
At a meeting of the NKRCC held on 17th October 2016 at Lairhillock school, 
Netherley, it was agreed that application APP/2016/2639, Erection of a Single 
Wind Turbine (Hub Height 60m, Up to 86.5m to Blade Tip) and Ancillary Electrical 
Equipment and Formation of Access Track and Hardstanding, Land At Cantlayhills 
Site, To The East Of Broomhill Farm, Bridge Of Muchalls, Newtonhill, Stonehaven, 
be opposed for the following reasons. 
 
Our objection is that this a "larger turbine" and therefore the application does not 
satisfy the general policy of a favour of wind energy development, as the 
potential adverse cumulative impacts are to the detriment of the character of the 
local landscape and the visual impact, particularly by the properties who are at or 
close to the development.  
 
Additionally the now finished construction of the APP/2013/1250, Erection of 3 
No. 500kW (33m to Hub Height and 51m to Blade Tip) Wind Turbines and 
Erection of Control Building and Associated Infrastructure and Formation of 
Access Track at the adjacent site of Kempstone Hill, is just one Kilometre distant, 
thereby creating an abnormal cluster in close proximity.  
 
This new proposed turbine and rotor will have an overall height of 86.5 metres 
and a swept path blade diameter of 53.0 metres, this will be clearly visible by 
neighbouring residential properties and many beyond and as such will not sit 
comfortably within the landscape and dominate the skyline.  
 
The supporting environmental documentation provided by the applicant should be 
dismissed as this is dated September 2016 and prior to the very recent 
construction of the three 51.0 metre high wind turbines atop of the adjacent 
Kempstone Hill. The environmental document discusses visual impacts and 
generalities in a "theoretical" desk top study manner, rather than dealing with the 
as built facts, that this turbine will be in addition to those now constructed at 
Kempstone Hill. These 3 new turbines should now be incorporated in the 
applicants montages and be identifiable as existing dominant structures and are 
geo-spatially identified both in plan, elevation and three dimensional portrayal so 
the true impact is known rather than disguised in an out of date supporting 
document. 
 
The reasoning given for this new application to supercede that permission 
granted by way of APP/2015/2455 is of financial gain. Financial gain is not a 
material planning matter and should not be considered as reasoning to justify to 
change that already granted.  
 
Turbine yield which is a euphemism for money is not a planning justification, if 
this were the case every wind turbine currently operational would use this excuse 
to replace with bigger, better models over time as wind turbines have a finite life 
far shorter than the given 25 year planning grant. 
 
Economic gain for the landowner applicant will be minimal in this instance as the 
land leasing operator based in Edinburgh will be the party to profit. This is at the 
expense of those domiciled in the locality who will have to suffer for 25 years the 
social impact, it is a detrimental loss to those in the immediate environment who 
will be offended by this as a visual intrusion to the vista of the surrounding 
countryside. 
 
The applicant states "The final choice of turbine may differ but would not increase 
in size from what is proposed or vary significantly in design". This is a misleading 
statement and warrants further investigation as to that actually proposed and 
intended to be erected as per the application documentation of technical 



specification. 
 
Decisions we make today have many un-foreseen consequences as often material 
consideration for immediate gain are forsaken for long term planning vision and 
risk analysis. The statement in the supporting documentation says "the proposed 
turbine will be decommissioned, dismantled and removed leaving no visible trace 
of the development. The site will be completely restored to arable land and there 
would be no lasting implications on the land use/character". Unfortunately this a 
wishful platitude to appease the environmentalists but should be a mandatory 
condition of grant in all successful applications. We are in the future going to be 
left the legacy of redundant temples of the wind industry which have passed 
through the hands of multiple profiteers and no-one will be responsible for their 
de-commissioning and re-instatement of the landscape. 
 
We respect that in principle Aberdeenshire Council supports the installation of 
renewable energy facilities such as wind turbines. 'Policy 3: Development in the 
countryside' (SG Rural Development 2: Wind Farms and medium to large wind 
turbines) encourages wind energy developments where they are of a scale and in 
a location which avoids any significant negative impacts. The impact on the 
landscape, built and natural heritage and the amenity of those living in the 
surrounding area must be fully assessed. 
 
The NKRCC are fully of the opinion that we have assessed this application, given 
reasoned argument to it's refusal based on the above policy and that objectors 
should not be overruled to satisfy policy. Clearly in this case the motives are 
purely financial benefit but not to the economic benefit of those in the 
surrounding community. 
 
We trust that in your determination of this application the opinions of NKRCC who 
represent this area are included in your deliberations. 
 
We reserve the right, should the applicant provide further supporting 
documentation to the application after the comment period, that we can submit 
further opinion. 
 
 
Colin R Pike 
Planning Officer 
NKRCC.	


