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12 Luke Place
Broughty Ferry
Dundee DD53BN
01/06/14

Mr Nick Brian

Development Quality Manager Planning Services
Perth and Kinross Council, Pullar House

35 Kinnoull Street

Perth PHI 5GD

Planning Application Ref. 14/00627/FLL Erection of wind turbine and associated
infrastructure | Land 650 Metres North West of Innernyte Farm Kinclaven

[ David Watt strongly object to this Planning Application 14/00627/FLL as being an inappropriate
development for the following reasons.

Landscape and Visual Impact. The surrounding area of East Perthshire is one of outstanding
natural beauty, enjoyed by many. (It never fails to move me and 1 am usually in the area once a
week. The proposed turbine is of an industrial scale and will have a large adverse impact on an
important tourist area.

Effect on_the local community and tourists. The blade motion, noise and infrasound would be
bad for the health, mental enjoyment and general wellbeing of the considerable number of local
residents and offputing to tourists.

Road safety The road from Kinclaven Bridge past Innernyte farm to Stanley is a busy, narrow rural
road with many bends. The turbine would be a distraction to drivers, especially tourists.

Effect on wildlife Flying birds and bats would be at risk of injury or death from the rotating blades,
and subject to noise and possibly other sensory disturbance. Large flocks of geese winter in the
surrounding fields.

Creeping_industrialisation Acceptance of this application is very likely to lead to similar
applications in the immediate area and along the river Tay because of the profits to be made. This is
an area of great scenic beauty.

For the reasons listed above the proposal is contrary to the newly adopted Perth and Kinross
Local Development Plan Policy ER1 regarding renewable and low carbon energy generation,
specifically Policy ER1A sections (a), (d) and (g), regarding new development and Policy ER6
Managing Future Landscape Change to Conserve and Enhance the Diversity and Quality of
the Area's Landscape, in particular failing to comply adequately with sections (a), (b), (¢) and
®-

As a newly adopted plan it is an update statement of the Conncil's policies and should not be
departed from without sound reasons, which do not exist in the case of this application.

Yours sincerely

David Watt
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To Development Quality From Regulatory Service Manager
Manager
Our ref ME
Your ref 14/00627/FLL
Tel No (01738) 476 456
Date 4 June 2014 Pullar House, 35 Kinnoull Street, Perth PH1 5GD

Consultation on an application.

RE: Erection of wind turbine and associated infrastructure Land 650 Metres North West Of
Innernyte Farm Kinclaven for Mr Gordon Lennox

| refer to your letter dated 9 May 2014 in connection with the above application.

Recommendation

| have no objections to the application but recommend the undernoted conditions be
included in any given consent.

Comments — Noise

The applicant seeks consent to install a single EWT DW54 500kW wind turbine with a
maximum 40m hub height and a base to blade tip height of 67m on land at Innernyte Farm,
Kinclaven.

The environmental statement submitted along with the application includes a noise
assessment report of predicted noise levels, carried out in accordance with ETSU report for
the DTI - The Assessment and Rating of Noise from Wind Farms (ETSU-R-97).

The report identifies that the closest dwellings to the site are Newbigging, 417m from the
proposed location of the turbine and Honeyhole, 479m from the proposed turbine.

The report predicts that from the site specific background noise measurement carried out at
the nearest residential properties to the Innernyte turbine location, the background noise was
found to be below the PKC SPG figures at low and medium wind speeds, but lower at high
wind speeds.

The results of the assessment show that at wind speeds of 5m/s to 10m/s, the noise level at
the nearest receptor is less than the limits set out in ETSU R-97 and would not create a
greater than marginal loss of amenity in accordance with PKC SPG.

| note that, to date, there have been at least 40 objections to the proposals.
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Shadow Flicker

Under certain combinations of geographical position and time of day, the sun may pass
behind the rotors of a wind turbine and cast a shadow over neighbouring properties. When
the blades rotate, the shadow flicks on and off; the effect is known as ‘shadow flicker’. It only
occurs inside buildings where the flicker appears through a narrow window opening. A single
window in a single building is likely to be affected for a few minutes at certain times of the
day during short periods of the year. Problems caused by shadow flicker are rare.

It is my contention that considering the distances to the nearest properties | do not envisage
any particular problems with shadow flicker being created.

Conditions.

e During night time hours the wind turbine noise emission level shall not exceed 43dB L
ag0, 10 min or the night hours L ag, 10 min background noise level plus 5dB (A),
whichever is greater.

e At all other times, the wind turbine emission level shall not exceed 35dB L agp, 10min
or the Quiet Waking Hours L ag, 10min background noise level plus 5dB(A),
whichever is the greater.

e At the request of the Council and following a complaint relating to noise from the wind
turbine the operator of the development shall, at its expense, employ an independent
consultant approved by the Council to measure and assess (carried out in accordance
with ETSU report for the DTI - The Assessment and Rating of Noise from Wind Farms
(ETSU-R-97) the level of noise emissions from the wind turbine.
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14/00627/FLL | Erection of wind turbine and associated infrastructure | Land 650 Met... Page 1 of 1

Mr Grant Laing (Objects)
Comment submitted date: Thu 05 Jun 2014

Here we are again with a proposal which is very similar to that which was refused previously.

I concur with the local opinion which has been intimated to me. That while supporting wind power generation in general

this application is for the wrong project in definitely the wrong place.

| therefore object to this application.

(1) Loss of visual amenity (local)

(2) Loss of visual amenity in a wider context

(3) Noise pollution (neighbouring properties)

| have no intention of listing all other valid objections which have been submitted more eloquently than | could aspire to but | agree that the benefit accrued by
granting this application could never outweigh the negative impact

this would have on this area of Perthshire.
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14/00627/FLL | Erection of wind turbine and associated infrastructure | Land 650 Met... Page 1 of 1

Miss sarah Kaye (Objects)
Comment submitted date: Fri 06 Jun 2014

16 Broomhill Manor

Belfast

BT9 5HG

Mr Nick Brian

Development Quality Manager Planning Services,

Perth & Kinross Council, Pullar House,

35 Kinnoull Street

Perth

PH1 5GD

Dear Mr Brian

Planning Application 14/00627/FLL

Erection of Wind Turbine 650m North West of Innernyte Farm

| write to object to the above application.

| am a part time resident at my parent?s home at Innernyte Farmhouse, and the erection of a large turbine just 650m away from our garden would negatively
impact my ability to enjoy the beautiful scenery and unspoiled views that | have grown up with. | feel it is important to preserve the serenity of this vista for future
generations, and not allow it to be compromised by potentially noisy, unsightly and highly distracting turbines.

| am very concerned about the risk of setting a precedent for industrialisation of this quiet and peaceful rural area which could lead to further applications for
erection of even more intrusive structures.

For the above reasons the proposal is contrary to the newly adopted Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan policy ER1 regarding renewable and low carbon
energy generation, specifically policy ER1A sections (a), (d), and (g), regarding new developments. As a newly adopted plan it is an update statement of the
council's policies and should not be departed from without sound reasons, which do not exist in the case of this application.

| therefore recommend that you refuse this application.

Yours Sincerely
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14/00627/FLL | Erection of wind turbine and associated infrastructure | Land 650 Met... Page 1 of 1

Mr Kilian Toal (Objects)
Comment submitted date: Fri 06 Jun 2014

| am a regular visitor to Innernyte Farmhouse and my enjoyment of the beauty and tranquillity of the surrounding countryside would be significantly reduced by the
erection of a large and noisy turbine only 650m away from Innernyte.

| also feel it would be distraction to drivers on what is already a difficult and dangerous road especially for tourists like myself who are unfamiliar with it's twists and
turns.

For the above reasons the proposal is contrary to the newly adopted Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan policy ER1 regarding renewable and low carbon
energy generation, specifically policy ER1A sections (a), (d), and (g), regarding new developments. As a newly adopted plan it is an update statement of the
council's policies and should not be departed from without sound reasons, which do not exist in the case of this application.

| therefore recommend that you refuse this application
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Kalie Jagpal
Assistant Safeguarding Officer

QY Ministry of Defence
ha Safeguarding — Wind Energy
Kingston Road
Defence Sutton Coldfield
West Mi
Infrastructu re est Midlands B75 7RL

United Kingdom

Organisation
Telephone [MOD]: +44 (0)121 311 3674
Facsimile [MOD]: +44 (0)121 3112218

Our Reference: 18377 E-mail: DIOODC-IPSSG2a2@mod.uk

Your Reference: 14/00627/FLL

Andy Baxter

Perth & Kinross Council 09/06/2014

Dear Mr Baxter

Please quote in any correspondence: 18377

Site Name: Land 650M North West of Innernyte Farm

Proposal: Erection of 1 Wind Turbine

Planning Application Number: 14/00627/FLL

Site Address: Kinclaven

Thank you for consulting the MOD about the above planning application in your correspondence dated
09/05/2014. | write to advise you that the MOD has no objections to the proposed development

The application is for 1 turbine at 67 metres to blade tip. This has been assessed using the grid
reference below as submitted in the planning application or in the developers’ pro-forma.

Turbine 100km Square Easting Northing
1 NO 12380 36400

In the interests of air safety, the MOD requests that the turbine is fitted with aviation lighting. The turbine
should be fitted with 25 candela omni-directional red lighting or infrared lighting with an optimised flash
pattern of 60 flashes per minute of 200ms to 500ms duration at the highest practicable point.

The principal safeguarding concern of the MOD with respect to the development of wind turbines relates
to their potential to create a physical obstruction to air traffic movements and cause interference to Air
Traffic Control and Air Defence radar installations.

Defence Infrastructure Organisation Safeguarding wishes to be consulted and notified of the
progression of planning applications and submissions relating to this proposal to verify that it will not
adversely affect defence interests.

If planning permission is granted we would like to be advised of the following;

. the date construction starts and ends;
. the maximum height of construction equipment;
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. the latitude and longitude of every turbine.

This information is vital as it will be plotted on flying charts to make sure that military aircraft avoid this
area.

If the application is altered in any way we must be consulted again as even the slightest change could
unacceptably affect us.

| hope this adequately explains our position on the matter. If you require further information or would
like to discuss this matter further please do not hesitate to contact me.

Further information about the effects of wind turbines on MOD interests can be obtained from the
following websites:

MOD: http://www.mod.uk/Defencelnternet/MicroSite/DIO/What\WWeDo/Operations/ModSafeguarding.htm

Yours sincerely

Mrs Kalie Jagpal
Assistant Safeguarding Officer
Defence Infrastructure Organisation

SAFEGUARDING SOLUTIONS TO DEFENCE NEEDS
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Greenhead Farm
Kinclaven

By Stanley

Perth

PH1 4Q)

Dear Sirs
Further to your letter dated 20 May 2015 | wish to comment s follows:

We originally objected to the initial submission for the erection of a Wind Turbine and associated
infrastructure, Ref: 14/00627/FLL and subsequently attended the Local Review Body Meeting held
on 31 March 2015.

At this meeting we were appalled by the applicants inclusion of photographs which appear to have
been taken in such a way as to indicate the almost total absence of any residential buildings within
close proximity to the intended site.

Having viewed the revised submission the reality is that no improvement to this omission has been
made.

Furthermore having read the reasons for the original refusal by the Council we cannot see any
changes in this ‘revised’ submission our view is that the reasons for the original refusal still apply.

Yours

CM & B Abbott
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Mr M. M. Farnsworth
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TAYMOUNT MAINS
STANLEY
PERTH PH1 4QH

CHIEF EXECUTIVES
DEMOCRATIC SERVICES

Ms Gillian Taylor, 18 703 o0
Perth and Kinross Local Review Body,

The Atrium, R mn
137 Glover Street,

Perth,

PH2 0LQ 16™ February 2015

Dear Ms Taylor,

Your Ref: TCP/11/16(340)
Application Ref: 14/00627/FLL - Erection of Wind Turbine and associated infrastructure.
Land 650 metres north West of Innernyte Farm, Kinclaven — Mr G Lennox

Thank you for your letter dated 12 February informing us that here is a review of the
above planning application.

We live at Taymount Mains some 900 metres distance from the proposed wind turbine and
our reasons for being against this application have not changed.

1. The proposed scale of this turbine would be detrimental to our view to the North of
our house and become the dominant feature impacting on the visual amenity
adversely.

2. ltiscontrary to policy 3 of the Tay Plan 2012 and Policy HE2 of the adopted Local
Development Plan.

3. We would be subjected to the continual noise of the turbine whilst it was revolving
as we are only 900 metres distant from the structure.

4. It would have a detrimental impact on the value our property as the visual impact
would be so great along with the issue of the noise.

5. The applicant, Mr Gordon Lennox, does not live anywhere near the farm and has
minimal electricity costs running the farm buildings from one year to the next.

Yours sincerely,

William Lindsay
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Tansy
Kinclaven
Stanley

PH1 4QJ
25 February 2015

Gillian Taylor

Clerk to The Local Review Body
Perth and Kinross Council

The Atrium

137 Glover Street

Perth PH2 OLQ

Dear Ms Taylor,

Re: TCP-11-16-(340)

Town & Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997

The Town & Country Planning (Schemes of Delegation & Local Review Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations
2013

Application Ref: 14/00627/FLL - Erection of wind turbine and associated infrastructure, land 650 metres
north west of Innernyte Farm, Kinclaven — Mr G Lennox

In response to your e-mail dated 12 February 2015 regarding the above review procedure, | strongly
reiterate and maintain my objection to this planning application as set out in my initial and substantiated
letters of objection dated 4 June 2014 and 6 June 2014.

As | indicated in my objection, | am as passionately exercised against this proposal as | was the developer’s
preceding application in 2013 and | would urge The Local Review Body to uphold the Perth and Kinross
Council decision to refuse planning permission.

| wish to add the following comments regarding the application and the review.

Inadequate separation distances and adverse impact on residential amenity, health and wellbeing

| would urge The Local Review Body to strengthen the decision to refuse planning permission by adding to
the list of reasons for refusal that of adverse effect on the residential amenity presently enjoyed by
neighbouring residential properties, as was rightly cited in the refusal of the first application in 2013.

The main basis for this request is that the separation distances between the houses and the nearest
dwellings are simply inadequate to avoid the high risk of all the potential negative noise and other impacts
| have cited in my objection on the health and wellbeing of the nearest local residents, including myself, as
well as on general residential amenity.

Despite the claims of the currently proposed turbine being reduced in size, this only applies to one
parameter, the hub height. The rotor diameter is 7m wider, giving it a 32% larger sweep area than the
turbine which was refused in 2013. The effect will be a bulkier structure in the landscape, both when in
motion and static, with greater associated visual impact and making it an even worse blight on local
residential amenity and human wellbeing.

For reference, my house is about 7 metres high to the ridge. Our mature conifer trees are probably about

twice that height. At 67 metres tall, the proposed turbine would be nearly 10 times the height of my
house.
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For information, based on the applicant’s document 14 00627 FLL-SITE_LOCATION_PLAN__ 14 00627 4 -
629198, | have produced a map which | insert here and also attach to this email as a pdf showing the
separation distances to the nearest 15 neighbouring dwellings, 14 of which are between 500 and 1,000
metres and 1 at 1,100 metres from the proposed turbine site, plus a few other affected properties. The
hatched lines indicate sites which to the best of my knowledge do not currently have residential
occupancy. The ruined cottage at 300metres distance was given planning permission for the construction
of a detached house.
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With the growing body of evidence worldwide of the deleterious health effects of living too close to wind
turbines, especially large scale ones like this, as cited in my objection and added to by Dr Alison Coutts in
her current representation to the Local Review Body, local authorities should be strengthening not
weakening the guidelines and standards which turbine developments must deliver in respect of separation
distances from dwellings. By any stretch of the imagination, approving this application would constitute a
weakening of any guidance promoted hitherto for the purpose. 1.5km seems to be a widely held
responsible minimum separation distances for large turbines, which it has been accepted this turbine is.
Even at the lower end of guidance promoted by Perth and Kinross Council of 10 -20 times the tip height it
would provide a minimum distance to the nearest dwelling of 670 metres for the current proposal, which
would not be achievable here. Given the essentially low-lying, open topography and lack of screening
vegetation between the turbine and the 15 nearest dwellings, | believe a factor of 20 times would be more
appropriate in this location. The separation distances afforded by this development would be substantially
less that all these indicators of the acceptable.

That it is only a relatively small local population is not reason for the planning system to permit
development which will condemn those so-called nearest receptors to an untenable living environment.
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That there is no point within the Innernyte landholding which would provide reasonable separation
distances is proof enough that this is an inappropriate development for the area. Therefore, the omission
of adverse impact on residential amenity in the reasons for refusal for the reduction in turbine height
offered between the initial and second planning application is not justified.

As | believe that this development would impose a major impact on local residents’ lives, | would repeat
my request that, in addition to upholding the existing reasons for refusal, a key outcome of this review
should be that impact on residential amenity should be added as a reason for refusal of the application.

If planning permission were to be granted with such separation distances as proposed at Innernyte, the
effect of setting this precedent would open the floodgates to similar trauma to local communities all over
lowland Perthshire. That must not happen.

Neighbour engagement

The persistent failure upon the part of the applicant, the landowner or the agent to communicate in any
way whatsoever with the 15 nearest receptors, all between 500 and 1,100 metres from the proposed
turbine site speaks volumes. This anti-social disregard for local residents who would live literally in the
shadow of this monstrous construction is at odds with all best practice guidance to the farming sector to
engage with neighbours to bring them on-side.

The least bit of research by the applicant would have revealed a significant level of support amongst local
residents for a low carbon future, as well as a distinct willingness on the part of some to engage actively in
finding low carbon options for farm management and diversification, including renewables, which would
be not only acceptable to the local community but potentially actively supported. What a turnaround for
everybody’s benefit that could be.

Climate change

If, as the applicant declares, there should be more weight given in the planning decision to climate change
and environment, surely it would have been appropriate to substantiate and clarify the source data for
energy consumption in the farm business and performance output of the turbine.

| do not wish to submit my unverified personal analysis here, but | would say that | would appreciate if the
review process would be able to either confirm or allay the considerable order of doubt | have about some
of the farm energy consumption and carbon emissions data, and of the projected energy production and
carbon reduction data for the proposed turbine.

| would be happy to provide further information on this if requested.

Site meeting

The applicant has indicated that he would welcome a site visit by the Local Review Body panel to
demonstrate the suitability of the site for the proposed turbine. | too would welcome such a site visit to my

home, which | believe my neighbours would appreciate too, to demonstrate that the site is manifestly
unsuited to such an enormous industrial installation, no matter what the applicant’s stated justifications.

| believe that the correct outcome of this review would be to uphold and ideally strengthen the decision to
refuse planning permission.

Yours sincerely,

Elspeth A Coutts
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CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

From: David Watt <[ -

Sent: 26 February 2015 11:48

To: CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account
Subject: Your Ref: 14/00627/FLL

Gillian Taylor

Clerk to Perth and Kinross Local Review Body
Dear Ms Taylor

| wish to reiterate my previous objections to the proposed wind turbine north west of Innernyte Farm,
Kinclaven, Application Reference 14/00627/FLL.

Yours sincerely
David Watt
12 Luke Place

Broughty Ferry
Dundee DD5 3BN
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CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

From: 1aN LiGcHTBODY < |
Sent: 26 February 2015 09:56

To: CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account
Subject: TCP/11/16(340) Proposed Wind Turbine at Innernyte
Attachments: Innernyte turbine residential separation distances (2).pdf

Ballathie Sidings
2nd e-mail from this
household Stanley

Perthshire
Dear Sir or Madam

Please find attached a copy of the homes that will be dominated by the proposed Wind Turbine at Innernyte
Farm.Our family home is by no means the closest at a distance of 1100m away ,with all the surrounding
properties closer.

In the summertime when the wind is blowing in our varied directions and bedroom windows are open,
surely some families are going to be kept awake with the constant whirring of the blades.

| hope al of the objections put forward for this planning application take into account, all the families who
will be affected , al to the benefit of anon resident.

Yours Sincerely

Dr lan and Mrs Rhona Lightbody
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Tansy

Kinclaven
Stanley
PH1 4QJ
Gillian Taylor
Clerk to The Local Review Body
Perth and Kinross Council
The Atrium
137 Glover Street
Perth PH2 OLQ 24 February 2015

Dear Ms Taylor,
Re: TCP-11-16-(340)
Town & Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997

The Town & Country Planning (Schemes of Delegation & Local Review Procedure)
(Scotland) Regulations 2013

Application Ref: 14/00627/FLL - Erection of wind turbine and associated
infrastructure, land 650 metres north west of Innernyte Farm, Kinclaven — Mr G
Lennox

In response to your e-mail dated 12 February 2015 regarding the above review | refer to my
objection submitted last year and reiterate my objection to the proposal. | wish to add the
following comments regarding the application and the review.

This is the second application for a turbine at this location. Both applications have been
refused. At no point during the preparations for submission of either application or this
review has Mr Lennox himself, any of his business partners/employees or his agent, made an
approach to any of the residents in the homes which literally surround the proposed site to
discuss his proposals or to ask for our opinions on the application. There has been absolutely
no attempt to engage with his neighbours (as could be considered good practice) to discuss
any of our concerns. He is unconcerned by the potential loss of business for other local
businesses should the proposal be approved. He appears to care nothing for the views of the
many people both local and from further afield who have registered an objection. Objectors
from Stanley and Murthly may not be able to see the proposed turbine from where they live
but many of them walk near to and drive by the proposed site frequently and obviously object
to the intrusion on the landscape that this turbine will have. The applicant lives in Aberdeen.
He cannot be a full time employee of this business and is likely to be one of the business
partners. If he is neither, he presumably should be declaring himself as an agent, given that
the purpose of the turbine is declared to be for the benefit of the business. Unlike those of us
who live very near to the proposed site, he will not be impacted in any way on a daily basis.
Those of us who live here will be affected daily and continuously. The erection of a structure
similar in size to a Boeing 777 aircraft standing vertically will change the nature of the
surrounding countryside forever. There are no similar structures anywhere in the vicinity.
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We who live here will be affected by noise (mechanical and aerodynamic), vibration and
infrasound despite any ‘evidence’ to the contrary provided by the applicant. Guidelines are
set out in a document called ETSU-R-97. This specifies that in general the noise generated by
a wind turbine should be no louder than 5db above background noise. So for example, if the
background noise is 40db, residents may hear 45db of noise including the turbines. Sound
increase is not linear. An increase of 10db sounds like a doubling of the volume. However, in
quiet areas, different rules apply. ETSU-R-97 recommends a daytime limit of between 35-40
dBA. At night however, the limit is 43dBA. Incredibly, this means that turbines are allowed
to create more noise at night than during the day.

Some objections to ETSU-R-97 are that the rules were published in 1996 but in those days
turbines were much, much smaller than today. The rules assume that problems with noise are
only caused by how loud it is. There is no consideration given to other factors, such as the
type of noise and the duration of the noise. However, we all know that some types of noise
are much more irritating than others. The rules state that it is only necessary to measure wind
speeds up to 12 metres per second. But they ignore the fact that faster wind speeds may cause
turbines to generate more noise. The rules state that wind speed should be measured at a
height of 10 metres but this turbine will have blades between 13 and 67 metres above the
ground. The rules are about audible sound but completely ignore the problem of infrasound.
The methods used to calculate noise levels from wind turbines are not appropriate. The rules
specify a special measurement called “L.A90, 10min” This is how it works: The noise levels
are measured over a 10 minute period. The noisiest 90% of this time is ignored completely,
leaving only the quietest 10% of the data. The noise level is then calculated as being the
loudest noise in this quiet period. The rules recommend that noise limits are set in relation to
the nearest properties. But some types of noise are actually difficult to measure close to wind
turbines, and are more noticeable a little further away, at distances of over 500 metres. The
rules assume that background noise will help mask the noise of turbines. However, the type
of noise produced by turbines is of a completely different type to normal background noise,
so may not be masked. (Courtesy of Windwatch)

With regard to infrasound what most people will not appreciate is the "A" after dB (i.e. dB
(A)). This means that all the infrasound (< 20 Hz) generated by the turbine, which
undoubtedly affects the ear at levels below those that are heard, is totally ignored by the
measurement. This measurement is equivalent to considering only the visible portion of
sunlight and concluding that sunlight cannot harm you. We all know that the invisible portion
of sunlight (the ultraviolet light) is the portion that causes skin and eye problems. Similarly, it
is the unheard infrasound component of wind turbine noise that causes problems to nearby
residents. Until the industry starts taking note of this, the problem of wind turbine noise for
nearby communities will not be solved. Long term infrasound exposure disturbs sleep.

Wind turbine noise emissions cause sleep disturbance and ill health. Attempts to reduce wind
turbine noise emissions after installation are unlikely to be successful. The only mitigation for
wind turbine noise is to place a sufficient distance between the turbines and places of human
habitation. Measuring wind speed at a single low height, as required by ETSU-R-97, does not
permit an accurate calculation of turbine and ambient noise To quote Mr Peter Hadden in
evidence to the House of Lords Economic Affairs Committee (2008): “There is material
evidence available to show that ETSU R 97 has failed to provide a reasonable level of
protection to family homes from unbearable noise pollution where wind turbines are located
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too close to homes. Symptoms include sleep disturbances and deprivation, sometimes so
severe that families are forced to evacuate their homes in order to stabilise well-being and to
resume normal family life. This is a worldwide phenomenon where wind turbines are located
too close to homes.’

Proposals that seek to place turbines within 1.5km of habitation have not sought to minimise
environmental and social impact by wind turbine noise and its effects on sleep and health.
Proposals that site wind turbines within 1.5km of habitation will not keep wind turbine noise
to an acceptable level. Proposals which site wind turbines within 1.5km of residential
dwellings cannot be said to enhance the quality of the countryside nor have regard to the
amenity of local residents and must be rejected. (Dr C Hanning — Sleep Disturbance and
Wind Turbine Noise 2009)

My home lies 625 metres from the proposed wind turbine site, downwind of the prevailing
south-westerly wind — please see the attached local map indicating the proposed position for
the turbine right in the middle of the most heavily populated area of this ‘peninsula’.
Nowhere else in this area is there a residential community that would be more affected by
loss of residential, visual and landscape amenity than will result from the erection of this
inappropriate industrial turbine. The applicant has indicated that he would welcome a site
visit by the reviewers to demonstrate the suitability of the site for the proposed turbine. I too
would welcome such a site visit to my home and am sure my neighbours too would be
welcoming of such a visit, to demonstrate that the site is manifestly unsuited to such an
enormous industrial installation, no matter what the applicant’s stated justifications are. The
applicant also states that the application should be approved because he has done as much as
he can to mitigate against the perceived negative impacts of the proposal. He can do no more.
So nothing can mitigate against the negative impacts of this proposed wind turbine and as
such | believe the refusal of the application should be upheld. The impact on residential
amenity was recorded as one reason for refusal of the initial application for this turbine in
2013. It was not given as a reason for refusal in 2014. | believe that because of the major
(and not minimal as stated by the applicant) impact on residential amenity this should be
added as a reason for refusal of the application as a key outcome of this review.

Yours sincerely,

Dr Alison M Coutts
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CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

From: cill <[ -

Sent: 26 February 2015 00:09

To: CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account
Subject: RE: TCP/11/16(340)

Attachments: P1100669.JPG; View - Innernyte Farmhouse.jpg

Dear Ms Taylor

Town & Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997

The Town & Country Planning (Schemes of Delegation & Local Review Procedure)
(Scotland) Regulations 2013

Application Ref: 14/00627/FLL - Erection of wind turbine and associated infrastructure, land
650 metres north west of Innernyte Farm, Kinclaven — Mr G Lennox

We write in response to your invitation to make further representation in relation to the review of
the decision to refuse planning permission to the above application.

We have lived at Innernyte Farmhouse since 2002, when it became separate property from
Innernyte Farm. The farmland and steadings are currently owned by William Lennox, who
has an established farm at Auchterarder.

This is not a windy area. We would invite the Local Review Body to consult meteorology
data on this issue. A wind turbine of enormous industrial scale and height would be
required to capture enough wind to be financially rewarding. This is the reason, in our
opinion, for the above application, which is out of all proportion to the scale of the gently
sloping wooded, agricultural and grazing land of the river valley surrounding the site.

The Innernyte Farm fields are all arable, the steadings are used for storage of grain and
vehicles, and the cattle courts are leased to another farmer. A grain dryer running for a few
weeks in the year and lighting are the only potential uses for electricity generated by a
turbine on the farm.

The excessive size of the proposal would have a strong impact on the residential amenity
and visitor experience of the surrounding properties, particularly our own. As the electricity
needs of the farm operation here do not justify a turbine, the residents of this area would
suffer the consequences for a project which would give nothing to this area, but provide
financial gain for the landowner living well out of the area of impact.

By way of illustration, we attach a recent photo of a sunset from our bedroom window, and a
photomontage of a turbine in the position proposed, 825 metres from our house. | trust the Panel
will take into consideration our strong objection to the above application.

Yours sincerely

Gillian Kaye
Peter Kaye
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CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

From: I

Sent: 25 February 2015 15:03

To: CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

Cc: Elspeth Coutts

Subject: Planning Application Ref 14/00627/FLL - Innernyte Farm Wind Turbine, Kinclaven
Attachments: Innernyte turbine residential separation distances.pdf

Dear Miss Taylor,

Thank you for your letter of the 12" inst. re the re-application for the proposed wind turbine at Innernyte Farm,
Kinclaven.

My apologies for the delay in replying to you.

| wish to object to this re-application, and, in addition to the reasons given in my objection to the first application,
my reasons for doing so are as follows.

Firstly | believe that the turbine would have a significant adverse impact on the visual amenity and
landscape character of the area and as such is contrary to Policy 6 of the Tay Plan 2012.

In support of (1) | draw your attention to the attached map showing the estimated distances to the nearest
houses to the intended site for the turbine, the nearest of which is some 300m (a site which has been
granted planning permission for housing) and a further four are between 500m and 700m, and of the 15
closest homes all are within 500m to 1000m. All of these are believed to be currently occupied.

Not only are these homes going to be greatly adversely affected by the highly intrusive visual nature of the
development, but, as | pointed out in my objection to the original application, by the intrusive nature of the
sound generated from the turbine.

Further to (3) above, it is not only the audible sound of the turbine which is of concern, it is also the
infrasound which is a significant hazard to those living close to a large turbine of this kind. Infrasound is
sound with a frequency between zero and twenty Herz (0-20 Hz). This sound although generally inaudible to
the human ear, is nevertheless detected by the ear and can cause severe physical and psychological affects.
Moreover it is transmitted through both the air and the ground, and can so be detected for considerable
distances (sometimes up to ten or more kilometres depending upon local topography and geology),
distances well in excess of those of the nearest residences.

There is considerable evidence of the possible deleterious effects of infrasound on humans, including a
recent excellent article in the Journal of Laryncology.

Interestingly, thanks to some published Norwegian research which | cited in my earlier
objection, infrasound also has a proven effect on other species, notably, and most relevant to this particular
application, on salmon, causing them to alter or disturb their pattern of migration.

Since the proposed site of this wind turbine at Innernyte is just one kilometre away from the River Tay, it is
perfectly possible that this turbine could alter or disturb the salmon migration patterns in the river, and
therefore put at risk the whole of the salmon fishing both upstream and downstream of the turbine. | find it
incredible that this possibility has not been considered, and that a stringent environmental impact
statement conducted by the developers, backed up by independent scientific research, which could predict
the potentially multi-million pound adverse effect on this vital segment of the Perthshire tourist industry
and economy of this single turbine.

1
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8. Thus for these and other reasons | would counsel great caution with this renewed application.

9. Iwould commend the CHX Planning Local Review Body for their previous refusal to grant this unfortunate
and ill conceived application on its first presentation, and would most sincerely hope that they are not
minded to overturn their decision now that the application has been presented for a second time.

Yours sincerely

Dr Bob Talbot

13 Burnside
Kettins

Blairgowrie
Perthshire

PH13 9JW

25™ February 2015
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CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

From: John Quinn <_

Sent: 25 February 2015 14:54

To: CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account
Subject: TCP/11/16(340)

Attachments: Innernyte turbine residential separation distances.pdf

Gillian A Taylor
Clerk to the Local Review Body

Town & Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997

The Town & Country Planning (Schemes of Delegation & Local Review Procedure)
(Scotland) Regulations 2013

Application Ref: 14/00627/FLL - Erection of wind turbine and associated infrastructure, land
650 metres north west of Innernyte Farm, Kinclaven — Mr G Lennox

Dear Gillian

I would like to register my continued objection to this proposal on the grounds of the unacceptable
separation distances between the proposed turbine and local residences given the industrial scale of the
proposed turbine, which is ten times taller than the average local property.

| attach a pdf map showing the lines of sight and separation distances for the 15 closest homes (all within
500m to 1000m) and indicated locations of two further houses, plus a site less than 300m away which had
been granted planning permission for a house and a further small steading at 500m with current business
occupancy.

Although detriment to residential amenity was one of the reasons for refusal in 2013, it was not cited in the
reasons for refusal in 2014. This factor is amaor weakness in the determination and | would ask the Local
Review Body that a key outcome of this Local Review should be that “negative impact on residential
amenity” be added back in as areason for refusal of the application.

| am attaching a map showing the relative distances between the proposed devel opment and local properties.

Regards

John Quinn
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2 West Dibberford Farm
Mosterton
DORSET
DT8 3HD

25/02/2015
FAO Gillian Taylor
CHX Planning Local Review Body
Perth & Kinross Council
35 Kinnoull St
Perth
PH1 5GD

Dear Ms Taylor,

Re Planning Application 14/ 00627/FLL Erection of wind turbine and associated
infrastructure Land 650 Metres North West Of Innernyte Farm Kinclaven

We wish to reiterate and maintain our objection to the above proposal for the
following reasons;

The proposed development is not materially different from the previous application
13/00860/FFL which was refused for, inter alia, its impact adverse impact on

a) the visual amenity of the area,

b) the wider landscape of the area,

c) the setting of a ‘A’ listed building. & adverse affect on the residential amenity
presently enjoyed by neighbouring residential properties.

The policy considerations against which the proposal should be assessed are for all
intents and purpose the same, notwithstanding that the Local Plan is now adopted and
should be given considerable weight.

e The proposal will result in an adverse impact on the visual amenity and
landscape character of the area &

e The proposal will have an adverse affect on the residential amenity
presently enjoyed by neighbouring residential properties,

The proposal is primarily contrary to Policy ER1A, of the P&K LDP 2014.

e As the proposal would have an adverse impact on the setting of a
Listed Building, the proposal is contrary to Policy 3 of the Tay Plan
2012, ER6 of the P&K LDP 2014, Section 59 of the Planning (Listed
Buildings and Conservation Areas) (Scotland) Act 1997, Scottish
Planning Policy (2010) and the Scottish Historic Environmental Policy
(2011), all of which promote the protection of Listed Buildings and
their settings from inappropriate developments.
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e The approval of this proposal could establish an undesirable precedent
for similar sized developments within the local area, which would be to
the detriment of the overall visual character of the area, and which in
turn could potentially undermine (and weaken) the Councils
established relevant Development Plan policies.

Yours faithfully

Richard & Janet Dodson
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The Old Smiddy
Kinclaven by Stanley
Perth PH1 4QJ
25 February 2015

Mr Nick Brian / Audrey

Development Quality Manager Planning Services
Perth & Kinross Council

Pullar House

Perth PH1 5GD

Dear Mr Brian/Audrey
TCP/11/16(340) POINTS FOR CONSIDERATION BY LOCAL REVIEW BODY

REF 14/00627/FLL
Erection of Wind Turbine & Associated Infrastructure Land 650m NE of Innernyte
Farm, Kinclaven.

I am currently in Borneo but hope my comments below will be taken into account
by the Local Review Body when considering the above planning application.
Please acknowledge receipt of this email. Thank you.

I strongly endorse the views of Historic Scotland and Stanley Community Council
as set out in their previous objections

(Please note there were contradictions in the documents originally submitted by the
applicant about current land use of the site.

The Pre screening application said ‘upland agricultural grazing land’. The site of the

proposed wind turbine is on cultivated arable land.
Also in the Assessment of Impact of Proposal on Landscape etc. several Appendices
were missing or incomplete. (Appendices- 3, 4, 5, and 6, Pages 50, 51, 52, and 53))

I would be grateful if the Local Review Body would take into consideration the
following.

1. Itis not possible for this this open agricultural lowland landscape to absorb a wind
turbine of this industrial/commercial scale at this location.

A wind turbine of this industrial/commercial scale (67m) proposed at Innernyte would
not be sensitive to the local landscape character and detract from the quality of the
landscape. It would have significant adverse impacts on the local residents, their
quality of life and the visual amenity that they enjoy. In addition there are
potential negative impacts on tourism, the local environment and wildlife.

781



This proposal is contrary to Policy PM1 Placemaking and ER6 on Landscape of the
newly adopted Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan, which provide similar if not
stronger protection for residential amenity and landscape protection than Policy 1 of
the old Perth Area Local Plan 1995 (incorporating Alteration nol Housing Land
2000.) These policies seek to ensure that all new developments have a good landscape
framework and would not adversely impact the amenity of existing areas

This proposal is contrary to Policy HE2 Listed Buildings and HE4 Gardens and
Designed Landscapes of the Local Development Plan which provide stronger

protection for the historic environment. This point is confirmed by Historic Scotland §

concern regarding the potential visual impact of the wind turbine on the
understanding, appreciation and experience of the Stobhall Inventory

This proposal is also contrary to the newly adopted Perth and Kinross Local
Development Plan policy ER1 regarding renewable and low carbon energy generation,

specifically policy ER1A sections (a), (d), and (g), regarding new developments. As a

newly adopted plan it is an update statement of the council's policies and should not be
departed from without sound reasons, which do not exist in the case of this application.

However | am in favour of renewable energy schemes of an appropriate scale where they
contribute to the local economy and wellbeing of the local population and are in a
location where impacts on amenity are acceptable. Stewart Tower is a good example of
an acceptable development.

PLEASE WOULD THE LOCAL REVIEW BODY TAKE INTO CONSIDERATION
THE FOLLOWING POINTS

1 THE NEGATIVE IMPACT ON THE VISUAL AMENITY, QUALITY AND
CHARACTER OF THE LOCAL LANDSCAPE

There are no existing intrusive features in this relatively unspoilt landscape.

A turbine of this industrial/commercial scale would not be sensitive to the local landscape
character and would have a significant negative impact on the visual amenity, quality
and character of the area.

This area of land with a gently undulating topography lies in the beautiful Tay Valley. It
ranges from 30m asl by the Tay (NO134357) to 85m on the ridge (NO116367) (58m at
Innernyte Farm (NO130359) (The current proposed site sits at 75m. (NO124364) It is an
attractive tract of rich arable agricultural land and woodland. The immediate landscape is
of relatively unchanged traditional farm character and a short distance away is a mix of
mature oak woodland, mixed policy woodland with fine mature tree specimens and
mature conifer plantations which form a varied and attractive landscape.
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This proposed new development sited within this attractive landscape will not make a
positive contribution to its immediate environment. The wind turbine site set within
open agricultural land, has wide open views both to and from the site and no means of
screening. It is not possible for the landscape to absorb a wind turbine of this scale
at this location.

The scale of the proposed turbine together with its moving parts would introduce another
dominant feature among otherwise small scale landscape features and largely
uninterrupted views.

Ballathie Estate has made a considerable attempt to conserve and enhance the landscape
by tree and hedge planting. Many residents have organic gardens and holdings and have
spent a considerable amount of time and money tree planting, improving habitats,
landscaping and promoting biodiversity.

1.1 WIDER NEGATIVE LANDSCAPE IMPACTS

The 67 m turbine would be highly visible in the wider landscape due to topography and
distance. Sited at 75m asl it would project a good 55m above the top of the ridge (85m)
and be visible from the N and NW. It would be particularly visually intrusive from
dwellings on the SE side of the Tay Valley and the A93, an important tourist route.

The EWT DW54 although 21 m shorter than the earlier proposed RRB VB47 will have
3m longer blades giving it a shorter but fatter appearance. This will create a 32% bigger
sweep and hence result in a much larger static and moving visual impact.

Even where, from much closer perspectives, mature plantations lie between the
viewer and the turbine, it will often loom high above the tree canopy and will
become even more visible as local forests are clear felled for timber as recently at
Taymount.

1.2 THE TURBINE WILL BE VISIBLE FROM THE NEW CORE PATH FROM
STANLEY TO BALLATHIE HOUSE HOTEL

The turbine would detract from the landscape and the user experience along the majority
of the length of the new core path route.

2. THE NEGATIVE IMPACTS ON THE AMENITY OF LOCAL RESIDENTS

In the planning application documents, little account or concern is expressed of the
impacts on local residents. Only briefly does the developer say that local communities

are affected by visual issues and later concludes that there ‘may be some significant

effects from the nearest visual receptors’. As far as | can see this is not considered

further. There are 16 dwellings within 1100m of the proposed turbine. Only the 2
marked with an * had neighbour notification.
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They include

Honeyhole Farmhouse 500m NE
Woodlands 600m NE
Tansy 625m NE
Rossiel 700m NE
Greenhead Farmhouse 800m ENE
Old Smiddy 950m E
Proposed new house 900m E
Old School House 975m E
Ballathie Sidings 1100m E
Innernyte Farmhouse 825m SE
Innernyte Cottage 1 850m SE
Innernyte Cottage 2 850m SE
Innernyte Cottage 3 850m SE
Innernyte Cottage 4* 850m SE
Innernyte Cottage 5* 850m SE
Newbigging Farm 500m SSW
Viewlands Cottage 800m S

2.1 THE UNACCEPTABLE IMPACT ON THE VISUAL AMENITY ENJOYED
BY THE NEARBY RESIDENTS

Most of these residents will have direct unscreened views from their homes of a large
proportion of the turbine with 27m blades rotating silhouetted against the sky. In addition
there will be impacts from their gardens and when travelling to and from their
homes.

| am led to believe that each of these local properties (and those up to 2k away) should
have had individual photomontages included in the planning application to indicate the
immediate visual impact on local residents.

Please see the photomontage submitted with this objection showing the visual
impact from my garden of the previous wind turbine applied for. (The EWT DW54)
Now just imagine the RRB V47 currently applied for as being a bit lower in height but
with 3m longer blades giving it a shorter but fatter appearance and a 32% bigger circular
sweep across the sky.)

All photomontages in the application, although showing that the turbine will not have any
significant impact on local sites of cultural heritage, are largely irrelevant in indicating
the scale and impact of the turbine on the local landscape and the environment. More
recent photomontages included in this application are taken in local villages, often not
even facing in the direction of the proposed wind turbine and where any long distance
views are obscured by dwellings.

An exception in the previous application was photomontage J which did indicate the
towering scale of the turbine as viewed from above Knockshinnan Cottage. However this
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image made use of photographic techniques which hid the current O2 mast miraculously
perfectly behind the telegraph pole which in turn was manipulatively made to appear the
same height as the turbine. Although listed in Appendix 2 Table A.2.1 page 31 and
referred to several times photo J was absent from the document in this application.

2.2 DISTURBANCE FROM NOISE & VIBRATION

Residents in dwellings in close proximity and depending on wind direction will be
subject to disturbance by Noise and Vibration in this otherwise very quiet area. There is
limited traffic noise to mask the sound of the aerodynamic noise of the blades or any hum
of the turbine. Personally | have a BAHA (bone anchored hearing aid) which picks up
sound and vibrations conductively and | am very sensitive to vibration which unsettles
my balance.

2.3 DISTURBANCE FROM SHADOW FLICKER

In the sunshine and even moonlight flashing and shadow flickering of the 27m blades
rotating continuously and silhouetted against the sky will be very distracting and
uncomfortable. Flicker and flashing effects are known at times to penetrate blinds and
curtains.

3 NEGATIVE IMPACT ON TOURISM

Tourism which is a major source of income locally will be adversely affected by a wind
turbine which will detract from the beauty of the area. | personally run a small B&B and
self-catering business and | am concerned that visitors will be put off by a large towering
wind turbine nearby.

4 POTENTIAL DISTURBANCE AND DAMAGE TO WILDLIFE

The wildlife is very diverse and biodiversity high considering the limited and
degenerating habitats due to intensive arable farming in the vicinity of the proposed wind
turbine site.

The application claimed to have completed a habitat survey but there was no detailed
habitat assessment document included in the proposal. The calibre of the Environmental
Report did not reflect the details or the quality of information which a habitat survey
would have provided. Any reference to wildlife was very general. As an interested
observer of local wildlife it is obvious that the writer has not undertaken an adequate
local survey and is not familiar with the area.

There are populations of deer, hares and red squirrels living locally and a wide
range of visiting and nesting birds. Currently skylarks, tawny owls, swallows, house
martins and oyster catchers are nesting nearby together with large flocks of siskins,
goldfinches, tree sparrows, chaffinches, house sparrows etc.
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| express concern particularly for the large numbers of over-wintering geese which graze
locally and which frequently fly over to and from their roost on the Bloody Inches
(NO143380) 3000m to the NE. There are also often over 100 swans which over winter
on Old England Loch (NO124378) 1250m to the north of the site. The blades may well
be obscured by mist on a winters day. These were not mentioned in the planning
application.

5 DISTRACTION TO ROAD SAFETY

The wind turbine would be an additional distraction to the already narrow and twisty
C406 Kinclaven to Stanley road. The current track access to be widened to enable
delivery of the turbine parts is very close to a bend with views occluded by Innernyte
Cottages, which would make it dangerous both for maintenance crew leaving the site and
oncoming drivers.

6 NO LOCAL ECONOMIC OR SOCIAL BENEFITS

This proposal brings no economic benefit to the local economy or the local population.
The absentee landowner lives in Auchterarder and the developer near Aberdeen. No farm
staff live in this area. No renewable energy will be utilised locally by the community.
Many wind turbines bring diversity or economic support to the local population and local

businesses. These are often smaller scale projects and quite acceptable. — for example
Stewart Tower.

7 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS — A SECOND WIND TURBINE FOR

SIZED WIND TURBINES IN THE WHOLE TAY VALLEY

We know that the initial pre planning screening process for 2 x 45m wind turbines
proposed for Innernyte was approved by Perth and Kinross Council in 2012 without the
requirement of an Environmental Impact Assessment. This current application is now for
1 x 67m wind turbine at a new site 150m beyond the O2 mast. No second pre planning
screening application was made for the current 67 m wind turbine nor its revised siting.

There is local concern about big improvements to a recently constructed track now
suitable for heavy vehicles which at the moment leads to nowhere in an ENE direction
from the O2 mast.

| express concern that approval of this application will set a precedent for similar
installations either locally or in the Tay Valley.

8 DRAINAGE

There is a culvert at the entrance to the Innernyte track which drains water from a new
ditch along the road side. This is an attempt to improve drainage from the fields and
prevent flooding the road as far along as the Old Smiddy. Any new construction to
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widen the track entrance must take into consideration continued effectiveness of the
existing culvert.

9 OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

There may well be issues with local low flying aircraft from Scone, personal microlight
craft and military aviation. Interference with TV and radio reception must be
considered.

The negative impacts far outweigh the benefits of this proposed scheme.

| trust the Local Review Body will take these points into consideration when reviewing
and discussing this proposal.

Yours sincerely

Vida Chapman
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CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

From: 1aN LiGHTBODY < [
Sent: 23 February 2015 14:40

To: CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account
Subject: Application Ref: 14/00627/FLL

Dear Sir

Your Reference TCP/11/16 (340)

Application Ref: 14/00627/FLL

I refer to the above application and wish to advise that nothing within the appeal documentation
eases our minds in respect to our previously submitted concerns and these objections still stand

in this respect.

Whilst it is appreciated that there may be financial gain for the applicant, who does not reside
locally, there is no mention of the impact to the residential families of the surrounding properties.

Yours faithfully

Dr Ian & Mrs Rhona Lightbody
Ballathie Sidings

Stanley

Perthshire

PH1 4QJ
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CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

From: Smith, Michael _

Sent: 23 February 2015 15:34

To: CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account
Cc: '‘Mike Smith'

Subject: Application Ref: 14/00627/FLL

Application Ref: 14/00627/FLL
Dear Sir,
With regard to the referenced planning application, | passed my comments initially when the applicant first applied .

It is disappointing that they are pursuing this unsuitable application, but then again they do not live on site, so sadly
unsurprising.

| still have the same concerns as previously stated.

Thank you in advance,
Michael Smith

This e-mail contains confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient please notify the sender
immediately and delete this e-mail. Any unauthorized copying, disclosure or distribution of the material in
thise-mail is strictly forbidden. This message is attributed to the sender and may not reflect the views of
Canaccord Genuity Group Inc or any group company. The information contained herein (and any
attachment) is for general information purposes only and no representation or warranty, express or implied
is made by Canaccord Genuity Group Inc or any group company in relation to its accuracy. This e-mail may
not have regard to the specific investment objectives of any recipient. All reasonable care has been taken to
avoid the transmission of viruses. No responsibility is accepted by Canaccord Genuity Group Inc or any
group company with regard to any damage that is caused by viruses being passed. Canaccord Genuity
Group Inc Inc. isincorporated under the laws of the Province of British Columbiawith incorporation
number BCO787108. Its registered address is 1000 - 840 Howe Street, Vancouver, B.C., CanadaV6Z 2M 1.
Itislisted on Main Market of the London Stock Exchange and the Toronto Stock Exchange. Canaccord
Genuity Wealth Management is a trading name of Canaccord Genuity Wealth Limited (CGWL) and
Canaccord Genuity Financial Planning Limited (CGFPL). CGWL and CGFPL are authorised and regul ated
by the Financial Conduct Authority and are registered in England and Wales with their registered office at
41 Lothbury, London, EC2R 7AE. The company registration number for CGWL is 03739694 and for
CGFPL is02762351. Any regulated business conducted in the Channel Islands and the Isle of Man is
conducted through Canaccord Genuity Wealth (International) Limited (CGWI), registered in Guernsey (no.
22761) and having its registered office at 2 Grange Place, The Grange, St Peter Port, Guernsey GY 1 2QA.
CGWI islicensed and regulated by the Guernsey Financial Services Commission, the Isle of Man Financial
Supervision Commission and the Jersey Financial Services Commission and is amember of the London
Stock Exchange and the Channel 1slands Securities Exchange. Canaccord Genuity Wealth Management is a
trading name of CGWL, CGFPL and CGWI, all of which are wholly owned subsidiaries of Canaccord
Genuity Group Inc. More information can be found at http://www.canaccordgenuity.com (Disclaimer)
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CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

From: ]

Sent: 23 February 2015 19:58

To: CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account
Subject: Application ref: 14/00627/FLL

Dear Sirs

TCP/11/16(340)

| object in the strongest possible terms to the above application - the erection of a wind turbine at
Innernyte Farm, Kinclaven.

Twice before | have submitted objections to this application to erect a huge wind turbine in the middle of
beautiful rural farmland. Its proposed size is completely out of proportion for the surrounding area. The
SPP state that: ‘the design and location of any wind farm development should reflect the sale and

character of the landscape.’ It is obviously clear that this turbine contravenes this essential specification.

Mr Lennox must be aware of the overwhelming and strong local opposition to this application and the
anxiety created.

| urge those involved in assessing this application to visit the site and consider the detrimental effect this
will have on our lives.

Please read and support the objections raised by the Council, the Community Council, Historic Scotland,
Mr James Lochhead and all the other local residents

Please reject this application.

Yours faithfully

Gail Wylie
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5 Innernytie Cottages
Kinclaven

By Stanley

PH1 4QH

23 February 2015
Gillian A Taylor
Clerk to the Local Review Body
Perth and Kinross Council
The Atrium
137 Glover Street
Perth PH2 OLQ

Dear Ms Taylor,

Application Ref 14/00627/FLL — Erection of Wind Turbine and associated infrastructure
Land 650 metres north west of Innernyte Farm, Kinclaven

Thank you for your email of 12 February 2015. Please acknowledge receipt of this letter and submit
my written objections to the Perth and Kinross Local Review Body.

| object in the strongest terms to this review application by Mr G Lennox who persists (despite
overwhelming opposition) in seeking to erect a wind turbine and associated infrastructure beside
and immediately adjacent to our cottage at No 5 Innernytie Cottages, Kinclaven.

My objections to this application have been outlined in full in my written submissions dated 25 May
2014. | trust the Local Review Body will read all the objections. | also adopt and incorporate the
recent representations (dated February 2015) lodged by James Lochhead MRTPI, Development and
Planning Consultant, on my behalf and on behalf of my wife (Gail).

Having regard to the background to this application, the development plan and material
considerations, the visual effects, the impact on the landscape and Scottish Planning policy, Mr
Lochhead concludes inter alia that:

“The applicant has failed to properly assess the visual and landscape impact of the proposed
turbine. In particular the proposal fails to assess the impact on users of the Core Path
Network and nearby residential properties in close proximity to the proposed wind turbine.
My clients’ current residential and visual amenity would be severely harmed by the proposed
67m high wind turbine.

Historic Scotland has consistently objected to a turbine in this location. ... (As) the
government body charged with protecting the nationally important assets of the country,
significant weight must be attached to their objection.

As a result the application should be refused as contrary to the Development Plan.”

| agree with Mr Lochhead —and | urge the Local Review Body to reach a similar conclusion.
| strongly support the Council, Historic Scotland, the Community Council and the numerous local
residents and other objectors in their opposition to this application. There is no basis for granting

this review. There are sound planning reasons for refusal. Any decision to grant this application
would be unsupportable. It would be plainly wrong.

795



| also wish to state my own personal objections — which are based on my enjoyment of Innernytie
and my connections with the parish of Kinclaven for over 30 years.

Kinclaven is a very special part of the world in terms of landscape character and residential and
visual amenity. It is much loved by those who live in the community, as well as by our many visitors,
who value the beauty, the wildlife, the history and the opportunities for countryside and other
leisure pursuits.

The proposed turbine (67 metres high) will ruin the character of this beautiful part of the world. It is
clearly far too close to a number of residential properties. It will dwarf our small cottage, at No 5
Innernytie Cottages, which is only 750 yards away. It will be in our direct line of sight.

There will be no escape from this huge, alien, unmissable, unsightly, moving, noise-producing,
mechanical, industrial structure located right in the middle of a scenic rural area and only a few
hundred yards from the door and windows of our small traditional farm cottage. The adverse
impact of the turbine, and associated works, on our property is wholly unacceptable.

The proposed turbine will blight the landscape and the amenity of Kinclaven and the River Tay
Corridor in the various ways already outlined by numerous objectors. It does not reflect the scale or
the character of the landscape. On the contrary, it will encroach upon and dominate the landscape
and be visible from miles around. It will destroy the skyline, the stunning sunsets and the night sky.
Local wildlife (including geese, skylarks, swans, and osprey) will also be put at risk.

The proposed new access track (which is only a few feet away from our living areas) is also objected
to. It will not only adversely affect our amenity it will also present a danger to residents and other
road-users. It will destroy the quiet country lane which at present leads to open countryside. It runs
immediately adjacent to our cottage and affords us (and others) vehicle and pedestrian access.
Please do not allow this application which will destroy the landscape character and amenity of this
wonderful part of the world. For completeness, | annexe a list of some of the features of the
Kinclaven area - for those who may be unfamiliar with it.

On any reasonable view, the proposed development is wholly unacceptable.

In any event, it is contrary to the Development Plan.

Please support the Council, Historic Scotland, the Community Council, the numerous local residents
and other objectors - and refuse this application for review.

Yours sincerely,

A F Wylie
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ANNEXATION: Some features of the Kinclaven area (for those unfamiliar with it)

e The River Tay Corridor. Visitors come from all over the world to see the spectacular scenery
along this unspoiled river corridor. The Tay is world famous for salmon fishing - particularly
in the few miles downstream from the River Isla. “Innernytie Sands” - is one of the most
famous stretches of the river. It featured in the TV programme “Hooked on Scotland” with
Paul Young some years ago. As the name suggests “Innernytie Sands” are only a short
distance away — just to the south east of the proposed turbine. The “Taymount” beat has
also featured in “Trout and Salmon” magazine (June 2014).

e Tourism. Our cottage at Innernytie is on a popular tourist route — the minor road from
Stanley to Kinclaven Bridge. This area featured on Billy Connolly’s video “World Tour of
Scotland” some years ago. The proposed turbine will also be clearly visible from Stobhall
and the A93 (another major tourist route) on the other side of the river. Dunsinane Hill, of
Macbeth fame, lies to the east. The turbine will be visible for many miles around - in all
directions.

e  Country Walks and Cycling. As you will be aware, there is a new network of paths all around
and in close proximity to the proposed turbine. The paths form part of the Perth and Kinross
Council “Core Paths Plan”. The network is a short distance from the proposed turbine and
now encircles it. There are also other existing walks and cycle paths in and around the area
— which will be ruined by the proposed turbine. There are several horses and ponies nearby.

e Local, Roman and Scottish History. Kinclaven is rich in history. Innernytie is overlooked by
Stobhall to the east. Court Hill, to the north, is home to ancient trees and stunning
bluebells. It lies on the old road to the former chain ferry at Kinclaven Bridge. It overlooks
“Bloody Inches”. The parish is also home to Kinclaven Church. The Ballathie estate also
deserves to be protected from development. There are several Roman sites in the area — for
example at Cargill and Inchtuthil. Some believe the Romans took stone from Innernytie
Sands or Cargill to build the officers’ baths at Inchtuthil. Kinclaven Castle was built for
Alexander Il in 1235. The ruins of this royal castle lie just north of Kinclaven Farm - across
from the mouth of the Isla. William Wallace fought and won the Battle of Kinclaven in 1297.

e Kinclaven Bridge. This is one of the most scenic crossings of the River Tay. It lies just
upstream from the River Isla. The world famous Meikleour Beech Hedge lies just north of
Kinclaven Bridge and greets tourists travelling to and from Blairgowrie along the A93.

e Taymount Woods. Taymount Woods lie immediately to the west of the proposed turbine.
The woods and surrounding area are popular for walking —and are now included in the Core
Paths Network. Old England Loch lies a little further north.

e Kingsmyre Loch. Kingsmyre Loch lies just to the west of the proposed turbine. It is a Site of
Special Scientific Interest. It is home to local wildlife including many swans. | also object to
this application in my capacity as a member of the Kingsmyre Loch fishing syndicate.

e “At Innernytie”. The poem entitled “At Innernytie” was written by the Scottish poet John
Glenday and it can be found in his acclaimed collection “Grain”. It supports the special
amenity and character of the area and on the international stage.

AFW
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Town & Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997

The Town & Country Planning (Schemes of Delegation & Local Review
Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2013

Application Ref: 14/00627/FLL - Erection of wind turbine and associated
infrastructure, land 650 metres north west of Innernyte Farm, Kinclaven — Mr
G Lennox

Statement to the Perth and Kinross Local Review Body on behalf of Alexander F
Wylie and Gail E W Wylie

JAMES LOCHHEAD

Development & Planning Consultant

February 2015
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Introduction and Background

On behalf of my clients, Alexander F and Gail E W Wylie, owners of No. 5 Innernytie
Cottages, Kinclaven, PH1 4QH, | wish to register the strongest possible support to the
reasons for refusal to application reference 14/00627/FLL for the erection of a wind turbine
at Innernyte Farm, Kinclaven.

The appeal is a revised proposal following the refusal of planning application reference
13/00860/FLL. There was no change in the location of the proposed turbine. The only
material change is a slight reduction in the proposed height of the turbine from 88.5m to
67m.

It would appear from the documents submitted by the appellant that the reduction in the
overall size of the turbine is an attempt to overcome the objection to the previous
application made by Historic Scotland. Consultation with Historic Scotland resulted in their
objection being sustained. Their objection is strong and unquestionable. However, no
attempt was made to address the other strong reasons for refusal, namely the adverse
impact on the visual amenity and landscape character of the area and the adverse effect on
the residential amenity of nearby properties including my client’s property. These reasons
for refusal are encapsulated in Reasons for Refusal 1 and 6 in the decision notice.
Consequently, in support of Refusal Nos. 1 and 6, my clients wish to expand on why the
appeal should be dismissed.

Reason for Refusal No. 1 and No.6

Development Plan & Material Considerations

The starting point in considering the proposed turbine is the Development Plan. The
approved TAYplan and in particular, Policy 6 confirms that to be acceptable the proposal
must, as a minimum be justified in terms of the “sensitivity of landscapes (informed by

”

landscape character assessments....).
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The second part of the Development Plan is the adopted Perth & Kinross Local Development
Plan. Policy PM 1 ‘Placemaking’ states that “development must contribute positively to the
quality of the surrounding built and natural environment” and that “the design, density and
siting of development should respect the character and amenity of the place.” Furthermore,
all proposals must “respect.....the wider landscape character of the area.”

Policy ER1:" Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Generation’ is extremely relevant in
determining the proposed wind turbine. In particular criteria a) and g) which require the
following to be taken into account in determining the application:

a) “The individual or cumulative effects on biodiversity, landscape character, visual
integrity, the historic environment, cultural heritage, tranquil qualities, wilderness
qualities, water resources, aviation, telecommunications and the residential
amenity of the surrounding area;”

g) “Any positive or negative effects they may have on the local or Perth and Kinross
economy including tourism and recreational interests either individually or
cumulatively.”

A material consideration is the Council’s Supplementary Planning Guidance for Wind (2005).
This document lists a range of factors to be taken into account in assessing the proposed
turbine including landscape impact, visual impact and residential amenity. Scottish Planning
Policy is also a relevant consideration and this is discussed later in this objection.

The above are considered to be the key relevant tests that the proposed turbine must
comply with to be in accordance with the Development Plan. The evidence that follows
reveals that the proposal fails the tests set out in the Development Plan and as a matter of
law, the appeal should be dismissed.

Visual Effects

As owners of No. 5 Innernytie Cottage, my clients are extremely concerned by the impact
the proposed wind turbine will have on their residential and visual amenity. No
photomontage of the proposed turbine has been presented by the applicant from my
clients’ property or from anywhere nearby. My clients are approximately 750m from the
proposed siting of the turbine and in direct line of sight. The appellant has failed to take
account of the impact the proposed turbine, some 67m tall will have on their residential and
visual amenity.
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No.5 Innernytie Cottage has a bedroom and kitchen with windows overlooking the rear
garden and thereafter towards the location of the proposed turbine. The lane which
provides access to Innernytie Cottages is directly in line with the proposed turbine. The
main (back) door of my clients’ property also opens in that direction. The impact of the
turbine will be severe and overbearing to the detriment of the existing residential and visual
amenity currently enjoyed by those using the property. Consequently, the proposal
contravenes the Development Plan and Supplementary Guidance. The impact on all five
cottages and other nearby properties, including Newbigging and Honeyhole, is major,
significant and adverse. The appeal should therefore be dismissed.

Members attention is also drawn to planning consent 09/00357/FUL for the construction of
a house at ‘Gutterhole’. This consent is only some 500m from the proposed turbine. The
impact on the residential and visual amenity of this property will also be severe and
unacceptable.

The appellant has also failed to address how users of the nearby Core Path Network will be
impacted. The proposed turbine will have an adverse visual impact on users of the Core
Path Network which runs along the disused railway line between Stanley and Ballathie
House Hotel which runs parallel to the C406 road and the River Tay. The proposal would
degrade the visual amenity of the area to the detriment of the area’s assets.

The omission of viewpoints from Innernytie Cottages and the Core Path Network is a major
issue. However, the severe visual impact can be clearly assessed by way of a site inspection.
My clients are pleased that Members of the Local Review Body will undertake a site
inspection and would encourage Members to view the location of the proposed turbine
from the garden ground of my clients’ property and from the Core Path Network.

Landscape Impact

The proposal falls within the River Corridor Landscape Character Type. This landscape
character contains few intrusive elements and the proposed turbine; some 67m tall, would
become the single most intrusive structure dominating the landscape character in a wholly
unacceptable fashion.
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The landscape character is described in the Landscape Character assessment as ‘peaceful’,
‘unified” and ‘undisturbed’. The SNH assessment recommends that any proposal for tall
structures should be assessed in terms of visual and landscape impact on the local
landscape of the river corridor. At this stage it is important to highlight that landscape
impacts relate to effects on ‘place’ and visual impacts relate to effects on ‘people’. The
appellant underplays the sensitivity of this landscape and the magnitude of change the 67m
tall turbine would have. The proposed turbine, by virtue of its height would appear as a
dominant feature within the landscape when viewed from the surrounding area. As such
the turbine would fail to integrate sensitively with the landscape and would detrimentally
affect the rural character of this part of the countryside to an unacceptable degree.

In the context of the landscape character type, the turbine would become an alien and
dominant feature to the detriment of the existing landscape. There has been no attempt to
integrate the proposed turbine into the landscape. Rather, the chosen location of the
turbine would be a discordant introduction into the landscape, out of character with the
surrounding area. As a result the proposal is clearly contrary to Policy PM 1 and Policy ER 1
of the Local Development Plan.

Scottish Planning Policy

This sets out the Scottish Government’s view on the purpose of planning and the objectives
for the planning system. The Government’s policy approach to landscape and natural
heritage is set out in paragraphs 125 to 148. Decision makers are to take a broader
approach to landscape and natural heritage than just conserving designated or protected
sites. The provision within the SPP strikes strongly against the proposal, particularly in view
of the up to date landscape assessment and supplementary planning guidance published by
the Council.

The bulk of the advice on wind energy is directed to Planning Authorities and their
Development Plans. However, it is of significance that the SPP clearly states that ‘the design
and location of any wind farm development should reflect the scale and character of the
landscape.’ It is clear that the proposed wind turbine fails to comply with this important
requirement.
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Taking account of the relevant material considerations, it is considered that the landscape is
not capable of accommodating the proposed turbine, the wider landscape and visual
impacts are not minimised and there is a significant detrimental effect on the landscape
character and visual amenity of residents and visitors to the area.

Reasons for Refusal 2 to 5

Within the surrounding area, there are a number of scheduled and unscheduled
archaeology sites as well as a number of listed buildings. However, the key impact on
existing cultural assets is the impact that the proposal would have on the setting of
‘Stobhall’.

The proposed turbine is approx. 2km away north-west of ‘Stobhall’, which is a Category ‘A’
listed building. The associated grounds of ‘Stobhall’ is also designated a Historic Garden and
Designed Landscape.

Historic Scotland has maintained their objection to the proposal. Whilst Historic Scotland
accept that the height of the turbine has been reduced from the previous proposal, the
combination of the location of the turbine and its commercial scale height will result in a
proposal which would have an adverse impact on the important views out from ‘Stobhall’
itself and from the associated garden ground. This scenario would ultimately have an
adverse impact on both the setting of the listed building and the HGDL.

In addition to this, the proposed turbine will introduce a prominent, distracting element into
the landscape which in turn will dominate and distort the scale of the carefully planned
view(s) from ‘Stobhall’ and its grounds. To this end, the proposal will have an adverse
impact on the setting of the listed building and on the cultural character of its setting which
is associated with the designed garden.
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Conclusions

The appellant has failed to properly assess the visual and landscape impact of the proposed
turbine. In particular the proposal fails to assess the impact on users of the Core Path
Network and nearby residential properties in close proximity to the proposed wind turbine.
My clients’ current residential and visual amenity would be severely harmed by the
proposed 67m high wind turbine.

Historic Scotland has consistently objected to a turbine in this location. Members of the
Local Review Body will be aware that Historic Scotland rarely submits formal objections to
single turbines. Consequently, as the government body charged with protecting the
nationally important assets of the country, significant weight must be attached to their
objection.

As a result the application should be refused as contrary to the Development Plan.

James Lochhead MRTPI
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17 Corstorphine Road, Edinburgh EH12 6DD
DX ED41 Edinburgh

LP 211 Edinburgh 2

Tel: 0131 477 6000 Fax: 0131 477 6016
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i
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web site: www.dmbhall.co.uk

17 March 2015

Ms Gillian A Taylor
Clerk to the Local Review Body

Perth & Kinross Council
The Atrium
137 Glover Street DM HALL

Perth
PH2 OLQ chartered surveyors

Our Ref.: JR/EMA/2013028P

Your Ref.:

Dear Ms Taylor

TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING (SCOTLAND) ACT 1997

THE TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING (SCHEMES OF DELEGATION AND
LOCAL REVIEW PROCEDURE) (SCOTLAND) REGULATIONS 2013
APPLICATION REFERENCE: 14/00627/FLL

- ERECTION OF WIND TURBINE AND ASSOCIATED WIND STRUCTURE,
LAND 650 METRES NORTH WEST OF INNERNYTE FARM, KINCLAVEN
- MR G LENNOX

| refer to the above and the representations which have been received from interested parties.

On behalf of my client, Mr Gordon Lennox, | would like to take this opportunity to respond to the
matters set out within the letters of objection received.

LOCATION OF OBJECTORS

There are twelve parties in total objecting to the application. | can establish that seven of those
are locals, three non locals and two unknown as shown in the following chart:-

Objector Locations

SUMMARY OF OBJECTORS" CONCERNS
The concerns raised by the objectors have been summarised in the table below:-

B DM Hall LLP, a Limited Liability Partnership registered in Scotland with Registration number S0301144
& Rlcs Registered office: 17 Corstorphine Road, Edinburgh, EH12 6DD

A full list of members can be obtained from the Head Office, 17 Corstorphine Road, Edinburgh, EH12 6DD : Tel: 0131 477 6006 Fax: 0131 625 6304

Aberdeen, Ayr, Cumbernauld, Dumfries, Dundee, Dunfermline, Edinburgh , Elgin, Falkirk, Galashiels, Glasgow {North and South) Hamilton, Inverness, Inverurle, Irvine, Kirkcaldy, Livingston,
Musselburgh, Oban, Paisley, Perth, Peterhead, Stirling, Wick.
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Summary of Objectors Concerns
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The main concern is regarding visual impact. This has been further broken down into the table
below:-

Visual Impact Objections

RESPONSE TO OBJECTOR CONCERNS
Visual Impact

A Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) was carried out in line with guidelines set
out by the Landscape Institute and the Institute for Environmental Management and the Institute
for Environmental Management Assessment, with assessment criteria being based on the Perth
& Kinross Supplementary Planning Guidance. The LVIA concluded that, whilst there may be
some significant effects from the nearest visual receptors due to the introduction of the wind
turbine, overall the project would have a low level of effect. As part of the planning application
process in support of the revised planning application for the proposed siting of one wind turbine
on my client’s father’'s farm at Innernyte, | prepared a Supporting Planning Statement within
which, at Chapter 6, | set out my professional findings in respect of visual impact for this wind
turbine.

The site for the wind turbine was arrived at after the undertaking of feasibility studies,
discussions with Perth & Kinross Council and the preparation and production of the Cumulative
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (CLVIA) Report. The CLVIA Report was originally
prepared and issued by Mr Gordon Lennox, as part of the screening process specifically
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requested by Perth & Kinross Council, due to their concerns regarding the potential visual impact
of the proposed turbine at Innernyte Farm. As has been set out herein, the CLVIA concluded
that there would be some significant effects from the nearest visual receptors however, overall,
the project would have a low level of impact.

Having reviewed the officer’'s report for the previous planning application, and again for the
revised application, scant regard appears to have been paid to the rigorous and detailed CLVIA
Report and more emphasis has been given to the visualisations which were submitted as part of
the application. | am concerned that the Council have not undertaken an assessment which
disproves my client’s findings, as per the CLVIA, that the wind turbine will not have a significant
impact in the mid to far distance views and, therefore, | trust that the Local Review Body will
bring more weight on the work which was undertaken by my client in this regard. The relevant
guidelines on visual impact are considered to be acceptable and we therefore request that the
Local Review Body approve the application.

May | also draw the Local Review Body’s attention to the fact that the case officer in his Report
drew attention to the fact that the majority of the 119 people who commented on the
application where concerned about the impact of the turbine on views. However, for this appeal
only 12 parties have objected. Whilst this does lessen the fact that there is strong feeling about
this application it does put things a bit more in context. Also it is hoped that Members of the
Local Review Body can also take into account the positive impacts of the proposal in terms of
assisting a local farm which employs several locals and the considerable reduction in CO,
emissions which would result from approval of the scheme. Little if any weight was given to
this important point within the officer’s report.

Noise Concerns

Noise assessment was carried out in accordance with the ETSU guidelines and the noise level
demonstrated to be within the recommended limits. The turbine noise has been assessed by the
Environmental Health Department and no objections have been raised by the Council.

Precedent for Further Developments

The development will not lead to further developments in the immediate vicinity as the
cumulative impact would not be acceptable within the LVIA guidelines mentioned above.

Community Benefit

The commercial benefit to the Farm and local area are significant as demonstrated in detail in the
letter from G Lennox dated 26 November 2014, which was provided within the appeal
documentation.

Impact on Wildlife

The impact on wildlife has been assessed with the Environmental Statement and found to be
negligible. The findings are not being disputed by any of the applicable consultees.

Match with Farm Energy Demand

The turbine revenue is closely matched to the Farm business energy expenditure, as
demonstrated in detail in the letter from G Lennox dated 26 November 2014 which was, again,
provided within the appeal documentation.

Negative Impact on Tourism

Impacts upon tourism are likely to be negligible as no significant tourism receptors have been
identified as impacted. The Farm business generates significant annual revenue and the vast
majority of that money is returned back into the local Perthshire economy. As a comparison, the
revenue generated by the Farm is equivalent to around 100 bed and breakfasts.

Impact on Road Safety

Consultation with the Department of Transport has been carried out by the Council and no
reason for objection has been raised.

Effects on Drainage
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The turbine will not impact the drainage from the fields. Any damage to drainage during
construction shall be fully rectified.

Impacts on Low Flying Aircraft

Consultation has been carried out with the CAA, NATS and the MoD and no concerns regarding
low flying aircraft have been raised.

TAYplan

It has been suggested by one of the letters of objection that this planning application is contrary
to TAYplan. This is certainly not our understanding of TAYplan. | quote from TAYplan, page
18, as follows:-

“Land use planning is only one of the regulatory requirements that energy and waste/resource
management operators must consider. This plan does not provide the locations for energy
infrastructure: this rule is for Local Development Plans.”

In addition it is specifically note within the Reasons for Refusal that the proposal is contrary to
Policy 3 of TAYplan. Having reviewed TAYplan | cannot agree with this.

We do not recognise, therefore, the allegation within one of the letters of objections that this
proposed planning application is contrary to TAYplan.

The recently adopted Perth & Kinross Local Development Plan has a specific policy relating to
new proposals for renewable energy generation, Policy ERTA New Proposals:-

“ Proposals for the utilisation, distribution and development of renewable and local carbon
sources of energy will be supported subject to the following factors being taken into account:

(a) Individual or cumulative effects on biodomestic landscape character, visual integrity,
historic environment, cultural heritage, tranquil qualities, wildness qualities, water
resources, aviation, telecommunications and the residential amenity of the surrounding
area.

(b) The contribution of the proposed development towards meeting carbon reduction
targets.”

It is our opinion that insufficient weight was given to the fact that this proposed wind turbine
will meet the heavy energy demands of my client who is a resident in Perth & Kinross and brings
employment to the area. All the weight appears to be given to the impact on the historic
building which is quite a distance away. The Local Review Body members will see this if they
undertake a site visit here.

Gutter Hole

A couple of the objectors have mentioned the site of the derelict cottage at Gutter Hole, which
is close to the proposed turbine location. This site is owned by the applicant and should
therefore not be considered further.

CONCLUSIONS

There are a small number of objectors to this application and, understandably, these are the local
residents who would be living close to the wind turbine and who would be most affected by the
perceived visual impact.

The key concern of local residents is the impact on the views from their property and they have
not specifically cited concern over the potential impact on house value. As members of the
Local Review Body will know, there is no right to a view in planning law and, therefore, there is
a question as to how much weight can be given to this in any Decision the Local Review Body
reaches here. The visual impact of wind turbines is very much a matter of subjective opinion
and research results into the impact on house prices is mixed.

Please note that my client has undertaken a CLVIA Report which demonstrates that whilst there
is visual impact, it is not significant for the majority of the community. Whilst my client has
gone through an evidence based process and has demonstrable findings, the planning officer has
simply offered his subjective opinion on this matter.
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Whilst it is recognised that Historic Scotland have strong reservations on the proposals, we do
not believe that sufficient weight has been given to the positives of the scheme.

A recent report by the Centre for Economics and Business Research has established that wind
farms have no negative impact on the prices of property within a 5 kilometre radius and can
even push up house prices in some areas, accordingly to an analysis of 82,000 transactions over
the past two decades.

Whilst we understand completely that the concerns of local residents will be given considerable
weight by members of the Local Review Body as these local residents are voters and Council
taxpayers, we also trust that the requirements of a successful functioning farm and business in
Perthshire and the need to generate electricity from renewable sources which will sustain the
business in Perthshire and also seek to dramatically cut CO, omissions, all which has been set
out within the original planning application and, again, which | fear was not given sufficient
weight by the Planning Officers. Only two of the objectors are concerned about the visual
impact on Stobhall, which is the primary reason for the initial refusal by the Planning
Department. Again, we fully appreciate that the Council has to take cognisance of the views of
statutory consultees such as Historic Scotland however it does seem as if there has not been a
balance reached in the Decision taken by Perth & Kinross Council in this matter. We have
requested that the Local Review Body look into this and, hopefully, find in my client’s favour.

Other concerns raised have been addressed in full within the Environmental Statement and
accepted by the Planning Department. As such, none of the objections raised should be
considered as legitimate reasons for rejection of the appeal by the Review Committee.

James Reilly MRTPI
Head of Planning
for DM Hall LLP
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