement was concentrated, however other
features are found within the site. The EIAR suggests the discovery of sites of
archaeological significance during construction is low. In terms of the wider
study area, 26 Category B Listed Buildings and one Conservation Area are
noted. Two Category C Listed Buildings are noted within 5km of the site.
6.6.4 In terms of impacts, potential direct effects (in the absence of any mitigation)
are predicted upon 17 cultural heritage assets within the proposed
development site, caused by ground-breaking during the construction phase.
Of the 17 assets to be affected, significant effects are predicted upon 9 of
these. See Table 4 below for details.
Number on Figure 9.1

Description of Asset

Heritage Importance

7
9
11
15

Former Farmstead
Former Farmstead
Two Buildings
Remains of Possible
building (poorly
preserved)
Three Buildings
Five Boundary Stones
Two Boundary Stones
Hollow-way
Boundary Stone

Local
Local
Local
Low

17
22 a-e
24 a&b
27
29

Local
Local
Local
Local
Local

Table 4: Cultural Heritage assets affected

6.6.5 Mitigation is embedded into the design of the proposed development, by
siting, where possible, the development to avoid heritage assets. In addition,
site specific mitigation measures including the marking-off of remains; an
archaeological watching brief being carried out during any ground-breaking;
avoidance of features and designing grid connection to avoid assets are also
proposed. Should the mitigation measures be used, the significant impacts
identified above would be reduced. The Planning Service consider the
mitigation measures to be reasonable and proportionate to the archaeological
potential of the development site.
6.6.6 No significant operational effects on the setting if heritage assets including
Cairn o’Mount SM, Eslie Stone Circle SM or Glenbervie Garden and Designed
Landscape (GDL) were identified within the EIAR. The opportunity for
disruption during the decommissioning phase would be extremely low,
provided the same infrastructure were to be used.
6.6.7 Infrastructure Services (Archaeology) provided comment on the proposal.
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) have been consulted by and have
provided formal comment to the Scottish Government.
6.6.8 Infrastructure Services (Archaeology) have raised concerns over the number
and scale of the proposed wind turbines and the potential to effect the built
environment both directly within the development site, and indirectly on the
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wider landscape. Notwithstanding these concerns, no objection is made,
based on the proposed programme of archaeological mitigation outlined
within the EIAR.
6.6.9 HES are content that the information within the EIAR regarding SMs and
GDLs is sufficient. No objection is made.
6.6.10 Based on the information and technical assessments included within the
EIAR, along with the proposed mitigation measures and Infrastructure
Services Archaeology comments, the Planning Service are satisfied that there
will be no significant effects upon the historic environment. This is in line with
Policies HE1 Protecting historic buildings, sites and monuments and HE2
Protecting historic and cultural areas as contained within the ALDP.
6.7

Hydrology, Geology and Hydrogeology

6.7.1 Chapter 10 of the EIAR considers the impact of the development upon
hydrology, geology and hydrogeology. Within this chapter The EIAR outlines
surveys and research to assess potential hydrological, geological and
hydrogeological and soil/peat impacts resulting from the proposed
development. This involved survey work including desk-based research along
with field surveys to determine peat depth and stability and hydrological
characteristics of the site.
6.7.2 Effects during the construction and operational phases are considered.
Effects during the decommissioning stage at the end of the projects
anticipated 35 year life span has have been scoped out of the assessment,
owing to the fact that operations would be similar and of a smaller scale than
those during previous phases.
6.7.3 The baseline of the site and surrounding environment is given in the EIAR.
This includes details of the existing surface water hydrology, water quality,
flood risk, water resource information, soils and peat and Groundwater
Dependant Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE).
6.7.4 The EIAR identifies potential significant impacts to:







Degradation of peat soils; and
Increase risk of peat slide.
Disruption to Private Water Supplies (PWS);
Degradation of GWDTE’s;
On-site and downstream flood risk;
On-site and downstream water quality;

These are noted as being potential risks during both the construction and
operational phases of the proposed development.
6.7.5 For the above identified impacts, mitigation to reduce the potential significant
effects to have a non-significant residual effect are highlighted within the
EIAR. In terms of mitigation embedded into the design of the proposed
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development, consideration was given to peat depth on site, with turbines
sited outside of areas of peat as far as possible, with the exception of turbines
T1 (peat depth approximately 1.3m) and T2 (peat depth 0.55m) and a 50m
buffer zone around all hydrological features has been adopted into the design.
All turbines, crane pads, borrow pits and ancillary infrastructure (with the
exception of tracks) are outside of this. Where tracks and access necessitate
watercourse crossing, the EIAR highlights the efforts made to minimise tracks
parallel to the watercourse. A total of 7 crossings are proposed. To maintain
GWDTE’s, buffer zones of 100m and 200m are applied to those that are
moderately dependant and highly dependant respectively. Where
infrastructure is located within these buffers, the use of industry best practice
construction and drainage diversion channels could be employed. Additional,
specific mitigation including a Pollution Prevention Plan (PPP) would be
prepared, as would a CEMP. Other, general mitigation, including monitoring
plans, contingency plans and staff/site training are also proposed in order to
avoid effects. The appropriateness of these mitigation steps are discussed in
more detail below.
Peat and Carbon Rich Soils
6.7.6 This section of the report shall consider the impact of the development upon
Peat and Carbon Rich soils in terms of the criteria set out in Policies PR1 and
C3. The ecological impact of developing on Peatland (and in particular
Blanket Bog) is covered within the Ecology section of this report.
6.7.7 Policy PR1 seeks to prevent development which would have a negative
impact upon an important environmental resource, such as peat and carbon
rich soils. Development shall not be permitted unless economic and social
benefits clearly outweigh the value of the site to the local community and
there are no reasonable alternative sites.
6.7.8 Policy C3 states that Aberdeenshire Council will protect carbon sinks and
stores, such as high carbon peat rich soils (defined by SNH Carbon and
Peatland Map 2016 as Class 1 and 2, and greater than 0.5m depth) from
disturbance or destruction. Developments which result in disturbance or
destruction of peat will only be permitted if tools such as the ‘Carbon
Calculator’ demonstrate that within its lifetime, the development will have no
net effect on CO2.
6.7.9 The EIAR has been supported through the submission of a Peat Stability Risk
Assessment, which was subject to amendment through the submission of
additional information. The additional information sought to clarify
methodology and respond to some of the points raised in SEPAs initial
consultation response. The EIAR uses the SNH Carbon and Peatland Map
2016 to confirm that part of the development site lies on Class 1 (Nationally
important carbon rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland habitat). The
Class 1 land contains Turbines 1, 2, 3 and the construction compound. The
wider site contains Class 4 (Areas unlikely to be associated with peatland
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habitats or wet and acidic type), Class 5 (Soil information take precedence
over vegetation data) and Mineral Soil types.
6.7.10 The Peat Stability Risk Assessment has undertaken a peat depth analysis
and shows that 92% of the 1,257 peat probes undertaken recorded a depth of
less than 1m. This data has been used to interpolate the mean peat depth
around each turbine. Table 5 below summarises the depths
Turbine
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Interpolated Mean Peat
Depth (m)
1.30
0.55
0.33
0.27
0.22
0.27
0.36
0.31
0.36
0.54

Carbon and Peatland
Map 2016 classification
1
1
1
Mineral Soil
4
4
4
Mineral Soil
4
4

Table 5 Peat Depths

6.7.11 SEPA in their initial consultation response objected to the proposed
development on the grounds of lack of information relating to peat avoidance
and appropriate re-use, however the subsequent response from SEPA has
removed this objection subject to further peat probing being conditioned on
any locations which are subject to micro-siting.
6.7.12 It is highlighted in their initial response that SEPA recommended amendments
during the scoping phase of the development to minimise development on
deep peat. The subsequent response does not object, however retains
concerns in relation to this matter and requests further consideration of the
position of T1, micro-siting of T2 and the positioning of the construction
compound. T1, in its proposed location, would represent over 50% of the total
peat to be excavated T2, T10 and the Construction Compound are requested
to be relocated on areas of shallow or no peat as these elements would also
contribute to significant peat excavation.
6.7.13 Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) has also made
comment in relation to peatland and carbon rich soils. Concerns have been
raised over the development located on deep peat (Class 1), in particular T1,
T2, T3 and the construction compound. The Environment Team have stated
that at the very least, consideration should be given to the relocation of the
construction compound to a less sensitive area. Subsequent discussions
indicate that a suspensive condition requiring micrositing and detailed
construction methodology may be acceptable in relation to the construction
compound due to the temporary nature of this element.
6.7.14 The Environment Team has noted that a total of 25,927 cubic meters of peat
would be excavated across the site. Whilst it is noted that the intention is to
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store and re-use the excavated peat on site, the storage methods would need
to be outlined within a Construction Environment Management Plan (CEMP).
6.7.15 SNH has stated that it considers a small amount of peatland would be lost,
although notes that small losses add up. SNH consider restoration to be a key
tool in addressing such losses. No Objection has been raised.
6.7.16 The impact of the development upon peatland is complex, and spans multiple
consultees as outlined above. The role of each consultee reflects their
differing remits and areas of expertise, which can sometimes lead to
conflicting responses. The Planning Service therefore must take cognisance
of each position when determining whether the proposal ultimately complies
with the Local Development Plan.
6.7.17 Based upon the EIAR, it is clear that the development site partially covers
Class 1 peatland, and therefore Policy C3 requires a carbon calculation to be
undertaken in order to demonstrate that over it’s lifetime, the development
shall have no net impact on CO2. This has been submitted as Appendix 10.4
of the EIAR (Carbon Balance Assessment ), which indicates that it is
expected that the proposed development would have ‘effectively paid back its
expected carbon debt’ from manufacture, construction, impact on habitat and
decommissioning in 2.4 years (based on fossil fuel electricity generation).
Based on a fossil fuel-mix, the range of the payback time is between 0.8 years
and 11.7 years. The Carbon Calculation as submitted, clearly demonstrates
that the development as submitted would have a net positive impact upon
CO2 emissions as required through Policy C3.
6.7.18 Policy PR1 does not permit development of Carbon Rich Soils or Peatland
unless economic and social benefits clearly outweigh the value of the site to
the local community and there are no reasonable alternative sites. Whilst the
proposal would not have a net negative impact upon carbon emissions over
its lifespan which would provide a degree of public benefit, this only considers
the development site as a carbon sink, and does not consider the ecological
value. In assigning a public value to the site, the wider ecological value is a
key consideration as the proposed site is identified as containing Class 1
Peatland in the SNH Carbon and Peatland Map 2016 and also contains
Blanket Bog (Annex 1 Habitat under the EC Habitats Directive). This indicates
that areas of peatland found on site are both Nationally and Internationally
important carbon rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland habitat. These
designations further feeds into Scottish Planning Policy, which classifies this
kind of land as ‘Group 2: Areas of significant protection’ and states that any
significant effects on the qualities of these areas will need to be overcome
through siting, design or other mitigation. The Planning Service therefore
consider the development site to have a high public value. The locational
requirement for this development is evident as the proposal is being treated
as an extension to Mid-Hill I + II, and utilises existing infrastructure to a large
extent. Whilst this does not detail the necessity for the development of deep
peat (particularly around T1, T2 and the construction compound), the relevant
consultees are in agreement that the impact of development could be
lessened through micrositing and construction methodology which would be
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secured via suspensive condition. The Planning Service therefore consider
that the economic and social benefits of the scheme (primarily through the
generation of renewable energy) when combined with appropriate mitigation
would outweigh the loss of a small quantity of deep peat. The proposal
therefore complies with Policy PR1.
Water Resources (PWS)
6.7.19 With regards to PWS, the EIAR identifies that 13 of the registered water
abstraction locations within a 3km radius of the proposed development site
are hydrologically connected to the development site. As such, there is the
potential for water sources to be impacted, particularly during the construction
phase through excavations and disturbing the water delivery infrastructure,
but also through pollution incidents degrading the water quality through the
operational phase. Although the commitment to monitor water supplies that
may be affected is welcomed by SEPA, an overall objection was made on the
grounds of a lack of information. The Objection arose as details of the grid
connection (including excavation depths and proximity to groundwater
sources) are not included within this application. SEPA has since removed
this objection, subject to the attachment of a condition which requires further
investigation to be carried out during the pre-construction phase, including rerouting of the grid connection if significant impacts are predicted.
Infrastructure Services (Environmental Health) makes no comment on PWS,
as this is covered by SEPA. The Planning Service concurs with the SEPA
assessment in so far as the Service would also seek the additional
information. Policy P4 seeks to prevent development which would cause
pollution or nuisance, including that to private water supplies. Where such an
impact is identified, mitigation may be required. Further discussions with the
applicant have confirmed that the cable route area is significantly larger than
is likely to be developed, and therefore it is likely that impacts upon PWS can
be avoided altogether. On balance it is considered that a detailed assessment
of the impact upon PWS would be required once the cable route has been
finalised, which should include mitigation measures (where an impact is
identified) and details of responsibility for said measures. This would be
secured via suspensive condition.
Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTEs)
6.7.20 GWDTE’s (a type of wetland which depends on groundwater flows and are
safeguarded by the Water Framework Directive) are considered within the
EIAR. It was concluded that construction works have the potential to effect the
quantity and quality of water supplying GWDTE habitats, as excavation may
lead to dewatering and diversion of low paths, while runoff from construction
areas may contaminate and lower the quality of water supplying GWDTE
through pollution and sedimentation. SEPA have initially objected to the
proposed development, as the National Vegetation Classification (NVC)
included within the EIAR does not encompass the full access track, while the
assessment of GWDTE does include the full access length. SEPA have since
removed their objection and recommend a condition be attached in order to
secure targeted NVC surveys in order to inform the pre-commencement

Planning Application: APP/2019/1341

Item: 6
Page: 156
Appendix 3A: Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee Report
CEMP. Whilst the provision of a complete and full survey is normally
expected, the omissions relate primarily to the access track. The existing
tracks are in use for commercial forestry and would be utilised for this
development. The increase in traffic volumes may necessitate some
upgrades, but the provision of targeted further NVC survey work via
suspensive condition provide opportunities to limit any potential negative
impact.
Flood Risk
6.7.21 In terms of flood risk, no objections are made by Infrastructure Services
(Flood Risk and Coastal Protection) or SEPA in this regard. SEPA does
however object to the effects of engineering activities on the water
environment caused by the proposed development. As above, a 50m buffer
strip around each watercourse is proposed, however the laydown area for T1
is shown to be within the 50m buffer area. Although SEPA objects to this, it is
indicated that should the laydown area be altered to be outside of the buffer,
this objection would be removed. Additionally, seven new watercourse
crossings are proposed as part of the development; SEPA objects on the
grounds of a lack of information regarding the watercourse crossings on the
existing access track from the main road (A957). It is indicated that the access
requires to be upgraded, however no details on crossing upgrades are
provided. Again the Planning Service are minded to agree with the SEPA
stance. Until these points have been addressed, the Planning Service cannot
confirm that the proposed development will not have an adverse effect upon
the water environment, and it can’t be determined to be in line with the aims
and objectives of Policy P4 as contained within the ALDP.
Groundwater Contamination/ Pollution
6.7.22 Infrastructure Services (Contaminated Land) has identified no existing
contamination and SEPA have made no objections to the proposal on
pollution risk. The EIAR concludes that good practice measures would be
adopted to minimise risk and effects from pollution incidents. Significant
pollution, nuisance or danger to the public or environment is not anticipated
and is therefore in line with Policy P4 as contained within the ALDP.
Hydrology, Geology and Hydrogeology Conclusion
6.7.23 It is considered that in respect of Hydrology, Geology and Hydrogeology that
the developer has provided sufficient information to provide an indication of
the likely impacts. Several gaps in the survey work have been identified by
SEPA, including in respect of peat probing methodology (in terms of survey
resolution) and extent of the National Vegetation Classification (NVC).
However SEPA is satisfied that the submitted survey work indicates that these
matters are likely resolvable via suspensive condition. Whilst the Planning
Service is disappointed that these issues have not been resolved at this stage
of the process, it accepts that suspensive conditions would provide a further
opportunity to address and agree suitable mitigation (albeit at increased risk
to the developer).
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6.7.24 It is considered that the proposed development complies with Policies PR1,
P4 and C3 of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 subject to
suspensive conditions requiring detailed micrositing of T1, T2 and the
construction compound, agreement of cable routing and further investigations
of the impact upon PWS (including mitigation if required) and further NVC
survey work.
6.8

Forestry

6.8.1 Chapter 11 of the EIAR covers forestry, and is based upon a forestry study.
The forestry study covers an area of 1267.66 ha (the application site), the
majority of which is stated to be commercial conifer plantation managed by
Forestry and Land Scotland. The Study area comprises part of the larger
Fetteresso & Drumtochty Forest. Within the study area, approximately 700 ha
(55.2% of the site) would be completely unaffected by the proposed
development.
6.8.2 The Forestry Study establishes the baseline condition of the woodland, and
characterises it as predominantly Sitka Spruce, with smaller numbers of Scots
Pine, Larch and other conifers. The structure and nature of the woodland
reflects the policies in place at the time it was commercially planted (1950s) –
namely large areas of conifer in locations which may now be deemed
inappropriate, such as on deep peat.
6.8.3 Many woodlands within the UK are subject to Forest Design Plans (FDPs),
which identifies issues relevant to the forest, sets out management objectives
and long-term strategy. These plans cover a period of 10 years, with a 5 year
review window in order to address emerging concerns such as pathogens,
pests or emerging economic opportunity. The development site is covered by
the FDP for the wider Mearns Forest (2015-2024). This FDP has been utilised
by the developer in order to extract baseline information on the nature of the
woodland.
6.8.4 Given the location of the proposed development and nature of the proposal,
tree felling is to be expected and would be completely unavoidable. The issue
becomes the scale and location of the felling, as well as the nature of any
mitigation.
6.8.5 Paragraph 11.4.2 of the EIAR outlines the necessity of felling operations, and
states the two purposes of felling on site as:



To allow construction and operation of turbines, access roads and
other infrastructure; and
For forest management purposes, to windfirm edges to reduce the risk
of subsequent windblow, reduce coupe fragmentation, ensure access
for future forestry operations & integrate with the existing FDP.

It is considered that the above rationale provides clear and concise reasoning,
against which any felling can be assessed.
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6.8.6 In design terms, the construction and operation of a wind farm does require
the setting out of certain buffer distances between infrastructure and
woodland. Table 6 below details the required clearances.
Access Roads
Turbines
Crane Pads
Substations
Borrow Pits

10m either side of road
75m radius
10m
25m
No Buffer

Table 6: Proposed Forestry Buffer zones

6.8.7 Using the information from the table above, the EIAR states the total buffer
space required across the site would be 74.35 ha. Of the commercial forestry
within the buffer area, 10.32 ha would have been felled within phase 1 of the
FDP, with an additional 13.67 ha felled prematurely. 2.14 ha of land within the
buffer zone is currently unplanted (awaiting restocking) and would remain as
open ground. In total the woodland which would be removed due to buffer
requirements, would total 26.13 ha (2% of the study area). It is expected and
proposed that compensatory planting would be provided for this loss.
6.8.8 Policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources of the Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan 2017 states that Development resulting in the loss of or
serious damage to trees and woodland of significant ecological, recreational,
historical, landscape or shelter value will not normally be permitted. Where
development is permitted, an assessment of the ecological and amenity value
of the woodland must be provided, and compensatory planting must be
undertaken to an agreed standard in order to mitigate the impact on the
landscape, sequestered carbon, character, amenity and ecological diversity.
6.8.9 The ecological value of the woodland and in particular the impact upon
protected species has been detailed within the Ecology section of this report.
It is considered that the ecological impact can be suitably managed through
the use of conditions which outlines various elements of appropriate
mitigation. Restructuring of the woodland may have some residual ecological
benefits through presenting opportunities for peat restoration and habitat
creation.
6.8.10 The amenity value of the woodland is more difficult to calculate. The Access
section of this report considers the various rights of way which bisect the
development site and provide a degree of recreational amenity. The proposal
would not significantly alter these in the long term. Given the nature of the
development site as a commercial forest, and the relatively small degree of
change involved (in respect of forest composition and overall cover), it is
considered that the amenity impact of woodland removal would be acceptable
in terms of Policy PR1.
6.8.11 On the outstanding matter of compensatory planting, the EIAR states that an
appropriate volume of compensatory planting shall be undertaken on Forestry
and Land Scotland land. Details of which are to be agreed with Aberdeenshire
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Council and other relevant consultees. The Planning Service are agreeable in
principle to the exact location and volume of compensatory planting being
agreed via condition, however would raise concerns over the enforceability of
said condition if the planting were to occur out with the site boundary or land
in the applicants control, as external obstacles may arise which prevent the
planting being undertaken. Whilst this approach is agreeable in principle,
compliance with Policy PR1 would depend upon the detail and location of the
said planting. PR1 requires compensatory planting to be undertaken in order
to mitigate the impact upon the landscape and character (amongst other
measures), it is for this reason that the Planning Service would pursue
planting as close to the removed woodland as is practical. This would
ultimately depend upon land ownership.
6.9

Traffic and Transport

6.9.1 Chapter 12 of the EIAR concerns the traffic and transport impact of the
proposed development. The chapter considers the impact of the development
during the construction, operational and decommissioning phases upon the
surrounding roads network. The assessment is based on a worst-case
baseline condition of traffic flows on the surrounding road network and notes
that the most significant impacts are likely to occur during construction (a
period of around 12 months) and decommissioning. Both phases are likely to
require abnormal loads.
6.9.2 Several routes have been identified, the choice of which will depend upon the
use of Peterhead Port or Dundee Port. In the case of components being
received into Peterhead, abnormal loads would travel south towards
Aberdeen via the Aberdeen Western Peripheral Route and A956 towards
Charleston. From Dundee, vehicles would head north on the A90 to meet the
common point in the route from Dundee at Charleston. It’s then proposed that
vehicles would continue east on the A956 ‘Wellington Road’ before taking the
north-western turn-off for B9077 ‘West Tullos Road’ towards ‘Great Southern
Road’. Vehicles would continue westwards along the B9077 before turning left
onto the A957 ‘Slug Road’ south of Crathes towards the site entrance. These
roads include dual carriageways, and single carriageways in both urban and
rural areas.
6.9.3 Predicted vehicle movement during the construction period (12 Months) would
vary from around 1000 per month (all vehicles) in the first 3 months, before
falling to 500 per month by month 6, 260 per month by month 9 and 14 per
month by month 12. The vehicle volumes would represent up to a 6.1%
increase in total traffic flow, and up to 28.7% increase in HGV flows.
6.9.4 During operation, irregular and limited traffic movements consisting almost
entirely of cars or vans would be required for the servicing and maintenance
of the site. It may also be the case that traffic increases would be absorbed by
the existing provisions for the adjacent wind farm if, for example, the
operators were to be the same.
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6.9.5 Decommissioning of the site is anticipated to have a lower impact than the
construction phase. Rotors, if not being reused, are to be cut into smaller
sections to allow the use of normal HGVs as per best practice guidance, and
foundations etc are to remain in situ to be naturalised.
6.9.6 While no significant effects are identified, potential impacts from the
construction traffic include noise, vibration, driver and pedestrian delay, air
pollution and dust and dirt are identified from construction traffic. As they are
not identified as significant effects, no specific mitigation is required.
Notwithstanding this, the use of good practice measures identified within the
EIAR, including the use of a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) would minimise
effects on receptors as much as possible.
6.9.7 Infrastructure Services (Roads Development) makes no objection to the
proposed development. The traffic movements and generation do not give
rise to any concern with regard to the local road network. Conditions are
identified as being appropriate should permission be granted.
6.9.8 Transport Scotland, in their consultation response to the Scottish
Government, make no objection to the proposed development as they do not
consider there would be any significant environmental impacts associated
with increased traffic. A TMP developed prior to the movement of any
deliveries is appropriate.
6.9.9 Overall, it is considered that the proposal and the assessment included within
the EIAR is in compliance with Policy RD1 as contained within the ALDP and
the Planning Service agrees with the conclusions made within this chapter.
6.10

Noise

6.10.1 This chapter of the EIAR considers the potential effects from construction,
operational and decommissioning noise (including traffic noise) from the
proposed development on nearby properties. Pre-application consultation with
Infrastructure Services (Environmental Health) aided in informing the
assessments and standards required for the EIAR.
6.10.2 The EIAR identifies the nearest residential receptors and concludes that the
predicted noise level from the proposed development, acting alone, is below
30 dB at all but 4 residential properties: Corsebauld; Chapelton Croft, West
Bogton and Bogton. Predicted cumulative noise levels have been calculated
at these properties, including the contribution from Mid Hill I and Mid Hill II
wind farms.
6.10.3 Detailed construction noise levels predictions have not been carried out due
to the separation distances between the noise sensitive receptors and on-site
construction works. It’s considered within the EIAR that on-site construction
activities are likely to be below the 65dB criterion given within practice
guidance for construction noise levels in quiet areas such as this.
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6.10.4 Blasting may be required as part of the construction phase (in relation to
borrow pits), however predictions as to the frequency, duration and noise
levels are difficult. It is however noted within the EIAR that effects from
blasting may be heard from residential receptors.
6.10.5 Where road upgrades and cabling between the site and grid connection is
carried out close to residential receptors, short term noise impacts may be
experienced. However, noisy activities near to properties are likely to be short
term for less than 1 month, and therefore considered to be not significant. The
Planning Service agree with this conclusion.
6.10.6 No road traffic noise impacts are anticipated during the construction phase, as
predictions indicate the maximum noise increase during the busiest
construction month (month 3) is less than 1dB.
6.10.7 In terms of operational noise, no significant effects are anticipated.
Cumulative predicted noise levels (including the Mid Hill I and Mid Hill II wind
farms) at the 4 residential properties where noise levels exceed 30dB are not
anticipated to exceed 40dB which is the lower noise limit conditioned within
the Mid Hill wind farms permissions and would likely remain constant across
this proposal. No significant increase, nor significant cumulative noise impact
is therefore anticipated within the EIAR.
6.10.8 While no specific mitigation is required as noise limits are met, the use of best
practice measures including restricting works to standard working hours and
the exclusion of Sundays is proposed to reduce potential construction effects.
With regards to blasting, it’s proposed that a ‘pre-blasting noise management
programme’ be submitted and agreed by the planning authority prior to any
blasting operations. Operationally, restrictions to the rotational speed of
machines could be used should any issues arise. Decommissioning works is
likely to be similar to construction noise, and so similar mitigation measures
would be used.
6.10.9 Infrastructure Services (Environmental Health) requested additional
information to ensure there is no acoustic correction required, particularly with
reference to the cumulative noise impact with the 4 residential properties
mentioned above. Additional information was also requested to confirm
whether the approved wind turbine at Chapelton Farm (APP/2014/4388)
remains valid. This information has since been received, and Environmental
Health has confirmed that the applicant has demonstrated that the proposed
development is capable of operation within the cumulative noise constraints
agreed during the scoping stage. In respect of Amplitude Modulation (AM),
Environmental Health are satisfied that this could be controlled via Planning
Condition.
6.10.10
The Planning Service are therefore satisfied that it has been
demonstrated that the proposed development is consistent with the aims and
objectives of Policy P4 of the ALDP, which seeks to ensure no significant
pollution, nuisance or danger by virtue of the proposed development. Further
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to this, the Planning Service is satisfied that the proposal would comply with
the amenity element of Policy C2 in respect of noise.

6.11

Aviation and Infrastructure

6.11.1 With regard to aviation, the Scottish Governments Energy Consents Unit has
shared details of the Aberdeen International Airport and Ministry of Defence
(MoD) consultation responses. Aberdeen International Airport has advised
that they hold no objection to the proposed development. The MoD has
objected to the proposal, citing unacceptable interference on the Air Defence
(AD) radar at RRH Buchan as their reason. The response from the MoD is
consistent with their typical approach to turbine developments – essentially
there is presumption that applicants will not undertake investigations or
discussions with the MoD concerning mitigation measures until it is clear
whether the development is likely to be approved. It may be possible that the
technical reason for objection can be overcome, however this would be a
matter for the MoD to consider. The MoD have highlighted a number of
conditions to be attached in the event that permission is to be granted, these
concerns standard matters such as aviation lighting.
6.11.2 Policy C2 of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 covers the
impact of wind developments upon aviation. The Policy seeks to prevent
development which would have an unacceptable impact upon aircraft or
airfields. This is a technical matter and therefore the Planning Service relies
upon the input of the relevant consultees. As thing stand, the Planning
Service has no concerns in relation to airfields (due to the response from
Aberdeen International Airport, NATS). However, the proposal does not
comply with Policy C2 due to the outstanding MoD objection, this would need
to be resolved in order to ensure compliance with this aspect of the policy.
Telecommunications
6.11.3 Wind developments have the potential to impact upon telecommunications
(TV, radio, mobile phones networks). Policy C2 of the Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan 2017 covers the impact of wind developments upon
telecommunications, and again seeks to prevent development which would
have an unacceptable impact upon said infrastructure. This is a technical
matter and therefore the Planning Service relies upon the input of the relevant
consultees.
6.11.4 Section 14.4 of the Environmental Impact Assessment Report details scoping
discussions which were carried out with the relevant consultees. This resulted
in BT, JRC and Atkins Global confirming that they each had no objection to
the proposal. Further to this, JRC and BT have commented specifically on this
application and reiterated that they each hold no objection. It is therefore
considered that the proposed development would comply with the
telecommunications aspect of Policy C2.
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Pipelines
6.11.5 In terms of infrastructure, the EIAR indicates that there are gas pipelines in
the vicinity of the proposed development. Prior to the submission, wind
turbines 1 and 2 were repositioned from previous layout iterations to mitigate
any potential effects. Pre-construction investigations into identifying the
location of infrastructure prior to the commencement of construction is
suggested within the EIAR. It is considered that, subject to the carrying out of
pre-construction assessments and no objection being made by the Health and
Safety Executive (HSE) or other consultee regarding the impact on
infrastructure, no adverse effects are anticipated and the development would
comply with Policy P4 of the ALDP.
Ice throw and Shadow flicker
6.11.6 With regards to ice throw and shadow flicker from the proposed development,
no significant effects are identified, owing to the distance of the turbines from
residential properties. While shadow flicker was scoped out of the
assessment, ice throw was considered further as the surrounding area is a
publicly accessible forest and so some residual risk remains. The risk of ice
throw is minimised through the use of modern technology identifying climatic
conditions that would cause frosting to the blades and automatically shutdown the wind turbines. Additionally, good practice including the restriction of
access to turbines where ice is present and visual warning signs would
reduce the risk of harm. Subject to the use of good practice measures
mentioned, no significant risks of nuisance of danger to the public is
anticipated, in line with Policy P4 of the ALDP.
6.12

Socioeconomics

6.12.1 Chapter 15 of the EIAR covers the Socioeconomic impact of the proposed
development. The chapter has detailed the age and population profile of
Aberdeenshire and contextualised this against that of Scotland as a whole.
The employment and economic circumstance of nearby settlements has also
been detailed. The chapter details the socioeconomic benefits of the existing
Mid Hill Wind Farm developments, which are listed as Energy Generation,
Environmental Offset and Community Spend (supporting projects with
Auchenblae Community Association; Banchory Community Council; Crathes,
Drumoak and Durris Community Council; Feughdee West Community
Council; and Glenbervie and District Community Association). The chapter
further highlights potential opportunities for community benefit and shared
ownership, as well as employment opportunities (largely during construction).
6.12.2 Employment and economic benefits were highlighted as a positive, but minor,
impact during both the construction and operational phases. The Planning
Service agrees with the conclusion in the EIAR that the employment and
economic benefits would have a positive effect.
6.13

Access
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6.13.1 Chapter 16 of the EIAR covers the access implications of the proposed
development. The chapter identifies access routes which will be impacted by
the proposal, assess the likely impact and potential effects upon said routes
and finally outlines mitigation measures (including temporary diversions if
required).
6.13.2 The development site contains no Core Paths, however 4 public rights of way
may be impacted (GK 70, 71, 74 and Way Cryne Corse Mounth). There is a
degree of commonality of the potential impacts upon the rights of way, namely
that there may be a degree of disruption in the early phases whilst access
upgrades are carried out, however these are likely to be limited to a period of
days.
6.13.3 The operational impacts of the development upon the Right of Way have
been considered in terms of the magnitude of the impact and the sensitivity of
the path. This has informed the proposed mitigation. Table 7 summarises the
assessment in the EIAR.
Right
Magnitude
of Way of Impact
GK 70 High

GK 71

High

GK 74

Medium

Way
High
Cryne
Corse
Mounth

Sensitivity Mitigation
of Receptor
High
Temporary Diversion during peak
construction period and delivery of
abnormal loads;
Continuous Management throughout
construction period;
Diversion and Safety signs at
appropriate locations.
High
Temporary Diversion during peak
construction period and delivery of
abnormal loads;
Continuous Management throughout
construction period;
Diversion and Safety signs at
appropriate locations.
High
Temporary Diversion during peak
construction period and delivery of
abnormal loads;
Continuous Management throughout
construction period;
Diversion and Safety signs at
appropriate locations.
High
Temporary Diversion during peak
construction period and delivery of
abnormal loads;
Continuous Management throughout
construction period;
Diversion and Safety signs at
appropriate locations.

Table7: Impact upon Rights of Way
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6.13.4 The Planning Service is satisfied with the assessment of impacts and
sensitivity contained within the EIAR. The mitigation measures outlined within
Table 2 are predicted to lessen the severity of the impacts to moderate. Given
the time limited nature of the impacts, it is considered that this would be
acceptable. Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) has
noted that the development may impact upon known paths, and highlighted
the need for a pre-commencement Access Plan to be submitted
6.13.5 Policy C2 of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan requires that Wind
Developments do not have a significant detrimental impact upon recreation
interests, including core paths and other established routes. It is considered
that, while the proposal will impact upon the established path network, it has
been demonstrated that the impacts can be managed through appropriate
mitigation measures. A suspensive condition requiring the submission and
agreement of an Access Plan would enable the development to comply with
the access aspect of Policy C2.
6.14

Conclusion

6.14.1 Planning policy at national, regional and local levels supports a transition to a
low carbon economy through the use of renewable energy. National, regional
and local policies also state that this can only occur when the location of the
development can be constructed and operate without having a significant
adverse impact on the environment, i.e the right development in the right
place, as per Paragraph 28 and Paragraph 169 of SPP.
6.14.2 The scale of the proposed development, with a collective output with Mid Hill I
and II output of over 50MW would make a significant and meaningful
contribution towards meeting Scotland’s renewable energy production aims
listed in national and regional policy, and the associated benefits with this are
noted.
6.14.3 The consideration of this proposal does however identify a number of key
issues and environmental considerations, most namely the landscape and
visual impact, Impact upon peatland along with other technical elements.
6.14.4 In terms of Landscape Character and Visual Impact, the Planning Service
consider that the proposal does not comply with Policy E2, as it would have
significant negative impacts upon LCT 29 and LCT 24, owing to the scale
(height and rotor diameter) and siting (in the foreground of Mid Hill) of the
proposed turbines. The proposal would lead to a visually discordant and
cluttered landscape in this location, with the siting creating a sense of
encroachment due to significantly larger turbines being sited in the
foreground. Furthermore the proposal does not comply with Policy C2, as the
Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire
2014 states the development lies within ‘the Mounth LCA’ (Now superseded
by LCT 29 within SNH guidance) and characterises this as an area which
would be unsuitable for wind turbine development beyond a domestic scale.
This also means the principle of development cannot be established.
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6.14.5 In respect of Peatland, the issue can be broken down into two elements –
habitats and carbon rich soils. Blanket Bog (as listed in Annex 1 EC Habitats
Directive) is found around T1, T2 and the construction compound. Policy E1
requires that development of said areas must demonstrate efforts to avoid
disturbance and destruction through siting and design. SEPA and
Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) have requested
amendments to the scheme, and in the case of SEPA did so ahead of
submission. No detailed site selection process has been provided in relation
to T1, T2 or the construction compound and therefore the ‘need’ to develop
deep peat has not been demonstrated. Whilst the impact upon peatland is
unlikely to be nationally or internationally significant, any loss is considered
regrettable. SEPA and Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural
Heritage) have advised that the use of a suspensive condition in relation to
micrositing of T1, T2 and the construction compound, alongside construction
methodology for the compound may mitigate against the most severe
impacts. The limited impact in the wider sense, combined with the opportunity
for appropriate mitigation indicates that this would be an acceptable departure
from Policy E1. Moving on to Carbon Rich Soils Policy C3 states that
Aberdeenshire Council will protect carbon sinks and stores, such as high
carbon peat rich soils (defined by SNH Carbon and Peatland Map 2016 as
Class 1 and 2, and greater than 0.5m depth) from disturbance or destruction.
The development site contains Class 1 around Turbines 1, 2, 3 and the
construction compound. The policy does permit development where a carbon
calculation shows no net impact over the life of the development, and this has
been submitted. The proposed development (as submitted) does comply with
Policy C3. Policy PR1 does not permit development of Carbon Rich Soils or
Peatland unless economic and social benefits clearly outweigh the value of
the site to the local community and there are no reasonable alternative sites.
The site is considered to have a high public value (due to the presence of
Class 1 Peatland and Blanket Bog) which is further reinforced through SPP
classifying sites containing deep peat as ‘Group 2: Areas of significant
protection’. The locational requirement has been inferred through the
treatment of this development as an extension to Mid-Hill I + II, including
through the use of existing infrastructure, although it is noted that the
locational requirement for the construction compound has not been fully
detailed. The Planning Service therefore consider that the economic and
social benefits of the scheme (primarily through the generation of renewable
energy) when combined with appropriate mitigation would outweigh the loss
of a small quantity of deep peat. The proposal would comply with Policies
PR1 and C3.
6.14.6 It is noted that the Ministry of Defence have an outstanding objection to the
proposal, based upon radar impacts. The indications from the MOD are that
this may be capable of resolution. Based on previous experience the Planning
Service is aware that the MOD will often not engage in discussion with an
applicant (regarding mitigation), until it becomes clear as to whether Planning
Permission shall be granted. Whilst the proposal does not technically comply
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with Policy C2 in respect of aviation impacts at this stage, it would if and when
the MOD remove their objection.
6.14.7 In conclusion, it is considered that the significant environmental effects
highlighted, in terms of landscape and visual amenity, are sufficient to
outweigh the benefits of the scheme to contribute towards meeting Scotland’s
renewable energy production. The proposal cannot be supported and as such
it is recommended that Aberdeenshire raise an objection regarding the
application to the Scottish Government.
6.15

Marr Area Committee

5.15.1 The Marr Area Committee considered this proposal during their meeting on 29
September 2020. A verbal update was given in respect of Feughdee West
Community Council in order to better convey their concerns. The Area
Committee sought clarification in relation to the Ministry of Defence objection,
in so far as understanding why the issue has not been resolved prior to this
stage.
5.15.2 The Area Committee was provided with an earlier version of this report.
Paragraph 4.12 has been amended in order to reflect the verbal update given
to the Marr Area Committee. Section 6.15 has been added.
5.15.3 The Marr Area Committee agreed to refer the proposal to the Infrastructure
Services Committee and endorsed the recommendation that Aberdeenshire
Council Object for the reasons in section 11.2 of this report.
7.

Area Implications

7.1

In the specific circumstances of this application there is no direct connection
with the currently specified objectives and identified actions of the Local
Community Plan.

8.

Implications and Risk

8.1

An equality impact assessment is not required because in giving a view on the
proposed consultation response the Committee will not be doing anything
which will result in a differential impact on people sharing the same protected
characteristics.

8.2

There are no staffing and financial implications.

8.3

There are no risks identified in respect of this matter in terms of the Corporate
and Directorate Risk Registers as the Committee is considering the
application as the planning authority in a quasi-judicial role and must
determine the application on its own merits in accordance with the
Development Plan unless material considerations justify a departure.

9.

Sustainability Implications

9.1

No separate consideration of the current proposal’s degree of sustainability is
required as the concept is implicit to and wholly integral with the planning
process against the policies of which it has been measured.
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10.

Departures, Notifications and Referrals

10.1

Strategic Development Plan Departures
None

10.2

Local Development Plan Departures
Policy C2 Renewable energy
Policy E1 Protected Species
Policy E2 Landscape
Supplementary guidance 9c Special Landscape Areas

10.3

The application is a Departure from the Local Development Plan but no
departure procedures apply in this instance, given Aberdeenshire Council’s
position as a consultee.

10.4

The proposed development has, in the opinion of the Head of Planning and
Environment Services, a significant impact on more than one area and so the
consultation is to be referred to Infrastructure Services Committee.

11.

Recommendation

11.1

That Members agree that the application be referred to the Infrastructure
Services Committee with a recommendation to Object to the proposed
development.

11.2

Reason for Decision

11.2.1 The proposed development is contrary to Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan Policy C2 (Renewable energy) and the associated Spatial Framework
Mapping and Planning Advice ‘Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for
Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire’ 2014 as:
a)

the proposed development site lies within an area with no underlying
capacity for new wind energy developments beyond a domestic scale
(over 15m in height) by virtue of the site being located within the
Mounth Landscape Character Area (a constituent element of LCT 29
within SNH Landscape Character Assessment 2019) ; an area of
significant protection due to its sensitive landscape, high visual
prominence.

b)

it has not been demonstrated that the proposed development would not
have a detrimental impact upon aircraft and aviation as outlined by the
objection from the Ministry of Defence.

Planning Application: APP/2019/1341

Item: 6
Page: 169
Appendix 3A: Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee Report
11.2.2 The proposed development is contrary to Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan Policy E2 (Landscape) as the EIAR has underestimated the potential
landscape and visual impacts of the proposed development, most notably the
disparity in scale between the proposed development and the established Mid
Hill I + II developments. The difference in height shall create a sense of wind
development advancing and encroaching, particularly when viewed from LCT
24 ‘Coastal Farmed Ridges and Hills – Aberdeenshire’ or within LCT 29
‘Summits and Plateaux – Aberdeenshire’. The impact is not considered to be
outweighed by any economic or carbon reduction benefits.

Stephen Archer
Director of Infrastructure Services
Author of Report: James Hewitt
Report Date: 5 October 2020
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APPENDIX A
PLANNING APPLICATIONS
(D) Reference No: APP/2019/1341
Notification under Electricity Act 1989 For Section 36 - Section 36 for the
Construction and Operation of Windfarm
Applicant:
Agent:

Natural Power Consultants, Ochil House, 3-4 Springkerse
Business Park, Stirling, FK7 7XE
Scottish Government, Energy Consent Unit, 4th Floor,
5 Atlantic Quay, 150 Broomielaw, Glasgow, G2 8LU

A report by the Director of Infrastructure Services was circulated advising Members
that the Scottish Government had consulted the Council in respect of an application
under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 for the installation of 10 wind turbines and
associated infrastructure at Fetteresso Forest, Stonehaven. The Head of Planning and
Building Standards had decided not to exercise his delegated power in the particular
case and had referred the matter to the Kincardine and Mearns and Marr Area
Committees to give views to the Infrastructure Services Committee, prior to that
Committee being asked to agree the Council’s response to the consultation.
The Committee agreed to the request to speak and to hear from Miles McConville,
representative for the applicant, Fred Olson Renewables.
The planning officer introduced the report and gave an overview of the application
and process, focusing on the areas of concern. He confirmed that the role of
Aberdeenshire Council was as a consultee to consider whether the proposal
complies with the Council’s Local Development Plan 2017 (LDP) and to respond
accordingly to Scottish Government. He explained that the development site lies
predominantly in the Kincardine and Mearns area and is also adjacent to the
boundary of Marr.
The main concerns of the Planning Service in relation to the proposal related to the
scale of the proposed development, which is considered to be inappropriate for the
location, with the issues arising largely due to the siting of the turbines in the
foreground of Mid Hill and the new turbines being between 25 and 75 metres taller
than those already on site/adjacent to the site. It was considered that the
appearance of larger turbines in the foreground would create a sense of
encroachment and increase the prominence of wind energy at the location.
Visualisations of the proposed development were shown from different viewpoints
and locations.
The planning officer outlined the recommendation of the Planning Service that the
Council should object to the proposal under Policy C2 and E2 of the LDP 2017, for
the reasons outlined within the report.
The Committee then heard from Miles McConville, Fred Olsen Renewables in
support of the application making reference to the existing windfarm at Midhill, which
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had provided employment and investment within the local area. The investment in
the Fetteresso windfarm would provide further investment in the local area and
would create the equivalent of 11 full time jobs, as well as 47 jobs for Aberdeenshire
during construction.
Members then asked questions in relation to the scale of the turbine design and the
justification for the location of turbine number one and two. The speaker advised
that due to technological advances the turbines proposed were the new standard
design and size.
After due consideration, the Committee agreed that the application be referred to the
Infrastructure Services Committee with a recommendation to Object to the proposed
development.
Reason for Decision
1.

The proposed development is contrary to Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan Policy C2 (Renewable energy) and the associated Spatial Framework
Mapping and Planning Advice ‘Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for
Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire’ 2014 as:
a) the proposed development site lies within an area with no underlying
capacity for new wind energy developments beyond a domestic scale (over
15m in height) by virtue of the site being located within the Mounth Landscape
Character Area (a constituent element of LCT 29 within SNH Landscape
Character Assessment 2019) ; an area of significant protection due to its
sensitive landscape, high visual prominence.
b) it has not been demonstrated that the proposed development would not
have a detrimental impact upon aircraft and aviation as outlined by the
objection from the Ministry of Defence.

2.

The proposed development is contrary to Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan Policy E2 (Landscape) as the EIAR has underestimated the potential
landscape and visual impacts of the proposed development, most notably the
disparity in scale between the proposed development and the established Mid
Hill I + II developments. The difference in height shall create a sense of wind
development advancing and encroaching, particularly when viewed from LCT
24 ‘Coastal Farmed Ridges and Hills – Aberdeenshire’ or within LCT 29
‘Summits and Plateaux – Aberdeenshire’. The impact is not considered to be
outweighed by any economic or carbon reduction benefits.

