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Angus Council

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Description of Development: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade
Tip And Ancillary Development

Site Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Grid Ref: 361829 : 740071

Applicant Name: Bairds Malt Single Turbine Ltd

Report of Handling
Site Description

The application site is located at the south west of Arbroath in and adjacent to the existing Elliot Industrial
Estate. The site lies partly within the existing Baird's Malt site and extends beyond in to the adjacent
agricultural land to the west (which has planning permission for an extension to Elliot Industrial Estate — ref:
14/00577/FULM). The site would extend over the Core Path 152 which lies west of the existing industrial
premises. The land on which the turbine is proposed is currently hardstanding to the south of an industrial
building and west of an area of grain drying apparatus. A line of trees runs to the immediate south of the
site which forms the boundary enclosure between Baird's Malt and the industrial premises to the south.
The nearest residential property to the proposed turbine would be at Peasiehill Farm Cottages,
approximately 300m to the northwest.

Proposal
The application is for the erection of a single wind turbine of 77m with associated infrastructure including
access, substation and crane hardstanding. The drawings submitted identify a monopole style of turbine
tower extending to a hub at 55m above ground and a maximum blade tip height of 77m. The rotor diameter
is identified as being 44m. The proposal also includes diversion of the core path so that it curves around
the edge of the site.
The application has not been subject of variation.
Publicity
The application was subject to normal neighbour notification procedures.
The application was advertised in the Dundee Courier on 16 January 2015 for the following reasons:

e Schedule 3 Development
The nature of the proposal did not require a site notice to be posted.
Planning History
The wider Bairds Malt site has benefitted from a number of planning permissions in recent years. These
permissions include 07/01141/FUL for the erection of maltings production buildings and barley drying
facilities; 08/00469/FUL for the erection of maltings production buildings and barley drying facilities

(Re-Application); and 11/00987/FULL for the erection of supplemental malt outloading silos and malt
storage silos and associated mechanical handling plant.
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12/00922/EIASCR for Screening Opinion for Wind Turbine was determined as "EIA NOT Required" on 19
November 2012.

Part of the application site benefits from planning permission for the formation of a new business park (ref:
11/00428/FULM as amended by 14/00577/FULM) which allows uses falling under Use Classes 4
(business), 5 (general industry) and 6 (storage and distribution) as identified in the Town and Country
Planning (Use Classes) (Scotland) Order 1997.

Applicant’s Case
The applicant has submitted the following information in support of the proposal:-

An Environmental Report (ER) which describes the development proposed and includes an
environmental and policy context; a description of local economic benefits associated with the proposed
development (including a socio economic assessment); an assessment of ecology and ornithology;
landscape and visual impacts; noise; cultural heritage and archaeology; surface and groundwater
hydrology; infrastructure, telecoms and aviation; shadow flicker; carbon balance; and safety. The ER is
supported by visual representations of the proposed turbine. The ER reaches the following conclusions:-

e The turbine would be viewed within the current industrial setting of the area, appearing alongside tall
vertical elements such as the grain drying towers and large structures of the Maltings Plant. The main
impacts upon local amenity will be visual impacts upon the nearest residential receptors, which
currently have views of the Maltings site.

e The proposed development at Bairds Malt is deemed to comply with national, regional and local policies
relating to wind energy.

e The smallest turbine possible on the site is dictated by the vertical constraints of the site. Sufficient
clearance needs to be allowed between the lowest height of the blade sweep and the buildings
throughout the site, the tallest of which are the grain drying towers which are 27m in height.

e The ecological and ornithological assessments have shown that the proposal would not adversely
impact on protected species or sites.

e The proposed Bairds Malt Wind Turbine is located within urban fringe of Arbroath, within the Elliot
Industrial Estate adjacent to the Dipslope Farmland Landscape Character Area, and would affect a
proportion of part of this area. As an urban area on the edge of this character area, which is heavily
man-modified and busy with activity, there would be very little direct effects on the character, although
there would be indirect effects relating to its visibility across the landscape character area to the
south-west and west.

e The proposed turbine is located within an industrial zone on the south-western edge of Arbroath. The
turbine appears predominately in views alongside the Maltings Plant infrastructure and would be seen
alongside these industrial features already present within the view. The turbine may appear slightly
more prominent in vertical scale, however, it will fit well with the industrial cladding of the buildings in the
surrounding landscape.

e Considering the wider area, the assessment has concluded that there would be no significant indirect
effects from any of the other landscape character types or within the study area.

e The viewpoint analysis is contained in Appendix 2.1 and indicates that there would be no Major or Major
/ Moderate visual effects occurring beyond ~3km from the proposed turbine. The conclusions from the
viewpoint assessment have been used to form a view as to the level of overall visual effects within the
study area.

o Views of the proposed turbine would be limited from within the neighbouring settlement of Arbroath.
The turbine appears as part of the skyline from some of the more elevated open locations within the
settlement, appearing in views alongside the Maltings Plant. The two developments appear similar in
type with the turbine a fairly industrial feature, similar in colour to the concrete and metal cladding that
makes up the Maltings Plant buildings. The majority of the settlement will gain little or no views of the
proposed development with the majority of the residential areas located to the north and west of the
settlement. The vegetation and built features which surround these areas screening potential views.
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The neighbouring Hospitalfield housing estate will experience some views from the areas around the
properties, with the turbine appearing alongside the Maltings Plant which is already an easily
discernible feature in the views from these more open areas around the housing scheme.

The Bairds Malt Wind Turbine would rarely be seen in conjunction with other wind developments. The
nearest operating turbine is located over 6km inland from the coastal settlement of Arbroath, with the
nearest consented development over 10km from the settlement. It is considered that the overall level
of cumulative effect due to Bairds Malt Wind Turbine would be negligible.

It is concluded that the addition of a single turbine to the industrial zone on the south-western edge of
Arbroath would have some potentially significant effects, relating to some of the nearest residential
receptors, views from some areas of Arbroath and from five of the sixteen viewpoints. While views from
some of the residential properties are deemed significant, the impact would not be unacceptable and
although prominent in views the turbine would not be an overbearing feature which dominates the
receptor nor would it be an overbearing structure that is consistently visible. The turbine appears in
views which already contain strong industrial elements from the neighbouring maltings and does not
open up any new areas of visibility that may be deemed as scenic or picturesque.

Typically the turbine is visible along with the infrastructure associated with the Maltings which has been
a feature of the skyline in Arbroath for over 40 years. The turbine relates well to the scale of the
surrounding buildings and would add a vertical feature to the views which already contain several
industrial elements, and take up only a small extent of the horizontal view. As well as the vertical scale,
the turbine will fit well with the industrial nature of the buildings with a similar colour palette. These
effects are fairly localised occurring within 2-3km of the turbine, with much of the settlement remaining
free from views due to the built up nature of the settlement. The addition of a 77m wind turbine to
these features will have a low level of impact from a landscape and visual perspective when considered
within the wider townscape and landscape setting.

It has been demonstrated that the project would comfortably meet ETSU-R-97 guidance derived noise
constraints at the nearest properties in the absence of any mitigating factors. The information collated
here strongly suggests that the proposed turbine would have a low level of noise impact in the context
of the noise environment characterised at this location. It is expected that the proposed wind project
would rarely be audible, and could therefore be accommodated in this area in noise terms without
unacceptable impact on surrounding properties.

No direct impact has been identified on any feature of cultural heritage interest. In the event that
archaeological features are encountered, a suitable program of archaeological works will be
implemented to the satisfaction of the planning authority. The proposed single turbine has been
assessed as having an overall low impact upon Hospitalfield House. With regards to the other features
of historical significance within 5km, the proposed development is expected to have a negligible or low
level of effect upon their current settings. Therefore the proposed development is not predicted to cause
significant adverse impact on the cultural heritage assets within the surrounding area.

Surface and groundwater hydrology - The drainage of the small area of the development outside the
current Bairds boundary will be tied back into the Bairds Malt drainage system.

An independent aviation study commissioned by the client has established that there are not expected
to be any conflicts with civil aviation.

An independent aviation study has identified that the turbine is likely to be visible to the radar at RAF
Leuchars, which may trigger an initial objection. It is proposed that an in-fill radar solution be developed
by a specialist aviation consultancy and agreed with the MoD. This approach was successfully adopted
for the Govals Wind Farm, with the MoD content to make the successful implementation of such a
scheme a condition of planning.

Impact on television is unlikely. There are a number of technical solutions available should
interference be proven as an issue as a result of the turbine.

A detailed assessment of potential shadow flicker impacts has been undertaken in the area around the
proposed Bairds Malt turbine. This has considered the impact on residential, commercial and industrial
premises. Taking into account realistic assumptions relating to actual sunlight hours and turbine
orientation, shadow flicker impacts are not expected to exceed 6.5 hours per year at the nearest
residential properties to the proposed Bairds Malt turbine. Given these results, shadow flicker is not
expected to be a nuisance at any residential properties.

Only turbines with a proven record of safety and reliability will be selected for this site. The risk of ice
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throw (ice falling or being thrown from a turbine during particular circumstances) is also low. An ice
detection system on the turbines will ensure they are deactivated if there is a risk of ice throw.

The Socio Economic Assessment details economic impacts arising from the project including (1)
construction impacts of 15 gross / 2 net PYE jobs, £730,000 gross / £95,000 net GVA, £320,000 gross /
£40,000 net salaries; (2) operational/maintenance impacts of 5 gross/1 net PYE jobs, £270,000 gross /
£70,000 net GVA, £120,000 gross / £30,000 net salaries; ad (3) long terms impacts of economic wealth (net
GVA) of £63.5m and disposable income (net salaries) of £37.6m. It indicates catalytic activity —
safeguarding activity at Arbroath facility including on site impacts of 60 gross / 75 net FTE jobs; £2.8m gross
/ £3.6m net GVA per annum; £1.6m gross / £2.2 net salaries per annum. It indicates social and catalytic
benefits include social impacts of supporting viability of key local employer, generate supply chain
opportunities for existing suppliers to Bairds Malt and during construction phase, and training opportunities
through community benefits clauses; and catalytic impacts including supporting growth potential of
business, reduced carbon footprint, and cleaner and greener energy production.

Protected Species Report: the report indicates that the proposed wind turbine would have a negligible
impact on the integrity of designated sites including Montrose basin. It indicates that no bats were
recorded and the survey area has no potential to support any protected species. It concludes that no
further works would be required.

Supplementary Shadow Flicker Information (August 2015) which includes mitigation for any property
that may be affected be flicker including the Implementation of a turbine shut-down strategy; landscaping or
the planting of vegetation to provide screening; or the installation of blinds at affected properties. The
information also proposes a protocol for assessing any flicker complaints.

Noise Compliance Report (November 2015) which identifies an issue with the noise level coming from
Kiln Flue 1 of the existing operation when measured from Patrick Allen Fraser Street. The report
recommends measures to reduce noise from that flue to ensure that the existing operation meets
established noise limits.

Noise - Supporting Information (January 2016) provides further noise information including information to
assess the existing noise levels generated by activities at the site, additional information relating to noise
impacts on property to the south, a fuller assessment of amplitude modulation (blade swish) and information
to assess the impact of the proposal on the adjacent business park expansion.

Supporting Letter (Kilmac, 10 February 2016) Bairds Malt is Scotland’s leading malt producer and has
invested significantly in its Arbroath facility since its construction in 1970. The site employs 57 people from
the local area and the business has contracts with over 1000 farms, 230 of which are within Angus. The
operation consumes in the region of 10GWh of electricity per year, with annual energy costs in the region of
£2.5m. The proposed turbine is expected to generate 2.3GWh per year, which equates to around 20% of
the plants usage and would reduce business costs and the carbon footprint of the operation. The letter
comments on the balancing exercise that takes place in weighing economic and environmental benefits
against adverse environmental impacts and indicates that the applicant considers overall impacts to be
acceptable.

Consultations

Community Council - There was no response from this consultee at the time of report preparation.
Angus Council - Roads - It is noted that the supporting information suggests that the turbine would be
landed at Montrose Port and transported south along the A92. The Roads Authority has no objection

subject to conditions including the provision of a construction traffic management and routing plan.

Scottish Water - There was no response from this consultee at the time of report preparation.
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Ministry Of Defence - MOD objects to the proposal. MOD has indicated that it would be prepared to
remove its objection subject to appropriate conditions requiring (i) the installation of an Air Traffic Control
Radar Mitigation Scheme to mitigate the impact of the development on the Primary Surveillance Radar at
RAF Leuchars prior to the turbine becoming operational; and (ii) requiring the installation of aviation lighting
at the highest practical point of the turbine.

MOD has commented that the turbine would be 24.18 km from, detectable by, and will cause unacceptable
interference to the ATC radar at RAF Leuchars without appropriate mitigation. MOD has commented that
the applicant submitted a technical proposal to mitigate the unacceptable impacts of the proposed
development on the Air Traffic Control (ATC) radar at RAF Leuchars. The proposal has been accepted by
the MOD, and a planning condition has been proposed.

MOD has indicated that it is unaware of any proposed mitigation schemes within the military ATC
environment which have been successfully implemented to date.

Angus Council Environmental Health - Has considered the environmental information submitted in
respect of noise and flicker as well as additional information more recently submitted by the applicant in
respect of (i) noise impact associated with the proposed turbine; (ii) noise compliance of the existing
operation in respect of existing noise limits; and (iii) shadow flicker impacts. Environmental Health has
offered no objection to the application on the basis of noise or flicker impact subject to planning conditions to
regulate these matters. Environmental Health has indicated that derived noise limits for the turbine are
heavily influenced by the existing factory noise levels and has indicated that consideration should be given
to prohibiting use of the turbine should the existing noise generating activities at Bairds Malt cease because
the background noise environment in which they would be operating would be significantly changed.

Historic Environment Scotland - A turbine at this location and of this height will have an impact on the
setting of the A-listed Hospitalfield House. Visualisations produced by the agent demonstrate the turbine
will be visible in certain views from the house and its grounds. The main elevations and rooms of
Hospitalfield look to the west and south where the turbine is proposed. We recognise that existing industrial
features, including a telecommunications mast, are part of the established setting of Hospitalfield. The
impact of any turbine in this location is therefore likely to be moderate. We agree with the general
conclusion of the Environmental Report in relation to Hospitalfield and don't consider that this application
raises issues of national significance that warrant an objection.

NERL Safeguarding - NATS (En Route) Public Limited Company ("NERL") has no safeguarding objection
to the proposal.

Spectrum - No objection.

Joint Radio Co Ltd - In the case of this proposed wind energy development, JRC does not foresee any
potential problems based on known interference scenarios and the data you have provided.

RSPB Scotland - RSPB does have some knowledge of the ornithological interest of this area but does
not consider that significant negative impacts on birds are likely to occur if this proposal is consented.
However, there are several proposals for similar sized turbines in this general area, in addition to the
already operational turbines in the wider landscape. Post construction monitoring linked to some form of
cumulative impact assessment would assist understanding of potential issues connected to the build up of
turbines on birds.

Civil Aviation Authority - has raised no objection to the proposal.
Dundee Airport Ltd - There was no response from this consultee at the time of report preparation.

Aberdeenshire Council Archaeology Service - There was no response from this consultee at the time of
report preparation.
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Angus Council - Economic Development Unit (EDU) — The socio-economic report submitted with the
application has been reviewed and the findings of the economic impact assessment are agreed. The EDU
has commented that Bairds Malt provides a valuable input to the local and wider economy, operating in a
price sensitive marketplace where it is desirable to reduce energy costs and remain competitive. The EDU
response notes that while the proposed turbine would be very beneficial to Bairds Malt and the Angus
economy and it is desirable to see the company prosper; it also recognises that there are other planning
matters that need to be considered in determining the application.

Representations

195 letters of representation were received, of which 1 offered comments which neither supported nor
objected to the proposal, 141 objected to the proposal and 53 supported the proposal.

The main points of objection were as follows:

noise impact

shadow flicker impact

landscape and visual impact

impact on residential amenity (already experience air and noise pollution)
impact on natural heritage including wildlife

impact on cultural heritage

road safety impact/distraction to road users

impact on aviation

adverse impact on tourism

adverse impact on recreation

These matters are discussed in the planning assessment later in this report.

Devaluation of property Comment:- this is not a valid planning objection.

EIA should be undertaken Comment:- the application has been screened under the Town and
Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011. The screening opinion (ref:
12/00922/EIASCR) concluded that the proposed development is not an EIA development.

The setting of an undesirable precedent — Comment:- there is no concept of binding precedent in
planning law and every application is considered on its own merits against relevant development plan
policies and other material planning considerations. The acceptability of this application is assessed
later in this report.

Health and safety & danger to walkers/cyclists/equestrian activities using path network
Comment:- The Government's Specific Advice Sheet on Onshore Wind Turbines indicates that
companies supplying products and services to the wind energy industry operate to a series of
international, European and British Standards. In the context of these factors | do not consider safety to
be a determining factor in the assessment of this application. | have no reason to believe other than
that health or safety issues have been properly considered and the risks found to be acceptable.

Loss of agricultural land Comment:-The site is partly contained within the existing Bairds Malt
complex and partly within the adjacent agricultural field. | have explained elsewhere in this report that
the adjacent agricultural field forms part of an employment land allocation in the current and future land
use strategy for Arbroath and benefits from planning permission for employment use. On that basis |
do not consider the loss of the small area of agricultural land raises any significant land use planning
issues.

The main points of support were as follows:-

It is an important development for local business and it is vital that it goes ahead to safeguard
existing and future jobs at the operation

It is an industrial setting and the turbine would not detract from its surroundings

The turbine is a suitable distance from residential property and the noise data shows that
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amenity would be protected
e The site has no landscape designation
e On site use of electricity generated from renewable sources is in line with government policy

Comment — The desirability of supporting schemes that generate renewable energy is recognised by
development plan policy and those policies provide criteria against which schemes require to be assessed
in order to determine their acceptability. This assessment is undertaken later in this report. Similarly the
benefit of supporting the economic development in Arbroath is a material consideration and this is also
discussed later in this report.

Development Plan Policies

Angus Local Plan Review 2009

Policy S1 : Development Boundaries

Policy S3 : Design Quality

Policy S5 : Safeguard Areas

Policy S6 : Development Principles (Schedule 1)

Policy ER5 : Conservation of Landscape Character

Policy ER11 : Noise Pollution

Policy ER16 : Development Affecting the Setting of a Listed Building
Policy ER18 : Archaeological Sites of National Importance
Policy ER19 : Archaeological Sites of Local Importance

Policy ER20 : Historic Landscapes and Designed Landscapes
Policy SC16 : Employment Land Supply

Policy ER34 : Renewable Energy Developments

Policy ER35 : Wind Energy Developments

TAYplan Strateqic Development plan

Policy 3 : Managing TAYplan’s Assets
Policy 6 : Energy and Waste/Resource Management Infrastructure

The full text of the relevant development plan policies can be viewed at Appendix 1 to this report.
Assessment

Sections 25 and 37(2) of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 require that planning
decisions be made in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate
otherwise.

Angus Council is progressing with preparation of a Local Development Plan to provide up to date
Development Plan coverage for Angus. When adopted, the Angus Local Development Plan (ALDP) will
replace the current adopted Angus Local Plan Review (ALPR). The Proposed Angus Local Development
Plan was approved by Angus Council at its meeting on 11 December 2014 and subsequently published for
a statutory period for representations. The statutory period for representation has now expired and
unresolved representations have been submitted to Scottish Ministers for consideration at an Examination.
The Proposed ALDP sets out policies and proposals for the 2016-2026 period consistent with the strategic
framework provided by the approved TAYplan SDP(June 2012) and Scottish Planning Policy (SPP)
published in June 2014. The Proposed ALDP represents Angus Council's settled view in relation to the
appropriate use of land within the Council area. As such, it is a material consideration in the determination of
planning applications. The Proposed ALDP is, however, at a stage in the statutory process of preparation
where it may be subject to further modification. Limited weight can therefore currently be attached to
policies and proposals of the plan that are subject to unresolved objection. The policies of the Proposed
Plan are only referred to where they would materially alter the recommendation or decision.
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In addition to the development plan a number of matters are also relevant to the consideration of the
application and these include: -

National Planning Framework for Scotland 3 (NPF3);

Scottish Planning Policy (SPP);

Scottish Government 'Specific Advice Sheet' on Onshore Wind Turbines;

Tayside Landscape Character Assessment;

Angus Council Implementation Guide for Renewable Energy Proposals (2012);

Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy in Angus (Ironside Farrar - 2014);
Angus Wind farms Landscape Capacity and Cumulative Impacts Study (Ironside Farrar, 2008);
Siting and Designing Wind Farms in the Landscape (SNH, Version 2 May 2014);

'Assessing The Cumulative Impact of Onshore Wind Energy Developments' (SNH, March 2012)
Planning Advice Note 1/2011: Planning and Noise.

Planning Advice Note 52 ‘Planning in Small Towns'.

Angus Settlements Landscape Capacity Study - Arbroath (2014)

NPF3 states that the government is committed to a low carbon Scotland and through the priorities identified
in the spatial strategy set a clear direction to tackling climate change through national planning policy.
Renewable energy technologies, including onshore wind, are identified as key aspects to realising this aim
whilst recognising that a planned approach to development is required to find the correct balance between
safeguarding assets which are irreplaceable while facilitating change in a sustainable way.

The Scottish Planning Policy (SPP, June 2014) represents a statement of government policy on land use
planning. In relation to onshore wind, the SPP states that 'planning authorities should set out in the
development plan a spatial framework identifying areas that are likely to be most appropriate for onshore
wind farms... The spatial framework is complemented by a more detailed and exacting development
management process where the merits of an individual proposal will be carefully considered against the full
range of environmental, community and cumulative impact. Proposals for onshore wind should continue to
be determined while spatial frameworks are and local policies are being prepared and updated'. Proposals
for energy infrastructure developments should always take account of spatial frameworks for wind farms
and heat maps where these are relevant. Considerations will vary relative to the scale of the proposal and
area characteristics but are likely to include:

e net economic impact, including local and community socio-economic benefits such as employment,
associated business and supply chain opportunities;
the scale of contribution to renewable energy generation targets;
effect on greenhouse gas emissions;

e cumulative impacts - planning authorities should be clear about likely cumulative impacts arising from
all of the considerations below, recognising that in some areas the cumulative impact of existing and
consented energy development may limit the capacity for further development;

e impacts on communities and individual dwellings, including visual impact, residential amenity, noise

and shadow flicker;

landscape and visual impacts, including effects on wild land;

effects on the natural heritage, including birds;

impacts on carbon rich soils, using the carbon calculator;

public access, including impact on long distance walking and cycling routes and scenic routes identified

in the NPF;

e impacts on the historic environment, including scheduled monuments, listed buildings and their
settings;

e impacts on tourism and recreation;
impacts on aviation and defence interests and seismological recording;
impacts on telecommunications and broadcasting installations, particularly ensuring that transmission
links are not compromised;

e impacts on road traffic;
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e impacts on adjacent trunk roads;

o effects on hydrology, the water environment and flood risk;

e the need for conditions relating to the decommissioning of developments, including ancillary
infrastructure, and site restoration;

e opportunities for energy storage; and

e the need for a robust planning obligation to ensure that operators achieve site restoration.

The Scottish Government's Planning Advice Notes relating to renewable energy have been replaced by
Specific Advice Sheets (SAS). The 'Onshore Wind Turbines SAS' identifies typical planning
considerations in determining planning applications for onshore wind turbines. The considerations
identified in the SAS are similar to those identified by policies ER34 and ER35 of the ALPR and the SPP as
detailed above.

Angus Council has produced an Implementation Guide for Renewable Energy Proposals. It provides
guidance for development proposals ranging from small single turbines to major windfarms. It indicates that
within development boundaries it is not possible to define maximum turbine heights and that turbine
developments within towns and villages will be considered in the context of ALPR policies and take account
of the following considerations: scale and location; landscape setting; residential amenity including noise,
shadow flicker, visual impact etc; historic environment including townscape; compatibility with adjacent
uses; proximity to sensitive receptors such as educational buildings, open space and leisure facilities,
hospitals, residential care homes, cemeteries, visitor facilities and accommodation and proposed
development areas; access; design; security of equipment/facility; and ancillary works.

Scottish Natural Heritage in conjunction with Angus and Aberdeenshire Councils commissioned Ironside
Farrar to review current landscape sensitivity and capacity guidance in relation to wind energy
development. The Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy in Angus (March
2014) provides updated information on landscape capacity for wind energy development and the potential
cumulative impact of proposals in the context of operational and consented developments. In respect of
development within built up areas, it indicates that whilst it is recognised that some parts of built up areas
and settlements may be able to accommodate wind turbines, and indeed do, they have not been included in
this landscape character based capacity assessment. It states that factors specific to townscape and urban
planning are likely to guide location. Consequently urban areas have been left out of the constraints and
opportunities map in 6.4, Table 6.1 and the guidance. Nevertheless it is noted in this study that the setting
of settlements and the presence of settlements within a wider landscape type has a bearing on landscape
character and on capacity for development.

Scottish Natural Heritage’s Siting and Designing Windfarms in the Landscape (May 2014) indicates
that generally speaking, large wind turbines will appear out of scale and visually dominant in lowland,
settled, or smaller-scale landscapes, which are often characterised by the relatively ‘human scale’ of
buildings and features. It states that settlements and buildings within a landscape tend to be sensitive to
the development of a wind farm for three main reasons:

e by being places from which people will view a wind farm and within which a key quality may be the
provision of shelter and a sense of refuge that may seem impinged upon by the movement and
proximity of a wind turbine;

e because buildings act as a size indicator in views that may emphasise the much greater scale of wind
turbines in comparison; and

e because the settlement itself often forms a focal feature / landscape pattern to which a development
would need to relate.

The SNH publication states that it is important that wind farms do not dominate or negatively affect
settlements. The threshold for this effect will vary in different landscapes, for different settlements and with
different wind farm and wind turbine designs. The aim should be to minimise the sense of imposition upon
buildings and more intimate spaces. This can be achieved by setting the turbines against an open
background and avoiding the creation of a visually complex image. In these circumstances, careful
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consideration of the nature of views in and out of these areas is needed, along with appreciation of the
nature of impacts from recreational areas and residences.

Due to the focus of views along coastlines and the typical concentration of settlements within these areas, a
wind farm located near the coast will tend to create a new focal feature or landmark. For this reason, it is
important that they do not detract from existing landmarks like historical or navigational features (such as
lighthouses), distinctive coastal landforms, coastal settlements and areas valued for recreation.

Planning Advice Note 52 ‘Planning in Small Towns’ acknowledges that some development that has
taken place, in terms of scale or design in small towns has not been particularly sympathetic to the
character of the towns; and encourages local councils and their partners to work together to retain, restore
and enhance what is best as well as removing, improving or rehabilitating what is worst. It provides advice
on topics including setting and townscape. It indicates that scale and setting in the landscape are key
areas to address in considering the scope for and possible direction in which a town could expand and what
form development should take. It indicates that matters such as skyline and landmarks should be
considered and indicates that from a distance landmark buildings or structures can be easily identified
including those which appear out of character; the positive features should act as a reference and control on
the height, massing and scale of future development.

Angus Settlements Landscape Capacity Study - Arbroath (2014) indicates that:-

e The landscape setting of Arbroath is formed by the valley of the Brothock water in which the town is set.
Over time Arbroath expanded out of the valley onto the higher ground, and today its larger settlement
area is bounded by the two wooded Dens, the Seaton Den to the north-east and the Den of the Elliot
Water to the south-west.

e Arbroath Abbey is the most prominent and famed historical features of the town, with the “Arbroath Eye”
of the Abbey tower forming the iconic skyline landmark of the town. The medieval town grew around the
Abbey following the landform land inward rather than spreading along the coast.

e The location of Arbroath on low ground surrounded by higher ground on its landward sides ensures that
despite its relative size, Arbroath is not extensively visible from a distance.

e The vegetation of the Elliot Water/Kelly Den screens initial views of the town when approaching via the
A92. The entry of Arbroath is marked by the view of the Elliot Industrial Estate Grain Silos which are a
landmark that is visible over the woodland of the escarpment along the Elliot Burn.

e The most sensitive landscape areas around Arbroath includes the area directly adjacent to the Elliot
River Kelly Den.

e Indiscussing development to the west of the town, it indicates that it would be desirable that any future
development is restricted to lower ground and create a permanent edge defined by topography or other
landscape features such as watercourses and vegetation.

Proposals for wind turbine developments and associated infrastructure are primarily assessed against
policies ER34 and ER35 of the ALPR although other policies within the plan are also relevant. The policy
position provides a presumption in favour of renewable energy developments recognising the contribution
wind energy can make in generating renewable energy in Scotland. These policies also require
consideration of impacts on ecology including birds; cultural heritage including listed buildings, scheduled
monuments, designed landscapes and archaeology; aviation; amenity in the context of shadow flicker,
noise and reflected light; landscape and visual impact including cumulative impacts; future site restoration;
transmitting or receiving systems; any associated works including transmissions lines, road and traffic
access/safety and the environmental impact of this. These policy tests overlap matters contained in other
policies and therefore these matters are discussed on a topic by topic basis.

Environmental and Economic Benefits

Policy 6 of TAYplan indicates that one of its aims for the city region is to deliver a low/zero carbon future and
contribute to meeting Scottish Government energy and waste targets. The local plan indicates that Angus
Council supports the principle of developing sources of renewable energy in appropriate locations. The
SPP sets out a "commitment to increase the amount of electricity generated from renewable sources" and
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includes a target for the equivalent of 100% of Scotland's electricity demand to be generated from
renewable sources by 2020 along with a target of 30% of overall energy demand from renewable sources
by 2020. Paragraph 154 of the SPP indicates that planning authorities should help to reduce emissions and
energy use in new buildings and from new infrastructure by enabling development at appropriate locations
that contributes to electricity and heat from renewable sources.

The proposed wind turbine would offset the emission of CO2 and supply electricity. The Environmental
Report (ER), Socio Economic Assessment and other supporting information submitted indicates that Bairds
Malt is Scotland’s leading malt producer and has invested significantly in its Arbroath facility since its
construction in 1970. It is said to process 255,000 tonnes of malt per year, which is destined primarily for
distilling and whisky production. The operation is said to consume in the region of 10GWh of electricity per
year (the equivalent amount of 2,200 homes), with annual energy costs in the region of £2.5m. The
proposed turbine is expected to generate 2.3GWh per year, which equates to around 20% of the plants
usage and would reduce business costs and the carbon footprint of the operation. The ER suggests that
the overall outcome of the project would be to deliver production and cost efficiencies that would increase
the market competitiveness of the business and thus safeguard local jobs. The Socio Economic
Assessment identifies numerous worthwhile benefits (listed earlier in this report) and its findings have been
confirmed by the Council’s Economic Development Unit.

I note the concerns raised by third parties regarding the potential impact of the development on the tourist
industry. Whilst there have been a number of surveys undertaken to assess the impact of wind farm
development on the tourist industry there does not appear to be definitive information on the impact of
existing developments. Although | cannot discount the possibility that some visitors might be deterred from
making return visits to holiday accommodation or visitor attractions in the vicinity of the site because of the
presence of the wind turbine, | find no persuasive evidence to suggest that it would have an overall adverse
effect on tourism in this part of Angus.

It is accepted that the proposed turbine could make a contribution towards renewable energy generation
and carbon reduction and as such the proposals attract in principle support from the development plan. It
is also accepted that the proposed development would improve the operational efficiency of the Bairds Malt
operation and would make it more financially viable going forward, which is a significant benefit to the local
economy. | have had regard to the environmental and economic benefits described in the supporting
information in undertaking my assessment of the proposal.

Landscape Impact

Policy 6 of TAYplan indicates that in determining proposals for energy development consideration should
be given to landscape sensitivity. Local plan Policy ER5 (Conservation of Landscape Character) requires
development proposals to take account of the guidance provided by the Tayside Landscape Character
Assessment (TLCA), prepared for Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) in 1999, and indicates that, where
appropriate, sites selected should be capable of absorbing the proposed development to ensure that it fits
into the landscape. Policy ER34 of the local plan indicates that proposals for renewable energy
development will be assessed on the basis of no unacceptable adverse landscape and visual impacts
having regard to landscape character, setting within the immediate and wider landscape, and sensitive
viewpoints.

The application site sits on the fringe of the urban area of Arbroath, close to the boundary between the area
defined in the local plan as ‘coast’ (zone 3) and close to the area defined as ‘lowland and hills’ (zone 2).
The local plan indicates that the coast area is sensitive to the potential landscape and visual impact of large
turbines. It indicates that the possibility of satisfactorily accommodating turbines in this area should not be
discounted but suggests that locations associated with the coast are likely to be less suitable. It further
indicates that in all cases, the scale, layout and quality of design of turbines will be an important factor in
assessing the impact on the landscape. The lowland and hills area comprises a broad swathe extending
from the Highland boundary fault to the coastal plain, much of which is classified as lowest sensitivity.
Within this area there are important examples of higher natural heritage sensitivity such as small scale
landscapes and skylines. It states that good siting and design should show respect for localised interests.
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The Tayside Landscape Character Assessment (TLCA) identifies that the application site lies within an
‘urban’ area, but in very close proximity to the Dipslope Farmland LCT and the Coast with Sand LCT.

e The Dipslope Farmland LCT key characteristics are described as an extensive area of land, generally
sloping from north-west to south-east; dominated by productive agriculture with a dispersed settlement
pattern, including some suburban development. The landscape is described as of medium scale, with
semi-enclosed to open enclosure and no notable landscape features. In terms of Forces for Change,
the TLCA indicates that this low-lying area is comparatively free from tall structures with the exception
of the electricity transmission lines which serve Dundee and Arbroath. It is possible that there may be
pressure for additional masts, particularly in the vicinity of major roads, as telecommunications traffic
grows.

e The Coast with Sand LCT key characteristics are described as areas of marine alluvium and windblown
sand along lower sections of coast; sand dunes inland; ever changing landscape of shifting sands,
erosion and deposition and tidal fluctuation; golf courses and limited settlement. The landscape is
described as of medium scale, with exposed enclosure and no notable landscape features. In terms of
Forces for Change, the TLCA indicates many of the sections of coast are free from signs of modern
development and retain an almost timeless character. The erection of masts in areas visible from these
or the development of shoreline wind power schemes could have an adverse effect on this character.
Any proposals should be assessed carefully in these terms.

PAN 52 ‘Planning in Small Towns’ provides advice on topics including setting and townscape. It indicates
that matters such as skyline and landmarks should be considered and indicates that from a distance
landmark buildings or structures can be easily identified including those which appear out of character. It
indicates that the positive features should act as a reference and control on the height, massing and scale
of future development.

The applicant’s townscape and landscape assessment within the ER suggests that the turbine is located on
the urban fringe of Arbroath, within the Elliot Industrial Estate adjacent to the Dipslope Farmland Landscape
Character Area, and would affect a proportion of part of this area. As an urban area on the edge of this
character area, which is heavily man-modified and busy with activity, there would be very little direct effects
on the character, although there would be indirect effects relating to its visibility across the landscape
character area to the south-west and west. It states that the turbine appears predominately in views
alongside the Maltings Plant infrastructure and would be seen alongside these industrial features already
present within the view. The turbine may appear slightly more prominent in vertical scale, however, it will fit
well with the industrial cladding of the buildings in the surrounding landscape. Considering the wider area,
the assessment has concluded that there would be no significant indirect effects from any of the other
landscape character types or within the study area.

The location of Arbroath on low ground surrounded by higher ground on its landward sides ensures that
despite its relative size, the town is not extensively visible from a distance. The visualisations submitted
show that from a distance to the northeast, north, northwest and west the settlement sits down in the
landscape with little by way of vertical structures punctuating the skyline (including the existing grain silos).
The impact of the existing grain silos is greater in views closer to Arbroath, where they do appear in the
skyline without a landscape backcloth. VP05 at Bearfauld Road, VP07 at Salmonds Muir, VP09 at
Firthfield and VP10 at Braeside shows that there is little evidence of existing structures rising above the
landscape backcloth of the town in views towards and across Arbroath while also demonstrating that the
77m turbine would rise above that landscape backcloth, appearing as a new and prominent skyline feature.
In VP10, the turbine also rises above the horizon of the sea which would further increase its contrast to the
existing scale of landscape elements within the town.

SLCA guidance indicates that in the Dipslope Farmland Southeast Angus Lowland subarea (iv) Letham,
Lunan and Arbroath has medium capacity for turbines up to 50m and no capacity for turbines exceeding
50m. The SLCA guidance indicates that in the Coast with Sand LCA there is low capacity for small/
medium turbines and no capacity for turbines exceeding 30m. While the site is located within an urban area
it is close to both of those landscape character areas and the development would impact on both of those
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areas. Accordingly, the guidance in relation to height is of some relevance and does not support a turbine of
this height in this general location.

The site has an urban character falling within the Elliot industrial complex and adjacent to the large grain
silos and drying equipment located within the Bairds Malt site. While the site lies on the western periphery of
the developed edge of Arbroath, the agricultural land to the immediate west (which is clearly visible on
approaches to Arbroath from the west and north west) is allocated for and has planning permission for a
western expansion of employment land which is likely to reinforce the industrial context which immediately
surrounds the application site. The existing apparatus contained within the Bairds site is said in the
supporting information to measure around 27m (with other references in the documentation to ‘exceeding
30m’). This information states that the turbine has been designed so that the lowest part of the blades
remains above the highest part of the adjacent structure.

The overall height of the turbine at 77m is significantly taller than the tallest buildings within the complex.
Those buildings as well as the trees along the southern site boundary provide a vertical scale reference for
the turbine, particularly in views from the south (VP02 of Landscape Figures, VP01 of the Residential
Assessment Graphics), west (VP02 of the Residential Assessment Graphics), north (VP04 of the
Residential Assessment Graphics) and north east (VP03 of Landscape Figures) but also in some views
from the east (VP01 of Landscape Figures). Those existing vertical scale references emphasise that the
turbine is substantially larger than surrounding elements in the landscape. The size of the turbine would be
out of scale relative to smaller scale landscape features such as houses; trees and Kelly Den (see VP1, 2,
5,8,9, 10).

The applicants ER indicates that the proposed turbine would be a prominent element from the Coast with
Sand LCT. | agree with that general conclusion. Although outwith the Coast with Sand LCT, the turbine
would be located within the open relatively flat coastal plain between Carnoustie and Arbroath and a turbine
of the size proposed would become a landmark for this part of the Angus coast. It is therefore considered
that the proposed turbine would have a significant effect upon the Coast with Sand LCT.

Bringing together the above, while the site selected is within an industrial complex close to existing
industrial buildings, it is located on the western periphery of Arbroath in a prominent position on higher
ground close to the coast. A 77m turbine in this location would be out of scale when viewed against
existing landscape features and would significantly and adversely affect the landscape and townscape in
this area. | consider those impacts to be contrary to aims of local plan policies ER5 and ER34.

Visual Impact

Policy S6 of the Angus Local Plan Review requires that proposals should not give rise to unacceptable
visual impacts. Policy ER34 of the Local Plan also indicates that renewable energy development will be
assessed on the basis of no unacceptable adverse landscape and visual impacts having regard to
landscape character, setting within the immediate and wider landscape, and sensitive viewpoints.

The application is supported by Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) information to help understand the
would-be visibility of the turbine. ZTVs have been submitted based on both the hub height of the proposed
turbine (55m) and the maximum height of the blade (77m). The ZTVs submitted are based on landform
modelling and a bare earth analysis and thus do not take account of intervening screening provided by
buildings and woodland, for example. They represent a worst case scenario of visibility rather than
actually visibility.

The 77m ZTV provided (Figure 7.6) identifies that the turbine would be extensively visible within 5km of the
application site. That area includes the settlement of Arbroath, the A92 as far north as Marywell, the A933
to the north to an area south of Colliston, the B9127 to the north west to Denhead of Arbirlot, the coastal
area extending west to East Haven and the A92 to an area west of Salmond’s Muir. That ZTV also
identifies theoretical visibility up to 10km including the rural areas around Friockheim and Leysmill, eastern
parts of Carnoustie, Muirdrum, the rural area close to Kirkton of Monikie, Hayhillock, Redford and Carmyllie.
Beyond 10km, the ZTV identifies theoretical visibility from areas north of and within Monifieth, Monikie
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Country Park, Dubton, Montreathmont, Bolshan, Usan and Braehead. Theoretical visibility is also shown
to include St Andrews, Tentsmuir and Tayport in Fife and well as Brown and White Catterthun hillforts. The
55m hub height ZTV presents similar results of theoretical visibility to the 77m maximum height ZTV.

The ER summarises the visual effects during the operational period of the turbine and states views of the
proposed turbine would be limited from within the neighbouring settlement of Arbroath. The turbine appears
as part of the skyline from some of the more elevated open locations within the settlement, appearing in
views alongside the Maltings Plant. The two developments appear similar in type with the turbine a fairly
industrial feature, similar in colour to the concrete and metal cladding that makes up the Maltings Plant
buildings. The majority of the settlement will gain little or no views of the proposed development with the
majority of the residential areas located to the north and west of the settlement. The vegetation and built
features which surround these areas screening potential views. The neighbouring Hospitalfield housing
estate will experience some views from the areas around the properties, with the turbine appearing
alongside the Maltings Plant which is already an easily discernible feature in the views from these more
open areas around the housing scheme.

In assessing visual impact | consider that it is appropriate to have regard to recent appeal decisions within
Angus where this issue has been considered in order to secure a degree of consistency in the decision
making process. Planning appeal decisions have generally accepted that residents should be treated as
of high sensitivity in assessing the significance of visual impact. The magnitude of change (and, thus, the
significance of the impact they will experience) will vary with the context of the house that they occupy: its
distance from the proposed wind turbine and orientation in relation to it; the presence of intervening
screening from vegetation and other buildings; and the presence of other significant visual features.
However it is not only the views from principal rooms that are of importance as residents also use the space
around their house and the impact on occupiers and visitors approaching or leaving the properties must
also be considered.

The ER includes a residential assessment supported by viewpoints from 7 residential receptors close to the
site. It indicates that 63 properties within a radius of 2km of the turbine have been included in the
assessment. Of the 24 properties listed in Table 7.13 of the ER, 7 properties are attributed a major or
major/moderate level of effect. The ER assessment indicates that when visible the turbine is never an
overbearing feature and is not assessed as constituting an unacceptable change to the quality of living for
residents.

| do not accept the findings of the residential assessment and consider that the number of properties which
would experience significant adverse effects would be greater than stated in the supporting information:-

e From the north west, the properties at Peasiehill Farm Cottages (300m to north west, which the
supporting information suggests has a financial interest, but at least one of which was tenanted by a
party with no financial interest in the development when | visited the site), Peasiehill Farmhouse (640m
to north west), Peasiehill Farm Bungalow (710m to north west), Krojan Cottages (700m to north west)
and properties at Crudie (820m to north west) all lie within 1km of the site. Residential viewpoint VP04
Peasiehill is illustrative of the view these properties would experience. Each of these properties would
experience views of the proposed turbines from windows, garden areas and/or on approaches and the
change in view would be prominent with the addition of an uncharacteristic 77m high vertical and
dynamic element in close proximity. Residential receptors are attributed a high level of sensitivity and
all would experience a level of effect which is significant.

e From the north/ north east, the housing area including Patrick Allan-Fraser Street (350m to north),
Kinghorn Street (515m to north), Glamis Road (500m to north), Hospitalfield Road (600m north east),
School Road (620m north east) and Gerrard Place (460m north east) would experience views of the
proposed turbines from windows, garden areas and/or on approaches as illustrated by residential
viewpoints VP05 (71 Patrick Allen-Fraser Street), VP06 (5 Patrick Allan-Fraser Street) and VP07 (24
School Road). The change in view would be prominent with the addition of an uncharacteristic 77m high
vertical and dynamic element in close proximity. Residential receptors are attributed a high level of
sensitivity and occupants of properties in this area would experience a level of effect which is
significant.
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e From the east, there are large housing areas between 1km and 2km from the proposed site with varying
degrees of view of the proposed turbine from windows, garden areas and/or on approaches. Such
areas include Arbirlot Road West (1.1km north east) and Bankhead Road/Crescent (1km to east).
This is illustrated in VP03 Arbirlot Road West of the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment figures.
There are a significant number of properties in this area, including flatted dwellings that would have
relatively unobstructed views of the turbine from main windows. The change in view would be
prominent for some households with the addition of an uncharacteristic 77m high vertical and dynamic
element in reasonably close proximity. Significant effects would occur at a number of these properties
including those facing west or south west on Arbirlot Road West and Bankhead Road. Residential
receptors are attributed a high level of sensitivity and occupants of properties in this area would
experience a level of effect which is significant.

e From the south the properties at Elliot (within 700m to the south) would experience views of the
proposed turbines from windows, garden areas and/or on approaches as illustrated by Residential
Assessment VP01 A92, Elliot. The change in view would be prominent with the addition of an
uncharacteristic 77m high vertical and dynamic element in close proximity. Residential receptors are
attributed a high level of sensitivity and occupants of properties in this area would experience a high
magnitude of change and as such would experience a level of effect which is significant.

There are a large number of residential properties identified above that would experience a significant level
of visual impact as a consequence of the turbine. A significant number of third parties that live in the affected
houses have raised concern regarding the visual impact of the wind turbine on their amenity.

The ER contains an assessment of major tourist and transport routes including the A92 (Monifieth to
Montrose), A933 (Arbroath to Colliston) and Core Paths 151 and 152. For the A92, the assessment
indicates visibility of the turbine primarily over a 6km stretch of the road from Muirdrum to Arbroath which is
illustrated by VP07 Salmond’s Muir and VP02 Elliot (from the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment
figures). The magnitude of change for the route is assessed in the ER as being medium, resulting in a
moderate/minor level of effect. For the Core Paths, the assessment notes that Path 152 passes to the
west of the Maltings and the Hospitalfield industrial estate. It states that views of the proposed turbine would
occur regardless of direction of travel over the whole section of the path, with the turbine appearing amongst
the industrial units. It indicates that the magnitude of change for the route as a whole would be high,
resulting in a major/moderate level of effect. The level of effect attributed to Path 151 along the Elliot
Water is moderate.

The close proximity of the proposed turbine to core path 152 (as identified in the Angus Council Core Paths
Plan, adopted 23 November 2010) is likely to have a detrimental impact on the amenity of the route for
recreational walkers. However, the character of that path would change in the event that the adjacent land
is developed for employment land as proposed by the local plan. The proposed relocation of the path, to
provide a separation distance equivalent to the blade tip height, would help make the proposed turbine less
intimidating to path users.

In summary, the ZTV and photomontages from viewpoints illustrate that the impact on residential property
within 2km of the site would be significant and adverse. For some properties close to the site the turbine is
likely to be over-bearing and oppressive. A significant number of third parties have raised concern
regarding the adverse effect that the wind turbine would have on their amenity by virtue of its visual impact.
Similar impacts have been found to be unacceptable elsewhere in Angus and | cannot reasonably conclude
that they would be acceptable at this location, particularly give the number of properties affected. | do not
consider that the proposal satisfies the aims of local plan policies S6 (Schedule 1, criterion b) or ER34 (b)
and the proposal would result in significant and adverse visual impacts.

Cumulative Landscape and Visual Impact

An assessment of cumulative landscape and visual effects is also required by local and national policy.
SNH Guidance on 'Assessing The Cumulative Impact of Onshore Wind Energy Developments' (March
2012) indicates that cumulative landscape effects can include effects on the physical aspects of the
landscape and effects on landscape character. Cumulative visual effects can be caused by combined
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visibility and/or sequential effects. Combined visibility may be in combination i.e. where several wind farms
are in the observers arc of vision or in succession where the observer has to turn to see various wind farms.
Sequential effects occur when the observer has to move to another viewpoint to see different
developments.

Wind turbines exceeding 20m in height are approved and/or operational in the following locations within
10km:-

4km to north west - 77m turbine at Rosebank, Cuthlie (13/00758/FULL);
6.6km to north west — 45.5m turbine at Parkconnon (12/00706/FULL)

6.8km to north - 25m turbine at West Mains of Kinblethmont (10/01145/FULL)
7.5km to north west - 2 x 20m turbines at Muirhouses Farm (11/00720/FULL)
8.1km to north west — 67m at Cononsyth (10/00603/FULL)

8.5km to west - 77m turbine at Upper Balmachie (13/00501/FULL);

9.8km to north - 45.9m turbine Walkmill Quarry, Inverkeilor (13/00722/FULL)

The ER indicates that the Bairds Malt Wind Turbine would rarely be seen in conjunction with other wind
developments. The nearest operating turbine is located over 6km inland from the coastal settlement of
Arbroath, with the nearest consented development over 10km from the settlement. Cumulative landscape
and visual effects are assessed as being negligible in the ER including certain, likely and uncertain impacts.

SLCA guidance indicates that in the Dipslope Farmland Southeast Angus Lowland subarea (iv) Letham,
Lunan and Arbroath has medium capacity for turbines up to 50m and no capacity for turbines exceeding
50m. It seeks separation distances of 3-6km between medium sized turbine groups and indicates that the
future wind energy landscape type is ‘Dipslope Farmland with Occasional wind turbines/ with wind turbines’.
SLCA guidance indicates that in the Coast with Sand LCA there is low capacity for small/ medium turbines
and no capacity for turbines exceeding 30m. It seeks separation distances of 2-4km between small/medium
sized turbine groups and indicates that the future wind energy landscape type is ‘Coast with Occasional
wind turbines’.

The proposed turbine is within an urban area but is close to both Dipslope farmland and Coast with Sand
LCT’s. Accordingly the identified separation distances and future wind energy landscape type guidance for
both areas has some relevance. The proposal would not comply with the indicated separation distances
identified by the SLCA. The paired ZTVs within the ER demonstrate that the proposed turbine would likely
be commonly viewed “in combination”, “in succession,” and “in sequence” with other wind turbines. The
frequency of which such interactions occur would extend towards Arbroath and the coast, leading to

significant cumulative visual effects.

While | consider that cumulative landscape and cumulative visual impacts of some significance would result
from the proposed turbine when considered against other existing or approved turbines; | do not consider
that these impacts warrant refusal of planning permission.

Amenity (Noise/Shadow Flicker/Reflected Light)

Criterion (a) of Policy ER34 requires the siting and appearance of renewable energy apparatus to be
chosen to minimise its impact on amenity, while respecting operational efficiency. Policy ER35(c) indicates
wind energy developments must have no unacceptable detrimental effect on residential amenity, existing
land uses or road safety by reason of shadow flicker, noise or reflected light. Policy S6 Schedule 1 also
refers to amenity impacts whilst Policy ER11 deals specifically with noise pollution.

| have identified issues in connection with visual impacts on residential amenity earlier in this report. Those
impacts are considered to be significant and adverse.

The application is supported by noise and flicker assessments which have been more recently
supplemented by additional noise and flicker information (including a noise compliance report relating to the
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existing Bairds Malt operation). This information has been assessed by the Council’'s Environmental
Health Service which has commented that the revised shadow flicker assessment meets with the
requirements of this service and demonstrates that any impact caused by shadow flicker should be capable
of being mitigated to a satisfactory level, subject to an appropriate condition being attached to any
permission. In respect of noise, Environmental Health has indicated that the issues raised in its
consultation response have been resolved and in addition the applicant has also looked at the potential
impact of seasonal changes in background plant noise due to non-operation of the fans. A revised
assessment including a slight reduction of certain derived noise limits has been carried out and this has
demonstrated that operational turbine noise is predicted to be within the revised limits. Taking all the
submitted information into consideration Environmental Health is now satisfied that the methodology used
for the assessment follows the appropriate guidance for this type of development and does not object to this
application on the grounds of noise, subject to appropriate conditions being attached to any permission. |
have no reason to consider that the proposal would result in adverse impacts in terms of reflected light.

It is noted that representation has been received regarding noise and flicker impacts. Taking account of
the information submitted and the advice provided by Environmental Health (which included a review of the
noise assessment information by an independent noise consultant), | am satisfied that the proposal raises
no issues which cannot be satisfactorily mitigated in respect of noise, flicker and reflected light.

Natural Heritage

The development plan framework contains a number of policies that seek to protect important species and
sites designated for their natural heritage interest and to ensure that proposals that may affect them are
properly assessed. It also indicates that the Local Biodiversity Action Plans will constitute material
considerations in determining development proposals. Policy ER35 specifically requires that proposals
should demonstrate that there is no unacceptable interference to birds. Policy ER4 requires safeguarding of
habitats protected under British and European law or other valuable habitats and species.

The ‘Onshore Wind Turbines SAS’ indicates wind turbine developments have the capacity to have both
positive and negative effects on the wildlife, habitats, ecosystems and biodiversity of an area. There is also
the potential for negative environmental effects, with possible loss of or damage to valuable habitat
resulting from construction of turbine bases, access tracks or other works. Such impacts can be significant
particularly if they relate to habitats that are difficult to replicate. There is also the potential of collision risk,
displacement or disturbance by forcing birds or bats to alter flight paths. Wind farms should not adversely
affect the integrity of designated sites protected under EU and UK legislation (Special Protection Areas
(SPAs), Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) and Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs)) or wider
conservation interests. Planning guidance produced by Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) indicates that
experience suggests that many bird species and their habitats are unaffected by wind turbine developments
and the impact of an appropriately designed and located wind farm on the local bird life should, in many
cases, be minimal.

The applicants ER indicates that survey work was completed across the site and the immediately
surrounding area, following best practice and industry guidance to identify the species and habitats present.
It indicates that no suitable breeding or foraging habitat exists for badger, otter, water vole or protected bird
species. Bat surveys were carried out following BCT guidelines and no bats were recorded. It indicates
that it is unlikely that the development would have any long-term impact on the integrity of the area’s
ornithological features or the conservation status of the species found in the area. It also comments that
that the integrity of qualifying species and habitats for the identified designated sites (Montrose Basin and
Firth of Tay SPAs and Elliot Links SSSI) would not be impacted upon.

The site contains no ecological designation and is currently partly in industrial use and partly an agricultural
field which has planning permission for an extension to the existing industrial estate. RSPB has been
consulted and has indicated some knowledge of the ornithological interest of this area and does not
consider that significant negative impacts on birds are likely to occur if this proposal is consented. | have no
reason to question the findings of the applicants ER in respect of impacts on natural heritage and note the
comments provided by the RSPB. The proposal is considered to be compatible with the natural heritage



ACl1

protection policies contained within the development plan.
Cultural Heritage

The development plan provides a number of policies that seek to safeguard cultural heritage. Policy ER34
requires proposals for renewable energy development to have no unacceptable detrimental effect on any
sites designated for natural heritage, scientific, historic or archaeological reasons. Impacts on cultural
heritage can include impacts on Schedule Ancient Monuments (SAM's), Historic Gardens and Designed
Landscapes (HGDL's), listed buildings, conservation areas and undesignated archaeology. The
development could potentially have direct impacts on cultural heritage features or indirect effects such as
impacts on setting.

There are no assets located within the application site that are designated for their cultural heritage interest
and the proposal would not directly impact on any known cultural heritage. In terms of indirect impacts, the
ER contains a 5km study radius which identifies conservation areas, listed buildings, Scheduled
Monuments and a Garden and Designed Landscape. The ER identifies only one ‘Moderate’ impact at the
closest feature of high sensitivity to the turbine — Hospitalfield House, which has an associated Fernery and
Doocot. The ER asserts that the current setting of the house is such that the Elliot Industrial Estate, the
Westway Retail Park and modern residential areas are all features of current views to the south-west. The
ER does not consider the proposal would detract from the current setting of the Hospitalfield House, which
is also characterised by the belt of mature trees that surround the house and grounds to the west. Historic
Environment Scotland was consulted on the proposal and has agreed with the general conclusion of the ER
that the impact on Hospitalfield is moderate and offer no objection to the proposal, commenting that it raises
no issues of national significance.

The ER suggests that the conservation area of Arbirlot spans the village and encompasses a number of ‘B’
listed buildings. It suggests that the layout of the conservation area is such that the predominant views
from the features are contained within the surrounding buildings of the village. The ER indicates that of the
other features of historical significance within 5km, the proposed development is expected to have a
negligible or low level of effect upon their current setting. It indicates that the proposed development is not
predicted to cause significant adverse impact on the cultural heritage assets within the surrounding area.

| have had regard to the potential impact of the development on cultural heritage assets in the surround
area. The proposal would have some impact on a number of those assets, including Hospitalfield House.
However, having regard to the advice from Historic Environment Scotland and from my own assessment |
am satisfied that those impacts are not unacceptable.

Impact on aviation

Policy ER35 of the Angus Local Plan Review indicates that wind farm development should not interfere with
authorised aircraft activity. MOD has commented that the turbine would be 24.18 km from, detectable by,
and would cause unacceptable interference to the ATC radar at RAF Leuchars without appropriate
mitigation. MOD has commented that the applicant submitted a technical proposal to mitigate the
unacceptable effects of the proposed development on the Air Traffic Control (ATC) radar at RAF Leuchars.
MOD has however cautioned that it is unaware of any proposed mitigation schemes within the military ATC
environment which have been successfully implemented to date. Notwithstanding that, the proposed
mitigation has been accepted by the MOD and a planning condition could be used to achieve it as well as
aviation lighting. This approach has been taken for other approved wind farm developments in Angus
including the Govals and Frawney wind proposals which were approved by a Scottish Government
appointed Reporter. No objection to the proposal has been received from CAA, Dundee Airport or NATS
and | am satisfied that aviation issues could be addressed through to planning conditions.

Other Development Plan Considerations

No objections have been received from technical consultees regarding the impact of the development on
any existing transmitting or receiving systems. Impacts on television are understood to be less problematic



ACl1

as a result of the digital switchover and the ER suggests that there are a number of technical solutions
available should interference be proven as an issue as a result of the turbines. This matter could be
addressed by planning condition.

In terms of road safety, the supporting information suggests that the turbine would be landed at Montrose
Port and transported south along the A92. The Roads Service has offered no objection subject to
conditions including the provision of a satisfactory construction traffic management and routing plan. Site
decommissioning is a matter that could be addressed by planning condition requiring a restoration scheme
and associated financial guarantee for the restoration works.

The ER suggests that a grid connection has been secured with the utilities company and from the
transformer, underground cable runs would link to the existing substation located within the premises.
This aspect of the proposal raises no issues and the aim of Policy ER34 to ensure no unacceptable effects
of transmissions lines would be met.

Other Material Considerations

Scottish Government policy supports the provision of renewable energy development including wind farms.
The SPP confirms that planning authorities should support the development of wind farms in locations
where the technology can operate efficiently and environmental and cumulative impacts can be
satisfactorily addressed. The SPP also indicates that planning authorities should respond to the diverse
needs and locational requirements of different sectors and sizes of businesses and take a flexible approach
to ensure that changing circumstances can be accommodated and new economic opportunities realised.

The wind turbine would contribute to meeting government targets and in this regard attracts some support
from national policy and from the development plan. However, as discussed above | consider that this
proposal would result in significant adverse landscape impacts on the setting of Arbroath as well as
significant adverse visual impact on residential receptors close to the site. Whilst wind farms are necessary
to meet government energy targets and | accept that this is a location where the technology could operate
efficiently, | do not consider that the environmental impacts have or can be satisfactorily addressed.
Accordingly | do not consider that the proposal receives unqualified support from the SPP.

| recognise the benefit of producing electricity by renewable means, particularly where this would increase
the viability of a local employer, but | do not consider that there is anything in government policy that
suggests this should be at the expense of other environmental considerations or the amenity of those that
live nearby. In the particular circumstances of this case, | do not consider that the environmental or
economic benefit of the production of renewable energy outweighs the very direct harm that this proposal
would cause to the amenity of occupants of nearby residential property or to the wider landscape setting of
the town. For these reason | do not consider that it justifies granting planning permission contrary to the
provisions of the development plan.

Comparison has been made by the applicant between the scale of the turbine proposed in this application
to the proposed wind turbines at GSK, Montrose (2 x 132m - refused by Angus Council and on appeal) and
the operational turbines at Michelin in Dundee (2 x 120m). While the proposed turbine is smaller than
those considered unacceptable at GSK, the current application does give rise to similar issues i.e.
significant and adverse visual impacts on residential property and significant and adverse impacts on the
landscape setting of the town.

The Reporter who refused the planning appeal for the seven 126m turbines on land at Nether Kelly,
Arbroath (PPA-120-2021, decision dated 31 January 2013) approximately 2.5km west of Arbroath
commented that he was concerned about the impact of that development on the setting of Arbroath, which
combines elements of landscape, seascape and townscape. He cautioned against the impact of the town
appearing against a backdrop of wind turbines and noted that they would be viewed against the sky and
their rotation would draw the eye, heavily influencing the perceived character of the town’s coastal setting.
He was concerned that those turbines would also strongly influence perceptions of Arbroath for visitors by
road or rail coming from the direction of Dundee, who would pass within one kilometre of the wind farm on
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their approach to the town. Wind turbines could thereby become a defining characteristic of Arbroath, much
in the way that the two turbines of similar height at Baldovie are a major defining element of the eastern
approach to Dundee. This proposal is for a smaller, single turbine but it is closer to the town and | am
concerned about the impact it would have on its character.

| have had regard to appeal decisions for other wind farm development in Angus. | have taken account of
these decisions in so far as they relate to assessment of the acceptability of visual impacts. As detailed
above | consider that the current proposal gives rise to visual impacts that are similar to impacts that were
considered unacceptable at other appeal sites in Angus. | have used the judgments made by the Reporters
in those appeal decisions to assist my assessment and on the basis of my assessment conclude that visual
impacts at a large number of properties in the locality of the wind turbines would be unacceptable.

Conclusion

| have had regard to the environmental information provided in relation to the application and comments
received from consultees. | have also taken account of all relevant representations made both in support
and in opposition to these proposals and to relevant appeal decisions that have given rise to similar issues.
As discussed above | have concluded that although the proposed wind turbines would comply with some of
the relevant policies and criteria in the development plan, this must be balanced against the significant
adverse landscape impacts on the setting of Arbroath and the significant adverse visual impacts for
residents in and around Arbroath and close to the site. | accept that the development would contribute
towards meeting government energy targets but government guidance confirms that schemes should be
supported where the technology can operate efficiently and environmental and cumulative impacts can be
satisfactorily addressed. In this case while the technology would operate efficiently environmental impacts
would not be satisfactorily addressed.

| am very conscious that the applicant is a valued employer in the local area and | am sympathetic to their
desire to increase the competiveness of the site and reduce its carbon emissions. However,
notwithstanding the benefits that would be derived to the applicant and the economy of the area, for the
environmental and amenity reasons identified above | consider that the proposed development is contrary
to development plan policy and there are no material considerations that justify approval of the application
contrary to the provisions of the development plan.

Human Rights Implications

The recommendation in this report for refusal of this application has potential implications for the applicant
in terms of his entitlement to peaceful enjoyment of his possessions (First Protocol, Article 1). For the
reasons referred to elsewhere in this report justifying the present recommendation in planning terms, it is
considered that any actual or apprehended infringement of such Convention Rights, is justified. Any
interference with the applicant’s right to peaceful enjoyment of his possessions by refusal of the present
application is in compliance with the Council’s legal duties to determine this planning application under the
Planning Acts and such refusal constitutes a justified and proportionate control of the use of property in
accordance with the general interest and is necessary in the public interest with reference to the
Development Plan and other material planning considerations as referred to in the report.

Equalities Implications

The issues contained in this report fall within an approved category that has been confirmed as exempt from
an equalities perspective.

Decision
The application is refused.

Reason(s) for Decision:
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1. That the application is contrary to policies S1 criterion (a), S6 criteria (b), and ER34 criterion (a) of
the Angus Local Plan Review (2009) as the proposed development would give rise to unacceptable
impacts on the occupants of residential property by virtue of the height of the wind turbine and its
proximity to residential properties.

2. That the application is contrary to Policy 6 of TAYplan and policies ER5 and ER34 criterion (b) of
the Angus Local Plan Review (2009) as the proposed development would result in unacceptable
adverse landscape impacts having regard to landscape character and setting within the immediate
and wider landscape.

Notes:

Case Officer:  Ed Taylor
Date: 29 February 2016

Appendix 1 - Development Plan Policies

Policy S1 : Development Boundaries
(a) Within development boundaries proposals for new development on sites not allocated on Proposals
Maps will generally be supported where they are in accordance with the relevant policies of the Local Plan.

(b) Development proposals on sites outwith development boundaries (i.e. in the countryside) will generally
be supported where they are of a scale and nature appropriate to the location and where they are in
accordance with the relevant policies of the Local Plan.

(c) Development proposals on sites contiguous with a development boundary will only be acceptable where
there is a proven public interest and social, economic or environmental considerations confirm there is an
overriding need for the development which cannot be met within the development boundary.

Policy S3 : Design Quality
A high quality of design is encouraged in all development proposals. In considering proposals the following
factors will be taken into account:-

* site location and how the development fits with the local landscape character and pattern of development;
* proposed site layout and the scale, massing, height, proportions and density of the development including
consideration of the relationship with the existing character of the surrounding area and neighbouring
buildings;

* use of materials, textures and colours that are sensitive to the surrounding area; and

* the incorporation of key views into and out of the development.

Innovative and experimental designs will be encouraged in appropriate locations.

Policy S5 : Safeguard Areas

Planning permission for development within the consultation zones of notifiable installations, pipelines or
hazards will only be granted where the proposal accords with the strategy and policies of this Local Plan
and there is no objection by the Health & Safety Executive, Civil Aviation Authority or other relevant
statutory agency.

Policy S6 : Development Principles (Schedule 1)

Proposals for development should where appropriate have regard to the relevant principles set out in
Schedule 1 which includes reference to amenity considerations; roads and parking; landscaping, open
space and biodiversity; drainage and flood risk, and supporting information.
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Schedule 1 : Development Principles

Amenity

(a) The amenity of proposed and existing properties should not be affected by unreasonable restriction of
sunlight, daylight or privacy; by smells or fumes; noise levels and vibration; emissions including smoke,
soot, ash, dust, grit, or any other environmental pollution; or disturbance by vehicular or pedestrian traffic.

(b) Proposals should not result in unacceptable visual impact.

(c) Proposals close to working farms should not interfere with farming operations, and will be expected to
accept the nature of the existing local environment. New houses should not be sited within 400m of an
existing or proposed intensive livestock building. (Policy ER31).

Roads/Parking/Access

(d) Access arrangements, road layouts and parking should be in accordance with Angus Council’s Roads
Standards, and use innovative solutions where possible, including ‘Home Zones’. Provision for cycle
parking/storage for flatted development will also be required.

(e) Access to housing in rural areas should not go through a farm court.

(f) Where access is proposed by unmade/private track it will be required to be made-up to standards set out
in Angus Council Advice Note 17 : Miscellaneous Planning Policies. If the track exceeds 200m in length,
conditions may be imposed regarding widening or the provision of passing places where necessary.

(g) Development should not result in the loss of public access rights. (Policy SC36)

Landscaping / Open Space / Biodiversity

(h) Development proposals should have regard to the Landscape Character of the local area as set out in
the Tayside Landscape Character Assessment (SNH 1998). (Policy ER5)

(i) Appropriate landscaping and boundary treatment should be an integral element in the design and layout
of proposals and should include the retention and enhancement of existing physical features (e.g.
hedgerows, walls, trees etc) and link to the existing green space network of the local area.

(j) Development should maintain or enhance habitats of importance set out in the Tayside Local Biodiversity
Action Plan and should not involve loss of trees or other important landscape features or valuable habitats
and species.

(k) The planting of native hedgerows and tree species is encouraged.

(I) Open space provision in developments and the maintenance of it should be in accordance with Policy
SC33.

Drainage and Flood Risk

(m) Development sites located within areas served by public sewerage systems should be connected to
that system. (Policy ER22)

(n) Surface water will not be permitted to drain to the public sewer. An appropriate system of disposal will be
necessary which meets the requirements of the Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) and
Angus Council and should have regard to good practice advice set out in the Sustainable Urban Drainage
Systems Design Manual for Scotland and Northern Ireland 2000.

(o) Proposals will be required to consider the potential flood risk at the location. (Policy ER28)

(p) Outwith areas served by public sewerage systems, where a septic tank, bio-disc or similar system is
proposed to treat foul effluent and /or drainage is to a controlled water or soakaway, the consent of SEPA
and Angus Council will be required. (Policy ER23).

(q) Proposals should incorporate appropriate waste recycling, segregation and collection facilities (Policy
ER38)

(r) Development should minimise waste by design and during construction.

Supporting Information

(s) Where appropriate, planning applications should be accompanied by the necessary supporting
information. Early discussion with Planning and Transport is advised to determine the level of supporting
information which will be required and depending on the proposal this might include any of the following: Air
Quality Assessment; Archaeological Assessment; Contaminated Land Assessment; Design Statement;
Drainage Impact Assessment; Environmental Statement; Flood Risk Assessment; Landscape Assessment
and/or Landscaping Scheme; Noise Impact Assessment; Retail Impact Assessment; Transport



ACl1

Assessment.

Policy ERS : Conservation of Landscape Character
Development proposals should take account of the guidance provided by the Tayside Landscape Character
Assessment and where appropriate will be considered against the following criteria:

(a) sites selected should be capable of absorbing the proposed development to ensure that it fits into the
landscape;

(b) where required, landscape mitigation measures should be in character with, or enhance, the existing
landscape setting;

(c) new buildings/structures should respect the pattern, scale, siting, form, design, colour and density of
existing development;

(d) priority should be given to locating new development in towns, villages or building groups in preference
to isolated development.

Policy ER11 : Noise Pollution

Development which adversely affects health, the natural or built environment or general amenity as a result
of an unacceptable increase in noise levels will not be permitted unless there is an overriding need which
cannot be accommodated elsewhere.

Proposals for development generating unacceptable noise levels will not generally be permitted adjacent to
existing or proposed noise-sensitive land uses. Proposals for new noise-sensitive development which
would be subject to unacceptable levels of noise from an existing noise source or from a proposed use will
not be permitted.

Policy ER16 : Development Affecting the Setting of a Listed Building

Development proposals will only be permitted where they do not adversely affect the setting of a listed
building. New development should avoid building in front of important elevations, felling mature trees and
breaching boundary walls.

Policy ER18 : Archaeological Sites of National Importance

Priority will be given to preserving Scheduled Ancient Monuments in situ. Developments affecting
Scheduled Ancient Monuments and other nationally significant archaeological sites and historic landscapes
and their settings will only be permitted where it can be adequately demonstrated that either:

(a) the proposed development will not result in damage to the scheduled monument or site of national
archaeological interest or the integrity of its setting; or

(b) there is overriding and proven public interest to be gained from the proposed development that
outweighs the national significance attached to the preservation of the monument or archaeological
importance of the site. In the case of Scheduled Ancient Monuments, the development must be in the
national interest in order to outweigh the national importance attached to their preservation; and

(c) the need for the development cannot reasonably be met in other less archaeologically damaging
locations or by reasonable alternative means; and

(d) the proposal has been sited and designed to minimise damage to the archaeological remains.

Where development is considered acceptable and preservation of the site in its original location is not
possible, the excavation and recording of the site will be required in advance of development, at the
developer’s expense

Policy ER19 : Archaeological Sites of Local Importance

Where development proposals affect unscheduled sites of known or suspected archaeological interest,
Angus Council will require the prospective developer to arrange for an archaeological evaluation to
determine the importance of the site, its sensitivity to development and the most appropriate means for
preserving or recording any archaeological information. The evaluation will be taken into account when
determining whether planning permission should be granted with or without conditions or refused.
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Where development is generally acceptable and preservation of archaeological features in situ is not
feasible Angus Council will require through appropriate conditions attached to planning consents or through
a Section 75 Agreement, that provision is made at the developer’s expense for the excavation and
recording of threatened features prior to development commencing.

Policy ER20 : Historic Landscapes and Designed Landscapes

Sites included in the “Inventory of Gardens and Designed Landscapes in Scotland”, and any others that
may be identified during the plan period, will be protected from development that adversely affects their
character, amenity value and historic importance. Development proposals will only be permitted where it
can be demonstrated that:

(a) the proposal will not significantly damage the essential characteristics of the garden and designed
landscape or its setting; or

(b) there is a proven public interest, in allowing the development, which cannot be met in other less
damaging locations or by reasonable alternative means.

Protection will also be given to non-inventory historic gardens, surviving features of designed landscapes,
and parks of regional or local importance, including their setting.

Policy SC16 : Employment Land Supply
Angus Council will maintain a supply of employment land to which proposals for business and industry will
be directed as follows:-

* Arbroath, Elliot and Kirkton, (minimum 10 ha);

* Forfar, Orchardbank (minimum 10 ha);

* Montrose, Forties Road and Broomfield (minimum 10 ha);
* Brechin, Business Park (minimum 5 ha);

* Carnoustie (up to 5 ha);

* Kirriemuir (up to 5 ha).

At these locations, and other established employment areas, planning permission will not normally be
granted for uses other than Class 4* (business), Class 5* (general industry), and Class 6* (storage and
distribution), but may be considered where they are small scale, complementary and ancillary to the existing
or proposed use. Development proposals will require to demonstrate there is no detriment to the
surrounding amenity.

* As defined in the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) (Scotland) Order 1997.

Policy ER34 : Renewable Energy Developments
Proposals for all forms of renewable energy developments will be supported in principle and will be
assessed against the following criteria:

(a) the siting and appearance of apparatus have been chosen to minimise the impact on amenity, while
respecting operational efficiency;

(b) there will be no unacceptable adverse landscape and visual impacts having regard to landscape
character, setting within the immediate and wider landscape, and sensitive viewpoints;

(c) the development will have no unacceptable detrimental effect on any sites designated for natural
heritage, scientific, historic or archaeological reasons;

(d) no unacceptable environmental effects of transmission lines, within and beyond the site; and

(e) access for construction and maintenance traffic can be achieved without compromising road safety or
causing unacceptable permanent change to the environment and landscape, and

(f) that there will be no unacceptable impacts on the quantity or quality of groundwater or surface water
resources during construction, operation and decommissioning of the energy plant.

Policy ER35 : Wind Energy Developments
Wind energy developments must meet the requirements of Policy ER34 and also demonstrate:
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(a) the reasons for site selection;

(b) that no wind turbines will cause unacceptable interference to birds, especially those that have
statutory protection and are susceptible to disturbance, displacement or collision;

(c) there is no unacceptable detrimental effect on residential amenity, existing land uses or road safety
by reason of shadow flicker, noise or reflected light;

(d) that no wind turbines will interfere with authorised aircraft activity;

(e) that no electromagnetic disturbance is likely to be caused by the proposal to any existing

transmitting or receiving system, or (where such disturbances may be caused) that measures will be taken
to minimise or remedy any such interference;

() that the proposal must be capable of co-existing with other existing or permitted wind energy
developments in terms of cumulative impact particularly on visual amenity and landscape, including
impacts from development in neighbouring local authority areas;

(9) a realistic means of achieving the removal of any apparatus when redundant and the restoration of
the site are proposed.

TAYplan Strategic Development plan

Policy 3 : Managing TAYplan’s Assets

Employment land:

¢ |dentifying and safeguarding at least five years supply of employment land within principal settlements
to support the growth of the economy and a diverse range of industrial requirements;

e safeguarding areas identified for Class 4 office type uses in principal settlements; and

e further assisting in growing the year-round role of the tourism sector.

Greenbelts:

e Continuing to designate green belt boundaries at both St. Andrews and Perth to preserve their settings,
views and special character including their historic cores; assist in safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment; to manage long term planned growth including infrastructure in this Plan’s Proposals
Map and Strategic Development Areas in Policy 4; and define appropriate forms of development within
the green belt based on Scottish Planning Policy;

e Using Perth green belt to sustain the identity of Scone, and provide sufficient land for planned
development around key villages and settlements

Finite Resources:

Using the location priorities set out in Policy 1 of this Plan to:-

e safeguard minerals deposits of economic importance and land for a minimum of 10 years supply of
construction aggregates at all times in all market areas; and

e protect prime agricultural land, new and existing forestry areas, and carbon rich soils (where identified)
where the advantages of development do not outweigh the loss of productive land.

Natural and Historic Assets:

Understanding and respecting the regional distinctiveness and scenic value of the TAYplan area through:-

e ensuring development likely to have a significant effect on a designated or proposed Natura 2000 sites
(either alone or in combination with other sites or projects), will be subject to an appropriate
assessment. Appropriate mitigation requires to be identified where necessary to ensure there will be no
adverse effect on the integrity of Natura 2000 sites in accordance with Scottish Planning Policy;

o safeguarding habitats, sensitive green spaces, forestry, watercourses, wetlands, floodplains (in-line
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with the water framework directive), carbon sinks, species and wildlife corridors, geo-diversity,
landscapes, parks, townscapes, archaeology, historic buildings and monuments and allow
development where it does not adversely impact upon or preferably enhances these assets; and

e identifying and safeguarding parts of the undeveloped coastline along the River Tay Estuary and in
Angus and North Fife, that are unsuitable for development and set out policies for their management;
identifying areas at risk from flooding and sea level rise and develop policies to manage retreat and
realignment, as appropriate.

Transport:

e Safeguarding land at Dundee and Montrose Ports, and other harbours, as appropriate, for port related
uses to support freight, economic growth and tourism; and

e Safeguarding land for future infrastructure provision (including routes), identified in the Proposal Map of
this Plan or other locations or routes, as appropriate, or which is integral to a Strategic Development
Area in Policy 4 of this Plan, or which is essential to support a shift from reliance on the car and
road-based freight and support resource management objectives

Policy 6 : Energy and Waste/Resource Management Infrastructure

Local Development Plans should identify areas that are suitable for different forms of renewable heat and
electricity infrastructure and for waste/resource management infrastructure or criteria to support this;
including, where appropriate, land for process industries (e.g. the co-location/proximity of surplus heat
producers with heat users).

Beyond community or small scale facilities waste/resource management infrastructure is most likely to be
focussed within or close to the Dundee and/or Perth Core Areas (identified in Policy 1).

Local Development Plans and development proposals should ensure that all areas of search, allocated
sites, routes and decisions on development proposals for energy and waste/resource management
infrastructure have been justified, at a minimum, on the basis of these considerations:-

. The specific land take requirements associated with the infrastructure technology and associated
statutory safety exclusion zones where appropriate;

. Waste/resource management proposals are justified against the Scottish Government's Zero
Waste Plan and support the delivery of the waste/resource management hierarchy;

. Proximity of resources (e.g. woodland, wind or waste material); and to users/customers, grid
connections and distribution networks for the heat, power or physical materials and waste products,
where appropriate;

. Anticipated effects of construction and operation on air quality, emissions, noise, odour, surface
and ground water pollution, drainage, waste disposal, radar installations and flight paths, and, of
nuisance impacts on of-site properties;

. Sensitivity of landscapes (informed by landscape character assessments and other work), the
water environment, biodiversity, geo-diversity, habitats, tourism, recreational access and
listed/scheduled buildings and structures;

. Impacts of associated new grid connections and distribution or access infrastructure;
. Cumulative impacts of the scale and massing of multiple developments, including existing
infrastructure;

. Impacts upon neighbouring planning authorities (both within and outwith TAYplan); and,
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Consistency with the National Planning Framework and its Action Programme.



Extract from Angus Local Plan Review (Policy S1, page 10)

DEVELOPMENT BOUNDARIES

1.29 Angus Council has defined development boundaries around
settlements to protect the landscape setting of towns and villages and
to prevent uncontrolled growth. The presence of a boundary does not
indicate that all areas of ground within that boundary have
development potential.

Policy S1 : Development Boundaries

(a) Within development boundaries proposals for new
development on sites not allocated on Proposals Maps will
generally be supported where they are in accordance with the
relevant policies of the Local Plan.

(b) Development proposals on sites outwith development
boundaries (i.e. in the countryside) will generally be supported
where they are of a scale and nature appropriate to the location
and where they are in accordance with the relevant policies of the
Local Plan.

(c) Development proposals on sites contiguous with a
development boundary will only be acceptable where there is a
proven public interest and social, economic or environmental
considerations confirm there is an overriding need for the
development which cannot be met within the development
boundary.

AC?2

Development boundaries:
Generally provide a definition
between built-up areas and the
countryside, but may include
peripheral areas of open space
that are important to the setting of
settlements.

Public interest: Development
would have benefits for the wider
community, or is justifiable in the
national interest.

Proposals that are solely of

commercial benefit to the proposer
would not comply with this policy.



Extract from Angus Local Plan Review — (Policy S3, page 12)

DESIGN QUALITY

1.37 High quality, people-friendly surroundings are important to a
successful development. New development should add to or improve
the local environment and should consider the potential to use
innovative, sustainable and energy efficient solutions. A well-designed
development is of benefit to the wider community and also

provides opportunities to:

e create a sense of place which recognises local distinctiveness
and fits in to the local area;

e create high quality development which adds to or improves the
local environment and is flexible and adaptable to changing
lifestyles;

e create developments which benefit local biodiversity;

e create energy efficient developments that make good use of
land

¢ and finite resources.

1.38 Design is a material consideration in determining planning
applications. In all development proposals consideration should be
given to the distinctive features and character of the local area. This
includes taking account of existing patterns of development, building
forms and materials, existing features such as hedgerows, trees,
treelines and walls and distinctive landscapes and skylines.

1.39 The preparation of a design statement to be submitted alongside
a planning application is encouraged, particularly for major
developments or those affecting listed buildings or conservation
areas. Early contact with Planning and Transport is recommended so
that the requirement for a design statement can be determined.

Policy S3 : Design Quality

A high quality of design is encouraged in all development
proposals. In considering proposals the following factors will be
taken into account:
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Designing Places - A policy
statement for Scotland — cottish
Executive 2001 This is the first
policy statement on designing
places in Scotland and marks the
Scottish Executive’s

determination to raise standards of
urban and rural development. Good
design is an integral part of a
confident, competitive and
compassionate Scotland.

Good design is a practical means of
achieving a wide range of social,
economic and environmental goals,
making places that will be

successful and sustainable.

PAN 68 Design Statements
Design Statements should explain
the design principles on which the
development is based and illustrate
the design solution.

The PAN explains what a design
statement is, why it is a useful tool,
when it is required and how it
should be prepared and presented.

The aim is to see design statements
used more effectively

in the planning process and to

¢ site location and how the development fits with the local landscape character and

pattern of development;

o proposed site layout and the scale, massing, height, proportions and density of
the development including consideration of the relationship with the existing
character of the surrounding area and neighbouring buildings;

e use of materials, textures and colours that are sensitive to

e the surrounding area; and

e the incorporation of key views into and out of the development.

Innovative and experimental designs will be encouraged in appropriate locations.



Extract from Angus Local Plan Review — (policy S5 pages 13 &14)

SAFEGUARD AREAS

1.42 Angus Council is required to consult a number of statutory
agencies, such as the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) or the
Civil Aviation Authority (CAA), where development proposals fall
within the prescribed consultation zones of notifiable installations,
pipelines or hazards. Where appropriate, the consultation areas are
illustrated on the Proposals Maps.

1.43 Angus contains a number of installations handling notifiable
substances, including pipelines. Whilst they are subject to stringent
controls under existing health and safety legislation such as the
Health and Safety at Work etc. Act 1947 and the Control of Major
Accident Hazards Regulations 1999 (COMAH), it is also a
requirement of European Council Directive 96/82/EC (Seveso Il) to
control the kinds of development permitted in the vicinity of these
installations. For this reason the Planning Authority has been
advised by the HSE of consultation distances for each of these
installations. In determining whether or not to grant planning
permission for a proposed development within these consultation
distances the Planning Authority will consult with the HSE about
risks to the proposed development from the notifiable installation in
accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Hazardous
Substances) (Scotland) Regulations 1993 (Circular 5/1993). This
will take account of the requirements of the Seveso Il Directive to
maintain appropriate distances between establishments and
residential areas, areas of public use and areas of particular natural
sensitivity or interest, so as not to increase the risks to people.

Policy S5 : Safeguard Areas

Planning permission for development within the consultation
zones of notifiable installations, pipelines or hazards will only
be granted where the proposal accords with the strategy and
policies of this Local Plan and there is no objection by the
Health & Safety Executive, Civil Aviation Authority or other
relevant statutory agency.

AC2
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Extract from Angus Local Plan Review— (Policy S6 & Schedule 1, pages 14 & 15)

DEVELOPMENT PRINCIPLES

1.44 The principles in Schedule 1 provide a ‘checklist’ of factors

which should be considered where relevant to development
proposals. They include amenity considerations; roads and parking;
landscaping, open space and biodiversity; drainage and flood risk,
and supporting information. The Local Plan includes more detailed
policies relating to some principles set out. Not all development
proposals will require to comply with all of the principles.

Policy S6 : Development Principles

Proposals for development should where appropriate have
regard to the relevant principles set out in Schedule 1 which
includes reference to amenity considerations; roads and
parking; landscaping, open space and biodiversity; drainage
and flood risk, and supporting information.
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Extract from Angus Local Plan Review— (Policy S6 & Schedule 1, pages 14 & 15)

Schedule 1 : Development Principles

Amenity

a) The amenity of proposed and existing properties should not be affected by unreasonable
restriction of sunlight, daylight or privacy; by smells or fumes; noise levels and vibration;
emissions including smoke, soot, ash, dust, grit, or any other environmental pollution; or
disturbance by vehicular or pedestrian traffic.

b) Proposals should not result in unacceptable visual impact.

c) Proposals close to working farms should not interfere with farming operations, and will be
expected to accept the nature of the existing local environment. New houses should not be sited
within 400m of an existing or proposed intensive livestock building. (Policy ER31).

Roads/Parking/Access

d) Access arrangements, road layouts and parking should be in accordance with Angus Council’s
Roads Standards, and use innovative solutions where possible, including ‘Home Zones'.
Provision for cycle parking/storage for flatted development will also be required.

e) Access to housing in rural areas should not go through a farm court.

f)  Where access is proposed by unmade/private track it will be required to be made-up to
standards set out in Angus Council Advice Note 17: Miscellaneous Planning Policies. If the track
exceeds 200m in length, conditions may be imposed regarding widening or the provision of
passing places where necessary

g) Development should not result in the loss of public access rights. (Policy SC36)

Landscaping / Open Space / Biodiversity

h)  Development proposals should have regard to the Landscape Character of the local area as set
out in the Tayside Landscape Character Assessment (SNH 1998). (Policy ER5)

i)  Appropriate landscaping and boundary treatment should be an integral element in the design
and layout of proposals and should include the retention and enhancement of existing physical
features (e.g. hedgerows, walls, trees etc) and link to the existing green space network of the
local area.

j)  Development should maintain or enhance habitats of importance set out in the Tayside Local
Biodiversity Action Plan and should not involve loss of trees or other important landscape
features or valuable habitats and species.

k)  The planting of native hedgerows and tree species is encouraged.

1)  Open space provision in developments and the maintenance of it should be in accordance with
Policy SC33.

Drainage and Flood Risk

m) Development sites located within areas served by public sewerage systems should be connected
to that system. (Policy ER22)

n) Surface water will not be permitted to drain to the public sewer. An appropriate system of
disposal will be necessary which meets the requirements of the Scottish Environment Protection
Agency (SEPA) and Angus Council and should have regard to good practice advice set out in
the Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems Design Manual for Scotland and Northern Ireland
2000.

o) Proposals will be required to consider the potential flood risk at the location. (Policy ER28)

p) Outwith areas served by public sewerage systems, where a septic tank, bio-disc or similar
system is proposed to treat foul effluent and /or drainage is to a controlled water or soakaway,
the consent of SEPA and Angus Council will be required. (Policy ER23).

Waste Management
q) Proposals should incorporate appropriate waste recycling, segregation and collection facilities
(Policy ER38).
r)  Development should minimise waste by design and during construction.

Supporting Information

s) (s) Where appropriate, planning applications should be accompanied by the necessary
supporting information. Early discussion with Planning and Transport is advised to determine the
level of supporting information which will be required and depending on the proposal this might
include any of the following: Air Quality Assessment; Archaeological Assessment; Contaminated
Land Assessment; Design Statement; Drainage Impact Assessment; Environmental Statement;
Flood Risk Assessment; Landscape Assessment and/or Landscaping Scheme; Noise Impact
Assessment; Retail Impact Assessment; Transport Assessment.

Angus Local Plan Review 15
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2.43 Access to suitable employment opportunities is an essential
part of a sustainable Angus. Jobs provide more than just income,
and are an important part of most peoples’ lives. Angus retains a
higher proportion of the workforce in agriculture, forestry, fishing
and manufacturing (20%) than the Scottish average (14%), but
the service sector provides the majority of jobs (74%).

2.44 Most employment is focused on the towns where
infrastructure, communications and labour force are most readily
available. Changes in farming and associated activities have had
a significant impact on the rural economic structure. Tourism is an
important part of the Angus economy and provides opportunities
throughout Angus.

2.45 In promoting the development of sustainable communities,
this Local Plan aims to stimulate investment in Angus by
encouraging the retention or upgrading of existing business sites
and premises and providing a range of employment sites in key
locations to meet demand. There is also support for tourism
activities and proposals for farm diversification that contribute to
the rural economy.

Angus Towns - Employment Land

2.46 In line with the Dundee and Angus Structure Plan, a supply
of employment land will be maintained in Arbroath, Forfar,
Montrose, Brechin, Carnoustie and Kirriemuir that reflects their
size and requirements. Development will generally be directed to
existing and proposed serviced industrial estates and business
parks. Whilst this does not prohibit new business development
outwith these areas, there is a presumption in favour of directing
employment uses within the towns to sites identified for that
purpose.

2.47 Employment land available for development is currently well
distributed across the Angus towns:

Arbroath Kirkton 9.2ha
Elliot 1.0ha
Brechin Business Park 7.8ha
Carnoustie Panmure 0.5ha
Forfar Orchardbank 29.6ha (gross)
Kirriemuir North Mains of Logie 2.7ha
Montrose Forties 7.6ha
Broomfield 4 .8ha
Angus Total 63.2ha

Source: 2004 Employment Land Survey, Department of Planning and Transport
— land available for development now or within five years

Employment Land Supply

2.48 Employment opportunities should be well related to the
transport network and available workforce. The allocation of
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WORKING

Vision:

To raise the quality of life of the
Scottish people through increasing
economic opportunities for all on a
socially and environmentally
sustainable basis.

The Way Forward: Framework for
Economic Development in
Scotland; Scottish Ministers, June
2000

Land used for employment purposes
also needs to be well located in
relation to the transport network and
the labour force.

The Way Forward: Framework for
Economic Development in
Scotland; Scottish Ministers, June
2000

Dundee And Angus Structure Plan
Aims -

® provide a range of employment
sites in key locations to meet and
encourage demand through-out the
plan period;

® jdentify and encourage major
tourism opportunities; and

® facilitate the sensitive development
and diver-sification of the rural
economy.



employment land is based on the accessibility of sites, availability
of infrastructure, environmental quality and capacity, and transport
links. To provide a range of sites capable of meeting the changing
needs of business throughout the plan period and beyond,
provision is made in each of

the main towns for a minimum five-year supply. Monitoring the
take up and distribution of employment development will ensure
land is continually available.

Policy SC16 : Employment Land Supply

Angus Council will maintain a supply of employment land to
which proposals for business and industry will be directed as
follows:

Arbroath, Elliot and Kirkton, (minimum 10 ha);

Forfar, Orchardbank (minimum 10 ha);

Montrose, Forties Road and Broomfield (minimum 10 ha);
Brechin, Business Park (minimum 5 ha);

Carnoustie (up to 5 ha);

Kirriemuir (up to 5 ha).

At these locations, and other established employment areas,
planning permission will not normally be granted for uses
other than Class 4* (business), Class 5* (general industry),
and Class 6* (storage and distribution), but may be
considered where they are small scale, complementary and
ancillary to the existing or proposed use. Development
proposals will require to demonstrate there is no detriment to
the surrounding amenity.

* As defined in the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) (Scotland) Order
1997.
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Landscape Character

3.10 The landscape of Angus is one of its most important assets. It
ranges in character from the rugged mountain scenery of the Angus
Glens, through the soft rolling cultivated lowland landscape of
Strathmore to the sandy bays and cliffs of the coast.

3.11 A small part of north-west Angus is statutorily designated as part
of a larger National Scenic Area (NSA). The character and quality of
this landscape is of national significance and special care should be
taken to conserve and enhance it. Part of the upland area of Angus,
including the NSA, is contained within the Cairngorms National Park
which is excluded from the Angus Local Plan Review. The guidance
provided by the adopted Angus Local Plan will remain in force until it
is replaced by a Cairngorms National Park Local Plan prepared by the
National Park Authority. The Cairngorms was made a National Park in
September 2003 because it is a unique and special place that needs
to be cared for — both for the wildlife and countryside it contains and
for the people that live in it, manage it and visit it. It is Britain’s largest
national park.

3.12 In seeking to conserve the landscape character of the area it is
important to assess the impact of development proposals on all parts
of the landscape. To assist in this the “Tayside Landscape Character
Assessment (1999)” commissioned by Scottish Natural Heritage
establishes landscape character zones and key character features
within the local plan area to provide a better understanding of them
and thus to enable better conservation, restoration, management and
enhancement. Landscape Character Zones for the Local Plan Area
are shown in Figure 3.2.
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National Scenic Area:
Nationally  important area of
outstanding natural beaulty,

representing some of the best
examples of Scotland’s grandest
landscapes particularly lochs and
mountains.

National Park (Scotland) Act
2000 sets out four key aims for the
park:

° To conserve and enhance
the natural and cultural
heritage of the area;

(] To promote sustainable use
of the natural resources of
the area;

(] To promote understanding
and enjoyment (including
enjoyment in the form of
recreation) of the special
qualities of the area by the
public;

[ To promote  sustainable
economic and social
development of the area’s
communities.

Tayside Landscape Character
Assessment 1999:

A detailed hierarchical assessment
based on variations in the Tayside
landscape, with a series of
management and planning
guidelines designed to conserve
and enhance its distinctive
character.
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Figure 3.2 : Landscape Character Zones
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3.13 Where appropriate, development proposals will be considered in the context of
the guidance provided by the Tayside Landscape Character Assessment. The
assessment identifies different landscape character zones, considers their capacity
to absorb change, and indicates how various types of development might best be
accommodated to conserve characteristic landscape features and to strengthen and
enhance landscape quality. Particular attention is focussed on the location, siting and
design of development and the identification of proposals which would be detrimental
to the landscape character of Angus.

Policy ER5 : Conservation of Landscape Character

Development proposals should take account of the guidance provided by the
Tayside Landscape Character Assessment and where appropriate will be
considered against the following criteria:

(a) sites selected should be capable of absorbing the proposed development
to ensure that it fits into the landscape;

(b) where required, landscape mitigation measures should be in character
with, or enhance, the existing landscape setting;

(c) new buildings/structures should respect the pattern, scale, siting, form,
design, colour and density of existing development;

(d) priority should be given to locating new development in towns, villages or
building groups in preference to isolated development.



Noise Pollution

3.20 Noise can have a significant impact on our health, quality of life
and the general quality of the environment. The planning system has
an important role in preventing and limiting noise pollution and the
noise implications of development can be a material consideration in
determining applications for planning permission adjacent to existing
noise sensitive development or where new noise sensitive
development is proposed.

Policy ER11 : Noise Pollution

Development which adversely affects health, the natural or built
environment or general amenity as a result of an unacceptable
increase in noise levels will not be permitted unless there is an
overriding need which cannot be accommodated elsewhere.
Proposals for development generating unacceptable noise levels
will not generally be permitted adjacent to existing or proposed
noise sensitive land uses.

Proposals for new noise-sensitive development which would be
subject to unacceptable levels of noise from an existing noise
source or from a proposed use will not be permitted.
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Planning Advice Note 56 -
Planning and Noise (1999)

Noise sensitive land uses should
be generally regarded as including
housing, hospitals, educational
establishments, offices and some
livestock farms.
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LISTED BUILDINGS

3.34 The relationship of a listed building with the buildings, landscape and spaces
around it is an essential part of its character. The setting of a listed building is,
therefore, worth preserving and may extend to encompass land or buildings some
distance away. Insensitive development can erode or destroy the character and/or
setting of a listed building. Consequently planning permission will not be granted for
development which adversely affects the setting of a Listed Building. Trees and
landscaping, boundary walls and important elevations may be particularly sensitive to
the effects of development.

Policy ER16 : Development Affecting the Setting of a Listed Building

Development proposals will only be permitted where they do not adversely
affect the setting of a listed building. New development should avoid building
in front of important elevations, felling mature trees and breaching boundary
walls.



Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Sites

3.36 Angus has a rich heritage of archaeological remains ranging
from crop marks and field systems through to structures such as
standing stones, hill forts, castles and churches. They are evidence
of the past development of society and help us to understand and
interpret the landscape of today. They are a finite and non-
renewable resource to be protected and managed.

3.37 Sites considered to be of national importance are scheduled by
Scottish Ministers as Ancient Monuments. There are over 200 such
sites in Angus with additional sites regularly being incorporated into
the List. In addition, there are other monuments of regional or local
significance. All of these sites and monuments, whether scheduled
or not, are fragile and irreplaceable.

3.38 The owner or occupier of a scheduled ancient monument is
required to obtain consent from Historic Scotland for repairs,
alterations, demolition, or any work affecting the monument. In
order therefore to protect the scheduled monument any planning
application that may affect it will be notified to Historic Scotland and
their comments taken into account in determining development
proposals.

Policy ER18 : Archaeological Sites of National Importance

Priority will be given to preserving Scheduled Ancient
Monuments in situ. Developments affecting Scheduled Ancient
Monuments and other nationally significant archaeological
sites and historic landscapes and their settings will only be
permitted where it can be adequately demonstrated that either:

a) the proposed development will not result in damage to the
scheduled monument or site of national archaeological
interest or the integrity of its setting; or

b) there is overriding and proven public interest to be gained
from the proposed development that outweighs the
national significance attached to the preservation of the
monument or archaeological importance of the site. In the
case of Scheduled Ancient Monuments, the development
must be in the national interest in order to outweigh the
national importance attached to their preservation; and

c) the need for the development cannot reasonably be met in
other less archaeologically damaging locations or by
reasonable alternative means; and

d) the proposal has been sited and designed to minimise
damage to the archaeological remains.

Where development is considered acceptable and preservation

of the site in its original location is not possible, the excavation

and recording of the site will be required in advance of
development, at the developer’s expense.

AC?2

NPPG 5: Planning and
Archaeology (1994)

Sets out the role of the planning
system in protecting ancient
monuments and archaeological
sites and landscapes. The
Government seeks to encourage
the preservation of our heritage
of sites and landscapes of
archaeological and  historic
interest. The development plan
system provides the policy
framework for meeting the need
for development along with the
need for preserving
archaeological resources.

PAN 42 : Archaeology - the
Planning Process and
Scheduled Monument
Procedure (1994)
Archaeological remains offer a
tangible, physical link with the
past. They are a finite and non-
renewable resource containing
unique information about our
past and the potential for an
increase in future knowledge.
Such remains are part of
Scotland’s identity and are
valuable both for their own sake
and for education, leisure and
tourism. The remains are often
fragile and vulnerable to damage
or destruction;, care must
therefore be taken to ensure that
they are not needlessly
destroyed.

Scheduled Ancient Monument
(SAM):

The site of a scheduled
monument and any other
monument which in the opinion
of the Scottish Ministers is of
public interest by reason of its
historic, architectural, traditional,
artistic or archaeological
interest.



3.39 While the best examples of valuable archaeological sites are
designated of national importance there are numerous examples of
historic sites in both urban and rural areas that are of local
significance. There are also other sites where finds may have been
made in the past but no remains are known to date.

3.40 Within the mediaeval burghs of Arbroath, Brechin, Forfar and
Montrose areas of primary and secondary archaeological
significance were identified through the Scottish Burgh Surveys
undertaken in the late 1970s. This provides an indicator for
prospective developers that where redevelopment is being proposed
an archaeological assessment may be required prior to
commencement of works or at least a watching brief during
excavations.

Policy ER19 : Archaeological Sites of Local Importance

Where development proposals affect unscheduled sites of
known or suspected archaeological interest, Angus Council will
require the prospective developer to arrange for an
archaeological evaluation to determine the importance of the
site, its sensitivity to development and the most appropriate
means for preserving or recording any archaeological
information. The evaluation will be taken into account when
determining whether planning permission should be granted
with or without conditions or refused.

Where development is generally acceptable and preservation of
archaeological features in situ is not feasible Angus Council
will require through appropriate conditions attached to
planning consents or through a Section 75 Agreement, that
provision is made at the developer’s expense for the excavation
and recording of threatened features prior to development
commencing.
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Historic Gardens and Designed Landscapes

3.41 There are many fine examples of estates, parks and gardens,
which help to form the landscape quality of Angus. The contribution
of these historic and designed landscapes to the appearance of
Tayside is recognised in the Tayside Landscape Character
Assessment (1999).

3.42 Angus Council will seek to protect and enhance historic
gardens and designed landscapes currently included in the
Inventory of Gardens and Designed Landscapes in Scotland (1989),
and any others that may be identified during the plan period as well
as non-inventory sites of local or regional importance. Although it is
recognised that non-inventory sites make an important contribution
to the character of the landscape of Angus, further research is
required to determine their number and location.

Policy ER20 : Historic Gardens and Designed Landscapes

Sites included in the “Inventory of Gardens and Designed
Landscapes in Scotland”, and any others that may be identified
during the plan period, will be protected from development that
adversely affects their character, amenity value and historic
importance. Development proposals will only be permitted
where it can be demonstrated that:

(a) the proposal will not significantly damage the essential
characteristics of the garden and designed landscape or its
setting; or

(b) there is a proven public interest, in allowing the
development, which cannot be met in other less damaging
locations or by reasonable alternative means.

Protection will also be given to non-inventory historic gardens,
surviving features of designed landscapes, and parks of
regional or local importance, including their setting.
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Inventory of Gardens and
Designed  Landscapes in
Scotland(1989):

A detailed list compiled by
Historic Scotland and Scottish
Natural Heritage as being of
architectural or historic interest.
Inventory sites in Angus include:
Airlie Castle

Ascreavie

Brechin Castle

Cortachy Castle

Edzell Castle

Glamis Castle

Guthrie Castle

The Guynd

House of Dun

House of Pitmuies

Kinnaird Castle



Renewable Energy

3.72 The Scottish Executive is strongly supportive of renewable
energies and has set a target of 17-18% of Scotland’s electricity
supply to come from renewable sources by 2010. NPPG6: Renewable
Energy Developments (Revised 2000) considers a range of
renewable energy technologies and encourages the provision of a
positive policy framework to guide such developments. The Scottish
Executive’s aspiration is for renewable sources to contribute 40% of
electricity production by 2020, an estimated total installed capacity of
6GW (Minister for Enterprise, July 2005). This will require major
investment in commercial renewable energy production and
distribution capacity throughout Scotland.

3.73 The Dundee and Angus Structure Plan acknowledges the
advantages of renewable energy in principle but also recognises the
potential concerns associated with development proposals in specific
locations. Angus Council supports the principle of developing sources
of renewable energy in appropriate locations. Large-scale
developments will only be encouraged to locate in areas where both
technical (e.g. distribution capacity and access roads) and
environmental capacity can be demonstrated.

3.74 Developments which impinge on the Cairngorms National Park
will be considered within the context of the National Park Authority’s
Planning Policy No1: Renewable Energy.

Renewable Energy Sources

3.75 Offshore energy production, including wind and tidal methods,
has the potential to make a significant contribution to the production of
renewable energy in Scotland. Other than small-scale onshore
support buildings, such developments currently fall outwith the remit
of the planning system.

3.76 All renewable energy production, including from wind, water,
biomass, waste incineration and sources using emissions from
wastewater treatment works and landfill sites will require some
processing, generating or transmission plant. Such developments,
that can all contribute to reducing emissions will have an impact on
the local environment and will be assessed in accordance with Policy
ER34.

Policy ER34 : Renewable Energy Developments

Proposals for all forms of renewable energy development will be
supported in principle and will be assessed against the following
criteria:
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NPPG6: Renewable Energy
Developments (Revised 2000)

The Scottish Ministers wish to
see the planning system make
positive provision for renewable
energy whilst at the same time:

e meeting the international and
national statutory obligations
to protect designated areas,
species, and habitats of
natural heritage interest and
the historic environment from
inappropriate forms of
development; and

minimising the effects on local
communities.

Large-scale projects which may
or will require an Environmental
Assessment. These are defined
as hydroelectric schemes
designed to produce more than
0.5MW and wind farms of more
than 2 turbines or where the hub
height of any turbine or any
other structure exceeds 15m.

SNH’s EIA Handbook identifies
6 types of impact which may
require an assessment:
Landscape and visual;
Ecological;

Earth heritage;

Soil;

Countryside access; and
Marine environment.



(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)
(e)

the siting and appearance of apparatus have been chosen to
minimise the impact on amenity, while respecting operational
efficiency;

there will be no unacceptable adverse landscape and visual
impacts having regard to landscape character, setting within
the immediate and wider Ilandscape, and sensitive
viewpoints;

the development will have no unacceptable detrimental effect
on any sites designated for natural heritage, scientific,
historic or archaeological reasons;

no unacceptable environmental effects of transmission
lines, within and beyond the site; and

access for construction and maintenance traffic can be
achieved without compromising road safety or causing
unacceptable permanent and significant change to the
environment and landscape.

Wind Energy

3.77 Onshore wind power is likely to provide the greatest opportunity

and challenge for developing renewable energy production in
Angus. Wind energy developments vary in scale but, by their very
nature and locational requirements, they have the potential to
cause visual impact over long distances. Wind energy
developments also raise a number of environmental issues and
NPPG 6 advises that planning policies should guide developers to
broad areas of search and to establish criteria against which to
consider development proposals. In this respect, Scottish Natural
Heritage Policy Statement 02/02, Strategic Locational Guidance
for Onshore Wind Farms in Respect of the Natural Heritage,
designates land throughout Scotland as being of high, medium or
low sensitivity zones in terms of natural heritage. Locational
guidance is provided to supplement the broad-brush zones.

3.78 A range of technical factors influence the potential for wind farm

development in terms of location and viability. These include wind
speed, access to the distribution network, consultation zones,
communication masts, and proximity to radio and radar
installations. Viability is essentially a matter for developers to
determine although annual average wind speeds suitable for
commercially viable generation have been recorded over most of
Angus, other than for sheltered valley bottoms. Environmental
implications will require to be assessed in conjunction with the
Council, SNH and other parties as appropriate.
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Strategic Locational Guidance
for Onshore Windfarms in
Respect of the Natural
Heritage - Scottish Natural
Heritage Policy Statement No
02/02

Zone 3 — high natural heritage
sensitivity. Developers should
be encouraged to look outwith
Zone 3 for development
opportunities

Zone 2 — medium natural
heritage sensitivity. ...while
there is often scope for wind
farm development within Zone
2 it may be restricted in scale
and energy output and will
require both careful choice of
location and care in design to
avoid natural heritage
impacts.

Zone 1 - ...inclusion of an area
in Zone 1 does not imply
absence of natural heritage
interest. Good siting and
design should however enable
such localised interests to be
respected, so that overall
within Zone 1, natural heritage
interests do not present a
significant constraint on wind
farm development
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Figure 3.4 : Geographic Areas

Area of Angus within
the Cairngorms National Park

14a
Montrose

Kirkton O

14b

8
Newtyle

Monifieth

1 Highland 2 Lowland and Hills 3 Coast
TLCA Designation TLCA Designation TLCA Designation
1a  Upper Highland Glens 8 Igneous Hills 14a  Coast with sand
1b  Mid Highland Glens 10 Broad Valley Lowland 14b  Coast with cliffs
3 Highland Summits & Plateaux 12 Low Moorland Hills 15 Lowland Basin
5 Highland Foothills 13 Dipslope Farmland

© CROWN COPYRIGHT, ANGUS COUNCIL 100023404, 2008.

Angus Local Plan Review
95



3.79 Scottish Natural Heritage published a survey of Landscape
Character, the Tayside Landscape Character Assessment (TLCA),
which indicates Angus divides naturally into three broad geographic
areas — the Highland, Lowland and hills and the Coast. The Tayside
Landscape Character Assessment provides a classification to map
these areas based on their own particular landscape characteristics
(Fig 3.4).

Area TLCA Classification Landscape Character
1 Highland 1a, 1b, 3,5 Plateaux summits, glens and
complex fault line topography
2 Lowlandand 8, 10, 12,13 Fertile strath, low hills and
hills dipslope farmland.
3 Coast 14a, 14b, 15 Sand and cliff coast and tidal
basin

The impact of wind farm proposals will, in terms of landscape
character, be assessed against the TLCA classifications within the
wider context of the zones identified in SNH Policy Statement 02/02.

3.80 The open exposed character of the Highland summits and the
Coast (Areas 1 and 3) is sensitive to the potential landscape and
visual impact of large turbines. The possibility of satisfactorily
accommodating turbines in parts of these areas should not be
discounted although locations associated with highland summits and
plateaux, the fault line topography and coast are likely to be less
suitable. The capacity of the landscape to absorb wind energy
development varies. In all cases, the scale layout and quality of
design of turbines will be an important factor in assessing the impact
on the landscape.

3.81 The Highland and Coast also have significant natural heritage
value, and are classified in SNH Policy Statement 02/02 as mainly
Zone 2 or 3 - medium to high sensitivity. The development of large
scale wind farms in these zones is likely to be limited due to potential
adverse impact on their visual character, landscape and other natural
heritage interests.

3.82 The Lowland and Hills (Area 2) comprises a broad swathe
extending from the Highland boundary fault to the coastal plain. Much
of this area is classified in Policy Statement 02/02 as Zone 1- lowest
sensitivity. Nevertheless, within this wider area there are locally
important examples of higher natural heritage sensitivity such as
small- scale landscapes, skylines and habitats which will influence the
location of wind turbines. In all cases, as advocated by SNH, good
siting and design should show respect for localised interests.

3.83 Wind farm proposals can affect residential amenity, historic
and archaeological sites and settings, and other economic and social
activities including tourism. The impact of wind farm developments on
these interests requires careful assessment in terms of sensitivity and
scale so that the significance can be determined and taken into
account.

3.84 Cumulative impact occurs where wind farms/turbines are
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visually interrelated e.g. more than one wind farm is visible from a
single point or sequentially in views from a road or a footpath.
Landscape and visual impact can be exacerbated if wind turbines
come to dominate an area or feature. Such features may extend
across local authority, geographic or landscape boundaries and
impact assessments should take this into account. Environmental
impacts can also be subject to cumulative effect — for example where
a number of turbine developments adversely affect landscape
character, single species or habitat type.

3.85 SNH advise that an assessment of cumulative -effects
associated with a specific wind farm proposal should be limited to all
existing and approved developments or undetermined Section 36 or
planning applications in the public domain. The Council may consider
that a pre-application proposal in the public domain is a material
consideration and, as such, may decide it is appropriate to include it in
a cumulative assessment. Similarly, projects outwith the 30km radius
may exceptionally be regarded as material in a cumulative context.

Policy ER35 : Wind Energy Development

Wind energy developments must meet the requirements of
Policy ER34 and also demonstrate:

(@) the reasons for site selection;

(b) that no wind turbines will cause unacceptable interference
to birds, especially those that have statutory protection and
are susceptible to disturbance, displacement or collision;

(c) there is no unacceptable detrimental effect on residential
amenity, existing land uses or road safety by reason of
shadow flicker, noise or reflected light;

(d) that no wind turbines will interfere with authorised aircraft
activity;

(e) that no electromagnetic disturbance is likely to be caused
by the proposal to any existing transmitting or receiving
system, or (where such disturbances may be caused) that
measures will be taken to minimise or remedy any such
interference;

(f) that the proposal must be capable of co-existing with other
existing or permitted wind energy developments in terms
of cumulative impact particularly on visual amenity and
landscape, including impacts from development in
neighbouring local authority areas;

(g) a realistic means of achieving the removal of any apparatus
when redundant and the restoration of the site are
proposed.

Local Community Benefit

3.86 Where renewable energy schemes accord with policies in this
local plan there may be opportunities to secure contributions from
developers for community initiatives. Such contributions are not part
of the planning process and as such will require to be managed
through other means than obligations pursuant to Section 75 Planning
Agreement. Community contributions are separate from planning gain
and will not be considered as part of any planning application.
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NPPG6 : Renewable Energy
Developments (Revised 2000)

Large-scale projects which may
or will require an Environmental
Assessment. These are defined
as hydroelectric schemes
designed to produce more than
0.5MW and wind farms of more
than 2 turbines or where the hub
height of any turbine or any
other structure exceeds 15m.



Delivering the vision and objectives of this Plan requires
management of land and conservation of resources. This
recognises that good quality development and the right
type of development in the right places can lead to a
series of social, economic and environmental benefits for
those areas and the TAYplan region as a whole. This Plan
balances these factors with the sometimes competing
nature of different land uses.

This Plan safeguards for present and future generations
important resources and land with potential to support the
economy. It also requires us to ensure that development
and growth in the economy occur in a way that does not
place unacceptable burdens on environmental capacity
and increase the exposure of users or inhabitants to
risks. This can be achieved by directing development

to specific locations (Policies 1, 4, 5, 6 and 7); ensuring
that development is fit for place (Policies 2 and 8); and,
that some areas or assets are safeguarded for a specific
range of land uses (Policy 3).

This is important to support the growth of emerging
sectors of the economy, such as the off-shore renewable
energy sector through the protection of the region’s

ports for port-related uses, particularly Dundee and
Montrose Ports. Similarly employment land, particularly
in rural areas, can be affected through redevelopment for
alternative uses or by alternative uses nearby. This could
hinder or even prevent the start up of businesses in the
future and/or limit business operations.

The economic recovery of the region and new development
will need to be supported by appropriate infrastructure,
particularly transport infrastructure. This will also contribute
to behavioural change and reducing reliance on the car and
on road-based freight. Ensuring that this can be delivered
will require land and routes to be protected from prejudicial
development. It also requires the public and private sectors
to work jointly to deliver infrastructure.

Supporting future food and resource security will require
the protection of finite resources like minerals, forestry
and prime agricultural land* by management as one
consideration in the prioritisation of land release under
Policy 1.

Limiting the types of land uses that can occur within green
belts at Perth and St. Andrews will contribute to protecting
the settings and historic cores of those settlements from
inappropriate development and prevent coalescence with
neighbouring areas.

It is essential to grow the economy within environmental
limits and build-in resilience to climate change, natural
processes and increased risk from sea level rise. Identifying
environmentally sensitive areas and important natural and
historic assets where no or very limited development would
be permitted, such as some coastal areas, Natura 2000**
sites and other locations, will contribute to this. It will also be
important to ensure that plans for managed realignment of
coast and other coastal management are devised in liaison
with Scottish Natural Heritage and Marine Scotland.

*Prime agricultural land: Land classes 1, 2 and 3.1 — these are the most suited to arable agriculture.
**Natura 2000: European-wide designations to protect habitats and species — special protection areas (SPAs), Ramsar sites and special areas of conservation (SACs)




Policy 3: Managing TAYplan’s Assets
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industrial requirements;

* identifying and safeguarding at least 5 years supply of employment land within
principal settlements to support the growth of the economy and a diverse range of

» safeguarding areas identified for class 4 office type uses in principal settlements; and,

~

continuing to designate green belt boundaries at both

St. Andrews and Perth to preserve their settings, views
and special character including their historic cores; assist
in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;

to manage long term planned growth including
infrastructure in this Plan’s Proposals Map and Strategic
Development Areas in Policy 4; and define appropriate
forms of development within the green belt based on
Scottish Planning Policy;

Perth Core
Area

M
L] ".
- i

o™ . ' -

St. Andrews .

© Crown copyright and databasé Irig"ht'.2012. All rights reserved. Ordnance Survey Licence number 100023371
» using Perth green belt to sustain the identity of Scone,
and provide sufficient land for planned development

around key villages and settlements.

- J

using the location priorities set out in Policy 1 of this Plan to:

» further assisting in growing the year-round role of the tourism sector.
Employment Land
(.

Natural and

Greenbelts
Historic

Assets*

Land should
be identified
through
Local
Development
Plans to ensure
responsible
management
of TAYplan’s
assets by:

Finite Resources

» safeguard minerals deposits of economic importance and land for a minimum of
10 years supply of construction aggregates at all times in all market areas; and,

» protect prime agricultural land, new and existing forestry areas, and carbon rich
soils (where identified) where the advantages of development do not outweigh

the loss of productive land.

Understanding and respecting the regional distinctiveness and
scenic value of the TAYplan area through:

» ensuring development likely to have a significant effect

on a designated or proposed Natura 2000 sites (either
alone or in combination with other sites or projects), will
be subject to an appropriate assessment. Appropriate
mitigation requires to be identified where necessary to
ensure there will be no adverse effect on the integrity of
Natura 2000 sites in accordance with Scottish Planning
Policy;

safeguarding habitats, sensitive green spaces, forestry,
watercourses, wetlands, floodplains (in-line with the water
framework directive), carbon sinks, species and wildlife
corridors, geodiversity, landscapes, parks, townscapes,
archaeology, historic buildings and monuments and allow
development where it does not adversely impact upon or
preferably enhances these assets; and,

identifying and safeguarding parts of the undeveloped
coastline along the River Tay Estuary and in Angus and
North Fife, that are unsuitable for development and set out
policies for their management; identifying areas at risk from
flooding and sea level rise and develop policies to manage
retreat and realignment, as appropriate.

~

safeguarding land at Dundee and Montrose Ports, and
other harbours, as appropriate, for port related uses to
support freight, economic growth and tourism; and,

» safeguarding land for future infrastructure provision
(including routes), identified in the Proposal Map of
this Plan or other locations or routes, as appropriate,
or which is integral to a Strategic Development Area in
Policy 4 of this Plan, or which is essential to support a
shift from reliance on the car and road-based freight

and support resource management objectives.

N

/
~

/

*Natural and historic assets: Landscapes, habitats, wildlife sites and corridors, vegetation, biodiversity, green spaces, geological features, water courses and ancient monuments, archaeological sites and landscape,
historic buildings, townscapes, parks, gardens and other designed landscapes, and other features (this includes but is not restricted to designated buildings or areas).
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This Plan seeks to reduce resource consumption through provision
of energy and waste/resource management infrastructure® in order to
contribute to Scottish Government ambitions for the mitigation of and
adaptation to climate change and to achieve zero waste. It also aims
to contribute towards greater regional energy self-sufficiency.

This requires us to use less energy and to generate more power

and heat from renewable sources and resource recovery; and, to
consider waste from start to finish; becoming better at resource
management. This is strongly tied into resource security and living
within environmental limits. It also presents opportunities to grow the
renewable energy and waste/resource management sector as a whole
within the TAYplan region. The issue is no longer about whether such
facilities are needed but instead about helping to ensure they are
delivered in the most appropriate locations.

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
role is for Local Development Plans. It sets out a series of locational
considerations for all energy and waste/resource management
infrastructure as the impacts and operations of these share similar
characteristics.

This Plan ensures consistency between Local Development
Plans in fulfilling Scottish Planning Policy requirements to define
areas of search for renewable energy infrastructure and it applies
this to a wide range of energy and waste/resource management
infrastructure.

It recognises the different scales — property (eg micro-renewables

or individual waste facilities), community (eg district heating and
power or local waste facilities) and regional/national (eg national
level schemes and waste facilities for wide areas) at which this
infrastructure can be provided and both the individual and cumulative
contribution that can be made, particularly by community and
property scale infrastructure, to Scottish Government objectives for
greater decentralisation of heat and energy.

Energy and Waste/Resource Management Infrastructure: Ensures that energy and waste/resource management
infrastructure are in the most appropriate locations.

Changes in the law allowing surplus power to be sold back to the
national grid and other incentives could stimulate interest from local
authorities, businesses, householders, community land trusts and other
groups to obtain loans for energy infrastructure to enable development to
meet local or individual needs in future. Similarly the price of materials in
the global market place may continue to stimulate business interests in
resource recovery.

f

Many of the region’s existing waste management facilities have
additional capacity or could be expanded in situ, including the
strategic scale facilities at Binn Farm near Glenfarg and DERL at
Baldovie in Dundee. No requirement for new landfill sites has been
identified before 2024 and successful implementation of the Scottish
Government’s Zero Waste Plan and expansion of other treatment
facilities could extend this to and beyond 2032.

This Plan encourages new strategic scale waste/resource
management infrastructure to be within or close to the Dundee and
Perth Core Areas reflecting the proximity of materials and customers
for heat and other products.

Modern waste/resource management infrastructure is designed
and regulated to high standards and is similar to other industrial
processes. Subject to detailed site specific considerations, waste
management facilities can be considered appropriate land uses
within industrial and employment sites.

Waste and Resource Management Hierarchy

Prevent
Reduce
Reuse
Recycle
Recover

Dispose

*Energy and waste management infrastructure: Infrastructure for heat and power generation and transmission; and, collection, separation, handling, transfer, processing, resource recovery and disposal of waste.
This includes recycling plants, anaerobic waste digesters, energy from waste plants, wind turbines, biomass plants, combined heat and power plants, solar power, hydro electric power plants and similar facilities.
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Policy 6: Energy and Waste/Resource Management Infrastructure

\
To deliver a A. Local Development Plans should identify areas that are suitable for different forms of renewable heat and
low/zero carbon electricity infrastructure and for waste/resource management infrastructure or criteria to support this; including, where
future and appropriate, land for process industries (e.g. the co-location/proximity of surplus heat producers with heat users).
contribute to . e . . .
. B. Beyond community or small scale facilities waste/resource management infrastructure is most likely to be
meeting o . e .
Scottish focussed within or close to the Dundee and/or Perth Core Areas (identified in Policy 1).
Government C. Local Development Plans and development proposals should ensure that all areas of search, allocated sites,
energy and routeg an_q decisions.o.n development prpposals for energy aqd waste/resource management infrastructure have
waste targets: been justified, at a minimum, on the basis of these considerations:
» The specific land take requirements associated with the infrastructure technology and associated statutory
safety exclusion zones where appropriate;
* Waste/resource management proposals are justified against the Scottish Government’s Zero Waste Plan and
support the delivery of the waste/resource management hierarchy; |'=|'|
* Proximity of resources (e.g. woodland, wind or waste material); and to users/customers, grid connections and 0
distribution networks for the heat, power or physical materials and waste products, where appropriate; 8
» Anticipated effects of construction and operation on air quality, emissions, noise, odour, surface and ground water g
pollution, drainage, waste disposal, radar installations and flight paths, and, of nuisance impacts on off-site properties; Q.
» Sensitivity of landscapes (informed by landscape character assessments and other work), the water QE,
environment, biodiversity, geo-diversity, habitats, tourism, recreational access and listed/scheduled buildings 2N
and structures; %
* Impacts of associated new grid connections and distribution or access infrastructure; g
+ Cumulative impacts of the scale and massing of multiple developments, including existing infrastructure; 8
=
* Impacts upon neighbouring planning authorities (both within and outwith TAYplan); and, 8
» Consistency with the National Planning Framework and its Action Programme. ?El
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Angus
ouncil

Memorandum
Communities
(Roads)
TO:! HEAD OF PLANNING & PLACE
FROM: HEAD OF TECHNICAL & PROPERTY SERVICES
YOUR REF:
OUR REF: GH/AG/CM D1.3
DATE: 20 JANUARY 2015
SUBJECT: PLANNING APPLICATION REF. NO. 14/01067/FULL ~ PROPOSED 77m

WIND TURBINE AT ELLIOT INDUSTRIAL ESTATE, ARBROATH FOR BAIRDS
MALT SINGLE TURBINE LTD

| refer to the above planning application.

The site is located at the south east corner of the existing Bairds Malts site within Elliot
Industrial Estate, Peasiehill Road, Arbroath.

The applicant has submitted an Environmental Report which states that the turbines will
be landed at Montrose and then transported south to the site via the A92 Dundee -
Montrose road, Westway and Peasiehill Road.

| have considered the application in terms of the traffic likely to be generated by it, and
its impact on the public road network. As a result, | do not object to the application but
would recommend that any consent granted shall be subject to the following condition:

1 That, prior to the commencement of development, a Construction Troffic
Management and Routing Plan shall be submitted for the written approval of the
Planning Authority.  Thereafter, the development shall be undertaken in
accordance with the approved details of the plan. The Construction Traffic
Management and Routing Plan shali consider arrangements for the following:

(i) agreement with the Roads Authority on the routing for abnormal loads:
(i) the type and volume of vehicles to be utilised in the delivery to the site of

construction materials and turbine components associated with  the
construction and erection of the wind turbines;

County Buildings | Market Street | Forfar | Tel: (01307) 461460 | Fax: (01307) 473388



(i)

(iv)

(v)
(vi)

(vii)
{viii)

(ix)

(x)

{xi)

(i)

(i)

{xiv)

(xv)

{xvi)
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assessment of the suitability of the proposed routes, including bridge
capacities, to accommodate the type and volume of ftraffic to be
generated by the development. The assessment shall include details of swept
path analyses and include DVD video route surveys;

any proposed accommodation works / mitigating measures affecting the
public roads in order to allow for delivery loads including carriageway
widening, junction alterations, associated drainage works, protection to
public utilities, temporary or permanent traffic management signing, and
temporary relocation or removal of other items of street furniture;

the restriction of delivery traffic to agreed routes;

the timing of construction traffic to minimise impacts on local communities,
particularly at school start and finish times, during refuse collection, ot
weekends and during community events;

a code of conduct for HGV drivers to allow for queuing traffic 1o pass;

ficison with the roads authority regarding winter maintenance;

contingency procedures, including names and telephone numbers of
persons responsible, for dealing with vehicle breakdowns;

a dust and dirt management strategy, including sheeting and wheel
cleaning prior to departure from the site;

the location, design, erection and maintenance of warning/information signs
for the duration of the works, at site accesses and crossovers on private haul
roads or fracks used by construction traffic and pedestrians, cyclists or
equestrians;

contingencies for unobstructed access for emergency services:

co-ordination with other major commercial users of the public roads on the
agreed routes in the vicinity of the site;

traffic management, in the vicinity of temporary construction compounds;

arrangements for the monitoring, reviewing and reporting on the
implementation of the approved plan; and

procedures for dealing with non-compliance with the approved plan.

Reason: to ensure the free flow of fraffic in the interests of road safely, for the
convenience of road users and to ensure that any works required fo the local road
network to facilitate the development are undertaken.

| trust the above comments are of assistance but should you have any further queries,
please contact Adrian Gwynne on extension 3393.

re.
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Miss Hachel Evans

Assislanl Saleguarding OMizer
Ministry of Defence
Safeguarding — Wind Energy

Defence Sution Coldfed
. ; Liniled Kingdom
Organisation

Your Reference; 14/01067/FULL

Telephone [MOD]: +44 400121 3112795
Facsirmile [MON]: +44 {00121 311 2218
Our Referance: 21302 E-rrail: DICODC-IPSEGIa@mmaed . uk

Bdr David Gray
Angus Council
iledirges

Market Strast
Forfar

D8 3LG T Jamay 2075

Dear Mr Gray

Plaase guots In any corraspondence: 21802
Site N . Malti
Planning Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Site Address: Feasienill Road, Elot Industnal Estate, Arbroath, D011 2MJ

Thrank you o LJ'G.FFI'.:EIJI'EIP# Ui Blinsley of Delencs (MOD) aboul e above planniiyg apalicalion in o
communication dated 8" January 20150,

I am writirg to infamn you that the MOD objede to the proposal. Cur aseeesment has been carned out on the
biazsis Lhial thare will Be 1 lurkine, 77 mabres in baight roan ground Teved Lo blade lip and localed al the grid
reference below as stated in the planning application or orovidec by the developer

1 ko 61328 A007 "

Air Traffic Control (ATC) Radar

| e turame wll B2 2415 b f!'ll'l'i. fefleciabie EI';'. And will Cause :JI'IﬂCEE:DLﬂ."JlE intedference to the Al G radar at
RAF Leudhars.

Wind turbines Fave been shown to have detrimental effects on the peformance of MOD AT and Range Corfrol
medars. Thoss cffocts include the desonsitisetion of redar in the vicnity of the turbincs, snd the creation of “falsc’
aircraft retums which ai- traffic comtrollers muest treat as real. The desensitisation of radar cowld result in aimraf
nat heing deerfed by the radar snd therefore not presenied o air fraffic controllers. Controllers use the radar o
separate ang sequence both military and gvilian aircraft, and in busy uncontrolled airapace radar is the only sure
wiay b do this safely. Maintaining situational awareness of all aircreft movemands within the a'rspace is crucial to
achizviag a safn and efficicnt air traffic servicn, and the intoegrity of racar data is contral to this process. The
craatian of "falsa” sircrsft displayed on te radar leads to incresead worklaad fo- both controllers and aircrews,
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and mey have a significant oporetional impact. Furhermore, ree aircraft retums can oo obscurcd by the turbine's
radar retums, making the racking of sonflicting unknawn airgraft (the controllars” awn iraffic) much meee difficult.

If the dowcloper is able o overcomc the issucs statcd above, the MOD will request that the wrbing is fitted with 25
candela cmni-direstional red lighting or infrared lighting with an cptimised lash patem of G0 flashes per minue of
200ms 1 300Mms duration at the nRighest pracicatle point.

MOD Saleguarding wishes b e consulled and nolilied aboul Bie pogress of plaoning applications and
subrniszions relati-g to this propasal to verify that iz will not advarsaly affect defarnce intarests.

I hopa thiz adequately explaing our pogiticon on the matter. Further informaticn abaout the affacts of wind turbines
on MOD interasts can be obtained from the foloeang website:

MOD: https://www.gov.uk/aovernment/publications/wind-farms-ministry-of-defence-safequarding

Yours sinceraly

lis=s Racheal Evans
Ageistant Sofaguarding Officer Wing Encrigy
Defence Infrastnicture Organisatian

SAFEGUARDING SOLUTIONS TO DEFEMGE NEEDS
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E Ministry of Defence
% Safeguarding
_._ﬁ - Kingston Road
lelence Sutton Coldfield
Infrastruciure West Midlands B75 7RL
Organisatiﬂn United Kingdom
Your Ref. 14/01067/FUL Telephone [MOD]: +44 (0)121 311 3781
DIO Ref. DE/C/SUT/43/10/1/21802 Facsimile [MOD]: +44 (0)121 311 2218
E-mail: DIOODC-IPSSG3@mod.uk

Mr David Gray
Via Email
Angus Council

19 May 2015

Dear Mr Gray,

Maltings wind turbine at Peasiehall Road, Elliot Industrial Estate, Arbroath, DD11 2NJ

The Ministry of Defence (MOD) objected to the above application in the letter to Angus Council
dated 22" January 2015.

The MOD objected on the grounds that the proposed development would have an adverse impact
upon the Air Traffic Control radars at RAF Leuchars. The MOD noted that if the developer is able to
overcome these unacceptable impacts that the turbines should be fitted with appropriate aviation
lighting.

As you may be aware, the MOD has been in discussions with the aviation consultant working on
behalf of the applicant since the submission of this objection letter with a view to reaching
agreement on appropriate mitigation to address the unacceptable impacts of this development. The
updated MOD position is set out below:

RAF Leuchars

Wind Business Support Ltd on behalf of the applicant submitted a technical proposal to mitigate the
unacceptable affects of the proposed development on the Air Traffic Control (ATC) radar at RAF
Leuchars. The proposal has been accepted by the MOD, and a planning condition has been agreed
with the applicant. A draft is included at Annex A for the Council’s consideration.

Please note that the MOD is unaware of any proposed mitigation schemes within the military ATC
environment which have been successfully implemented to date. You may be aware that the MOD
has undertaken a Technology Demonstration (TD) programme of potential mitigation solutions
during the summer of 2013. The TD reported in January 2014, and the next steps were articulated
in the MOD’s response to the National Infrastructure Plan in March 2014.

The MOD continues to proactively seek a solution. During 2014 the MOD worked with wind farm
developers to find a way forward that was acceptable to all parties. It is anticipated that this work will
culminate in one or more contracts to assess mitigation solution provider(s) over a longer period in
order to prove a technical solution that meets the MOD requirement for mitigating wind turbines on
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ATC radars. The exact details of how this will be funded and how the work will be carried out will be
finalised in 2015.

Aviation Lighting

In the objection letter of 22" January 2015, the MOD identified that if the developer is able to
overcome the radar issue, the MOD will request that ‘the turbine is 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 MOD has agreed a planning
condition with the applicant and a draft is included in Annex A for the Council’s consideration.

In light of the above, the MOD would be prepared to remove its objection to this application subject
to appropriate conditions being imposed upon the consent, if granted. Should the Council be minded
to amend any of the conditions in Annex A, the MOD would welcome the opportunity to discuss
these amendments with the Council.

If planning permission is granted, the MOD would like to be advised of the following information;
e The date construction starts and ends;
e The maximum height of construction equipment;

e The latitude and longitude of the turbine erected

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you require any additional information, or should you
wish to discuss matters.

Yours faithfully

Marie Neenan
Senior Safeguarding Officer

Enc. Annex A
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Annex A

Air Traffic Control radar

No development shall commence unless and until an Air Traffic Control Radar Mitigation Scheme to
address the impact of the wind turbine upon air safety has been submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority.

The Air Traffic Control Radar Mitigation Scheme is a scheme designed to mitigate the impact of the
development upon the operation of the Primary Surveillance Radar at RAF Leuchars (“the Radar”)
and the air traffic control operations of the Ministry of Defence (MOD) which is reliant upon the
Radar. The Air Traffic Control Radar Mitigation Scheme shall set out the appropriate measures to
be implemented to mitigate the impact of the development on the Radar and shall be in place for the
operational life of the development provided the Radar remains in operation.

No turbines shall become operational unless and until all those measures required by the approved
Air Traffic Control Radar Mitigation Scheme to be implemented prior to the operation of the turbines
have been implemented and the Local Planning Authority has confirmed this in writing. The
development shall thereafter be operated fully in accordance with the approved Air Traffic Control
Radar Mitigation Scheme.

Aviation Lighting

The Company shall install MOD-accredited 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 turbine will be erected with this lighting installed and the lighting will
remain operational throughout the duration of this consent.
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TaylorE

From: ThomsonSD

Sent: 13 January 2016 15:19

To: TaylorE

Cc: MilneAJ

Subject: 14/01067/FULL Proposed wind turbine Baird's Malt Arbroath
Attachments: Bairds Malt Turbine Supporting information v2.1.pdf; Bairds Malt Turbine

Addendum v1.0.pdf; Bairds_Zones.pdf

Dear Ed | refer to the above application and previous correspondence regarding the same;

As you are aware this service objected to the above application due to concerns about the
information provided by the applicants in terms of both noise and shadow flicker. Further
information has now been submitted in respect of both these issues and taking these into
consideration | would advise further as follows;

Operational wind turbine noise.

The applicants consultant has submitted additional supporting information by e-mail dated 12
January 2016 and a noise assessment addendum again by e-mail dated 17 December 2015
copies attached above for information)

Together these have addressed the issues raised in my consultation response dated 17t April 2015
and in addition the applicants agent has also looked at the potential impact of seasonal
changes in background plant noise due to non-operation of the steep fans. A revised assessment
including a slight reduction of certain derived noise limits has been carried out and this has
demonstrated that operational turbine noise is predicted to be well within the revised limits.

Taking all the submitted information into consideration | am now satisfied that the methodology
used for the assessment follows the appropriate guidance for this type of development and
therefore | would not object to this application on the grounds of noise subject to appropriate
conditions being attached to any permission. To this end | attach below draft conditions for your
consideration. In addition to these | would also recommend that as the derived noise limits are
heavily influenced by the existing factory noise consideration should be given to a further
condition which would seek to prohibit the operation of the turbine should existing processes
cease.

Shadow Flicker

The applicants consultant has submitted a revised shadow flicker assessment by e-mail dated 6t
August 2015 which meets with the requirements of this service and demonstrates that any impact
caused by shadow flicker should be capable of being mitigated to a satisfactory level.
Accordingly this service would not object to this application on the grounds of shadow flicker
subject to an appropriate condition being attached to any permission and | include a draft
conditfion for your consideration below.

If you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact me.

Regards
steve

Draft conditions
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The rating level of noise immissions from the wind turbine (including the application of any tonal
penalty) when determined in accordance with the attached Guidance Notes (to this
condition), shall not exceed at any property lawfully existing at the date of this planning
permission

(a) the Laso dB (A) 10min levels, shown in tables A & B, during the respective periods described in
these tables; where there is more than one property at a location the noise limits apply to all
properties at that location or

(b) Laso 35dB (A) 10min at wind speeds up to 10 m/s at 10m height at any other location.

The zones referred to in tables A and B below are delineated on the attached plan reference:
14/01067/FULL Baird's Malt Arbroath table A and B zones

Prior fo the commencement of development the make and model of the turbine selected for
use in the development shall be submitted for the written approval of the Planning Authority.

Prior fo the commencement of development, where any turbine other than the candidate
turbine is to be installed, a detailed noise assessment, including where necessary a cumulative
assessment taking info account any existing wind turbine developments approved prior to the
date of this permission, demonstrating that the noise limits specified by this permission shall not
be exceeded shall be submitted for the written approval of the Planning Authority.

Prior fo the commencement of development, where any wind turbine is required to operate in a
reduced power mode in order fo comply with the noise limits specified by this permission a
scheme for the mitigation of noise shall be submitted for the written approval of the Planning
Authority.

The wind farm operator shall continuously log power production, wind speed and wind
direction, all in accordance with Guidance Note 1(d). This data shall be retained for a period of
not less than 24 months. The wind farm operator shall provide this information in the format set
out in Guidance Note 1(e) to the Local Planning Authority on its request, within 14 days of
receipt in writing of such a request.

No electricity shall be exported until the wind farm operator has submitted to the Local Planning
Authority for written approval a list of proposed independent consultants who may undertake
noise compliance measurements in accordance with this permission. Amendments to the list of
approved consultants shall be made only with the prior written approval of the Local Planning
Authority.

Within 21 days from receipt of a written request from the Local Planning Authority following a
complaint to it from an occupant of a dwelling alleging noise disturbance at that dwelling, the
wind farm operator shall, at its expense, employ a consultant approved by the Local Planning
Authority to assess the level of noise immissions from the wind farm at the complainant’s property
in accordance with the procedures described in the aftached Guidance Notes. The written
request from the Local Planning Authority shall set out at least the date, time and location that
the complaint relates to and any identified atmospheric conditions, including wind direction,
and include a statement as to whether, in the opinion of the Local Planning Authority, the noise
giving rise to the complaint contains or is likely to contain a tonal component.

The assessment of the rating level of noise immissions shall be undertaken in accordance with an
assessment protocol that shall previously have been submitted fo and approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority. The protocol shall include the proposed measurement location
identified in accordance with the Guidance Nofes where measurements for compliance
checking purposes shall be undertaken, whether noise giving rise to the complaint contains or is
likely to contain a tonal component, and also the range of meteorological and operational
conditions (which shall include the range of wind speeds, wind directions, power generation
and times of day) to determine the assessment of rating level of noise immissions. The proposed
range of conditions shall be those which prevailed during fimes when the complainant alleges
there was disturbance due to noise, having regard to the written request by the Local Planning
Authority to investigate a complaint, and such others as the independent consultant considers
likely to result in a breach of the noise limits.

2
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Where a dwelling to which a complaint is related is not listed in the tables aftached to these
condifions, the wind farm operator shall submit to the Local Planning Authority for written
approval proposed noise limits fo be adopted at the complainant’s dwelling for compliance
checking purposes. The proposed noise limits are to be those limits selected from the Tables
specified for a listed location which the independent consultant considers as being likely to
experience the most similar background noise environment to that experienced at the
complainant’s dwelling. The rating level of noise immissions resulting from the combined effects
of the wind turbines when determined in accordance with the attached Guidance Notes shall
not exceed the noise limits approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority for the
complainant’s dwelling.

. The wind farm operator shall provide to the Local Planning Authority the independent

consultant’s assessment of the rating level of noise immissions undertaken in accordance with
the Guidance Notes within 2 months of the date of the written request of the Local Planning
Authority for compliance measurements to be undertaken, unless the tfime limit is extended in
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The assessment shall include all data collected for the
purposes of undertaking the compliance measurements, such data to be provided in the format
set out in Guidance Note 1(e) of the Guidance Notes. The instrumentation used to undertake
the measurements shall be calibrated in accordance with Guidance Note 1(a) and certificates
of calibration shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority with the independent
consultant’s assessment of the rating level of noise immissions.

. Where a further assessment of the rating level of noise immissions from the wind farm is required

pursuant to Guidance Note 4(c), the wind farm operator shall submit a copy of the further
assessment within 21 days of submission of the independent consultant’s assessment pursuant to
condition 8 above unless the time Iimit has been extended in writing by the Local Planning
Authority.

. In the event that noise emissions from the wind turbine exceed the levels set by this permission,

operation of the turbine shall cease until measures to reduce noise levels to comply with this
permission are implemented. Should such measures fail fo achieve compliance with the noise
levels set by this permission the operation of the turbine shall cease until otherwise approved in
writing by the planning authority.

. Prior to the commencement of development a shadow flicker assessment shall be submitted for

the written approval of the Planning Authority. The aforementioned assessment shall consider
any sensitive receptors a minimum of Tkm from any proposed furbine. Where under worst case
conditions any property is predicted to be affected by shadow flicker for more than 30 minutes
per day or more than 30 hours per year then a scheme of mitigation shall be submitted for the
written approval of the Planning Authority. Once approved the operation of the wind farm shall
take place in accordance with the said scheme unless the Planning Authority gives written
consent to any variation. For the avoidance of doubt sensitive receptors includes all residential
properties, hospitals, schools and office buildings.

Table A: Operational wind turbine noise between 2300hrs — 0700hrs

Standardised 10m Height Wind Speed m/s
Location
4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Peasiehill Coftages 48.4 | 48.4 | 48.7 | 49.4 | 50.4 | 51.8 | 53.6 | 55.6 | 57.8
Patrick Allan Fraser street Zone 1 443 | 453 | 46.2 | 47.3 1 49.0 | 50.9 | 53.1 | 54.9 | 56
Kinghorne street Zone 2 42.4 | 43.2 | 43.9 | 44.8 | 46.2 | 47.7 | 49.5 | 51.3 | 52.8
Gerrard Place Zone 3 39.1 |1 41.3|143.0|44.7 | 46.3 | 48.0 | 49.7 | 51.3 | 52.6
Eliot Caravan site 39.1 [ 41.3 | 43.0|44.7 | 46.3 |148.0 | 49.7 | 51.3 | 52.6
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Table B: Operational wind turbine noise at all other times

Standardised 10m Height Wind Speed m/s

Location

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Peasiehill Coftages 50.2 | 50.2 |1 50.4 | 51.2 [ 52.2 | 53.7 | 55.2 | 56.8 | 58.4
Patrick Allan Fraser street Zone 1 448 | 454 | 46.5 | 47.9 | 49.5 | 51.4 [ 53.3 | 55.1 | 56.7
Kinghorne street Zone 2 43.3 | 44.2 | 45.2 | 46.3 | 47.8 | 49.3 | 50.9 | 52.2 | 53.5
Gerrard Place Zone 3 42.4 |1 43.8 | 45.1 | 46.4 | 47.6 | 49.1 [ 50.7 | 52.1 | 53.4
Elliot Caravan site 42.4 | 43.8 | 45.1 | 46.4 | 47.6 | 49.1 | 50.7 | 52.1 | 53.4

Guidance Notes for Noise Conditions

These notes are to be read with and form part of the noise condition. They further explain the condition and
specify the methods to be employed in the assessment of complaints about noise immissions from the wind
farm. The ratfing level at each integer wind speed is the arithmetic sum of the wind farm noise level as
determined from the best-fit curve described in Guidance Note 2 of these Guidance Notes and any tonal
penalty applied in accordance with Guidance Notfe 3. Reference to ETSU-R-97 refers to the publication
entitled “The Assessment and Rafing of Noise from Wind Farms” (1997) published by the Energy Technology
Support Unit (ETSU) for the Department of Trade and Industry (DTl).

Guidance Note 1

(a) Values of the LA0,10 minute noise statistic should be measured at the complainant’s property, using a
sound level meter of EN 60651/BS EN 60804 Type 1, or BS EN 61672 Class 1 quality (or the equivalent UK
adopted standard in force at the time of the measurements) set to measure using the fast time weighted
response as specified in BS EN 60651/BS EN 60804 or BS EN 61672-1 (or the equivalent UK adopted standard
in force at the time of the measurements). This should be calibrated in accordance with the procedure
specified in BS 4142: 1997 (or the equivalent UK adopted standard in force at the time of the
measurements). Measurements shall be undertaken in such a manner fo enable a tonal penalty to be
applied in accordance with Guidance Note 3.

(b) The microphone should be mounted at 1.2 — 1.5 metres above ground level, fitted with a two-layer
windshield or suitable equivalent approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority, and placed outside
the complainant’s dwelling. Measurements should be made in “free field” conditions. To achieve this, the
microphone should be placed at least 3.5 metres away from the building facade or any reflecting surface
except the ground at the approved measurement location. In the event that the consent of the
complainant for access to his or her property to undertake compliance measurements is withheld, the wind
farm operator shall submit for the written approval of the Local Planning Authority details of the proposed
alternative representative measurement location prior fo the commencement of measurements and the
measurements shall be undertaken at the approved alternative representative measurement location.

(c) The LA90,10 minute measurements should be synchronised with measurements of the 10-minute
arithmetic mean wind and operational data logged in accordance with Guidance Note 1(d), including
the power generation data from the turbine conftrol systems of the wind farm.

(d) To enable compliance with the conditions to be evaluated, the wind farm operator shall continuously
log arithmetic mean wind speed in metres per second and wind direction in degrees from north at hub
height for each turbine and arithmetic mean power generated by each turbine, all in successive 10-minute
periods. Unless an alternative procedure is previously agreed in writing with the Planning Authority, this hub
height wind speed, averaged across all operating wind turbines, shall be used as the basis for the analysis.
All 10 minute arithmetic average mean wind speed data measured at hub height shall be ‘standardised’ to

4
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a reference height of 10 metres as described in ETSU-R-97 at page 120 using a reference roughness length
of 0.05 meftres . It is this standardised 10 mefre height wind speed data, which is correlated with the noise
measurements determined as valid in accordance with Guidance Note 2, such correlation fo be
undertaken in the manner described in Guidance Note 2. All 10-minute periods shall commence on the
hour and in 10- minute increments thereafter.

(e) Data provided to the Local Planning Authority in accordance with the noise condition shall be provided
in comma separated values in electronic format.

(f) A data logging rain gauge shall be installed in the course of the assessment of the levels of noise
immissions. The gauge shall record over successive 10-minute periods synchronised with the periods of data
recorded in accordance with Note 1(d).

Guidance Note 2

(a) The noise measurements shall be made so as to provide not less than 20 valid data points as defined in
Guidance Note 2 (b)

(b) Valid data points are those measured in the conditions specified in the agreed written assessment
protocol, but excluding any periods of rainfall measured in the vicinity of the sound level meter. Rainfall shall
be assessed by use of a rain gauge that shall log the occurrence of rainfall in each 10 minute period
concurrent with the measurement periods set out in Guidance Note 1. In specifying such conditions the
Local Planning Authority shall have regard to those conditions which prevailed during times when the
complainant alleges there was disturbance due to noise or which are considered likely to result in a breach
of the limits.

(c) For those data points considered valid in accordance with Guidance Note 2(b), values of the LA?0,10
minute noise measurements and corresponding values of the 10- minute wind speed, as derived from the
standardised ten metre height wind speed averaged across all operating wind turbines using the
procedure specified in Guidance Note 1(d), shall be plotted on an XY chart with noise level on the Y-axis
and the standardised mean wind speed on the X-axis. A least squares, “best fit" curve of an order deemed
appropriate by the independent consultant (but which may not be higher than a fourth order) should be
fitted to the data points and define the wind farm noise level at each integer speed.

Guidance Note 3

(a) Where, in accordance with the approved assessment protocol, noise immissions at the locatfion or
locations where compliance measurements are being undertaken contain or are likely to contain a tonal
component, a tonal penalty is to be calculated and applied using the following rating procedure.

(o) For each 10 minute interval for which LA?0,10 minute data have been determined as valid in
accordance with Guidance Note 2 a tonal assessment shall be performed on noise immissions during 2
minutes of each 10 minute period. The 2 minute periods should be spaced at 10 minute intervals provided
that uninterrupted uncorrupted data are available (“the standard procedure”). Where uncorrupted data
are not available, the first available uninterrupted clean 2 minute period out of the affected overall 10
minute period shall be selected. Any such deviations from the standard procedure, as described in Section
2.1 on pages 104-109 of ETSU-R-97, shall be reported.

(c) For each of the 2 minute samples the tone level above or below audibility shall be calculated by
comparison with the audibility criterion given in Section 2.1 on pages 104-109 of ETSU-R-97.

(d) The tone level above audibility shall be plotted against wind speed for each of the 2 minute samples.
Samples for which the fones were below the audibility criterion or no tone was identified, a value of zero
audibility shall be used.

(e) A least squares "“best fit" linear regression line shall then be performed to establish the average tone
level above audibility for each integer wind speed derived from the value of the "best fit” line at each
infeger wind speed. If there is no apparent trend with wind speed then a simple arithmetic mean shall be
used. This process shall be repeated for each integer wind speed for which there is an assessment of overall
levels in Guidance Note 2.
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(f) The tonal penalty is derived from the margin above audibility of the tone according to the figure below.

6

q..

Penalty (dB)
L]

Tone Level above Audibility (dB)

Guidance Note 4

(a) If a tonal penalty is to be applied in accordance with Guidance Note 3 the ratfing level of the turbine
noise at each wind speed is the arithmetic sum of the measured noise level as determined from the best fit
curve described in Guidance Note 2 and the penalty for tonal noise as derived in accordance with
Guidance Note 3 at each integer wind speed within the range specified by the agreed written assessment

protocol.

(b) If no tonal penalty is fo be applied then the rating level of the turbine noise at each wind speed is equal
to the measured noise level as determined from the best fit curve described in Guidance Note 2.

(c) In the event that the rating level is above the limit(s) set out in the Tables attached to the noise
conditions or the noise limits for a complainant’s dwelling, the independent consultant shall undertake a
further assessment of the rating level to correct for background noise so that the rating level relates to wind

turbine noise immission only.

(d) The wind farm operator shall ensure that all the wind turbines in the development are turned off for such
period as the independent consultant requires to undertake the further assessment. The further assessment
shall be undertaken in accordance with the following steps:

(e). Repeating the steps in Guidance Note 2, with the wind farm switched off, and determining the
background noise (L3) at each infeger wind speed within the range requested by the Local Planning
Authority in its written request and the approved protocol.

(f) The wind farm noise (L1) at this speed shall then be calculated as follows where L2 is the measured level
with turbines running but without the addition of any tonal penalty:
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L, I

L =10log/ 10 71° —10

(g) The rating level shall be re-calculated by adding arithmetically the tonal penalty (if any is applied in
accordance with Note 3) to the derived wind farm noise L1 af that integer wind speed.

(h) If the rating level after adjustment for background noise contribution and adjustment for tonal penalty (if
required in accordance with note 3 above) at any integer wind speed lies at or below the values set out in
the Tables aftached to the conditions or at or below the noise limits approved by the Local Planning
Authority for a complainant’s dwelling then no further action is necessary. If the rating level at any integer
wind speed exceeds the values set out in the Tables attached to the conditions or the noise limits approved
by the Local Planning Authority for a complainant’s dwelling then the development fails fo comply with the
conditions.

Steven Thomson Senior EHO Regulatory & Protective Services, Communities, County Buildings Angus
Council, County Buildings, Market Street, Forfar DD8 3WA Telephone 01307 473331
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Angus
ouncil

MEMORANDUM

COMMUNITIES DEPARTMENT
Environmental & Consumer Protection

TO: ED TAYLOR, DEVELOPMENT CONTROL OFFICER

FROM: STEVEN THOMSON, SENIOR ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH OFFICER
OUR REF: ST/MF

YOUR REF: 14/01067/FULL

DATE: 17 APRIL 2015

SUBJECT: PROPOSED WIND TURBINE BAIRDS MALT ARBROATH, ANGUS

| refer to the above application passed to me for comment and | advise as follows:

The aspects of this application which are of interest to this service are operational
turbine noise and shadow flicker.

Operational turbine noise

This is dealt with in section 8 of the applicants Environmental Report (ER) dated
December 2014. It explains the methodology used to derive the noise criteria and
the method used to predict operational turbine noise. The assessment concludes
that the proposed development will comply with the derived noise limits.

Angus Council appointed Mr Dick Bowdler, Acoustic Consultant to review the
applicant’s methodology and a copy of his report is attached for your information.
This service has taken Mr Bowdlers' report into consideration and is of the opinion
that the following matters require to be clarified in order to aid the determination of
this application;

1. The applicant is requested to provide the following additional information:
a) Calibration certificates for the sound level meters.
b) On site calibration and calibration drift records.
c) Manufacturers sound power levels as used in the calculations.

2. The existing maltings site generates relatively high levels of noise when
compared to the normal rural location for a wind turbine. As background
noise levels are used to derive appropriate criteria for the assessment of wind
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turbine noise in line with ETSU-R-97; The assessment and rating of noise from
wind farms (ETSU-R-97) it is important to ensure that the data used is typical.
The applicant’s consultant has taken reasonable steps to ensure this is the
case. They have not however done an assessment to ensure that the existing
operations are complying with the extant noise limits applicable to the
maltings site to ensure that existing operations are within limits. It is requested
that the applicant carry out an appropriate assessment of this aspect.

3. No assessment has been made for properties to the south despite some of
these being within the original 35dBA contour. An appropriate assessment is
requested for these properties.

4. It appears that the background noise data may have been filtered for wind
direction but this is not clear. If the data has been filtered in this way
potentially this will exclude quiet periods depending on wind directions that
have been removed. It is requested that the applicant clarify this point giving
full justification for any filtering.

5. The applicant has suggested that a daytime lower limit of 38db is used
however no justification is given for this. A daytime lower limit of 3é6db is
considered to be more appropriate taking info account the factors
suggested in ETSU-R-97 especially the number of properties potentially
affected and the effect on power generation. A reassessment based on a
daytime lower limit of 36db is requested.

6. There is no assessment of the impact of the noise on the amenity of residents
as required by policy ER35 of the Angus Local Plan Review.
The comment on page 100 that there is a low likelihood of audibility is not
robustly demonstrated. Factors such as amplitude modulation (swish) which
will not start to fall off, either upwind or downwind of the turbine, until about
300m and the background noise tonal content will be influential in this. An
assessment of the impact on residential amenity is requested.

7. The land west of the proposed turbine has been granted planning permission
for the formation of a new business park (11/00428/FULM). No assessment of
the impact of turbine noise on potential business use has been reported in the
ER and the applicant is requested to carry this out including taking into
account amplitude modulation (swish) and any possible mitigation.

This service objects to this application due to the lack of information relating to
operational wind turbine noise as detailed above. We will review this objection if
these issues are adequately addressed by the applicant.

Shadow Flicker

This is covered in section 12 and Appendix 5 of the ER. The assessment, based on
meteorological factors, suggests that shadow flicker should not be significant and
mitigation is not proposed unless problems become apparent.

The following matters require to be clarified in order to aid the determination of this
application;
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1. The criterion used in the assessment, namely 30 hrs per year, is not robust as it
ignores potentially short term significant events. A 30 minute per day limit is also
advocated by guidance from Northern Ireland, Germany and PREDAC as
referenced in the DECC report; update of UK shadow flicker evidence base. The
same report also suggests that assessments against these limits should be based
on astronomic factors and not meteorological factors. It is requested that
Shadow flicker is reassessed against astronomic worst case criteria of 30 hours per
year and 30 minutes per day.

2. The accuracy of Figure 12.2 Appendix 5 should be checked as receptor 2R is
shown outside the theoretical zone yet table 12.3 quotes a calculated impact of
32.7 hours. Figure 12.2 should also be updated with a 30 minute per day contour
to reflect the additional criteria.

3. The applicant states that a watching brief will be under taken for the first year of
operation. However this is again not considered to be robust enough as impacts
are weather dependant. The applicant is requested to propose a detailed
Shadow flicker management scheme including a complaint investigation
procedure.

This service objects to this application due to the lack of information relating to
shadow flicker as detailed above. We will review this objection if these issues are
adequately addressed by the applicant.

| hope the above is of assistance to you and if you have any queries please do not
hesitate fo contact me.
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BAIRDS MALT WIND TURBINE
Review of the Noise Section of the Environmental Report

6" March 2015

The Haven, Low Causeway, Culross, Fife. KY12 8HN
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BAIRDS MALT WIND TURBINE

Review of the Noise Section of the Environmental Report

1 SUMMARY

1.1 Background noise measurements were carried out at four locations but none
of these are to the south of the turbine and no assessment has been made of
properties to the South. This omission needs to be rectified.

1.2 The noise measurement equipment used appears to conform to good practice.
1.3 If the background noise relates only to downwind conditions this may not give
a true picture of the situation because turbine noise will be the same upwind

as downwind at the nearest properties.

1.4 I agree that the turbine noise levels set out in Table 8.27 are correct in terms
of good practice.

1.5 The applicant has proposed an ETSU-R-97 lower limit of 38dB during the day
and at night. My opinion is that the noise limits day and night should be 36dB
or background noise plus 5dB where background noise is taken over night and
quiet day together.

1.6 Various points in the assessment need to be clarified but it seems likely that
the application will comply with ETSU-R-97.

1.7 There is no assessment of the impact of operational noise from the
development on the amenity of residents.

1.8 The noise from the turbine might limit the use of the adjacent site for offices
with openable windows.

1.9 Any noise condition should be set to avoid creeping increases in noise.

1.10 In the interests of clarity and rigor the following should be provided in the

assessment:

o Calibration certificates for the sound level meters,

o On site calibration and calibration drift records.

o Confirm that the background noise level graphs relate only to
downwind conditions.

o Turbine sound power levels used in the calculations.
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INTRODUCTION AND GENERAL

This report is prepared for Angus Council to provide a review of the noise
section of the application for the proposed turbine at Bairds Malt, Arbroath.
The candidate turbine for noise purposes is the Enercon E44 on a 55m hub at
Grid Reference 361828, 740071.

I have examined the noise section (chapter 8) of the applicant’s
Environmental Report (ER) and Appendix 3 of the application together with
various other documents in the application. I have seen the raw data from
the background noise measurements. I have also visited areas surrounding
the site.

The main documents to which I refer are ETSU-R-97 - The Assessment and
Rating of Noise from Wind Farms and the Institute of Acoustics Good Practice
Guide to the Application of ETSU-R-97 for the Assessment and Rating of Wind
Turbine Noise (IOAGPG). The Appendix to this report provides a summary of
planning guidance appropriate in Scotland.

BACKGROUND NOISE IN THE NOISE ASSESSMENT

Whatever assessment methods are used it is important to establish a clear
baseline of the existing noise conditions. This is done by measuring
background noise levels at representative locations and plotting them against
wind speed measured on the development site.

Background noise measurements were carried out at four locations from 18
January to 20" February 2014. I am satisfied that the monitoring locations
were representative of the surrounding properties in each case. However I
note that no background noise measurements have been taken and no
assessment has been made for properties to the south of the turbine. I will
return to this later. The noise measurement equipment used appears to
conform to good practice - however, there are no calibration certificates for
the sound level meters nor is on site calibration or calibration drift recorded.

As the applicant admits, the background noise levels here are unusual for a
wind turbine site in that they are dominated by noise from the industrial
estate (mostly Bairds itself) rather than by wind. Investigation has been
carried out by the applicant to ascertain the times of running of the main
noise sources and this is provided in Appendix 3 of the application.

I have done various analyses of the data, particularly at H1 and H2. I cannot
find anything in the data that relates specifically to any of the noise sources
shown in Appendix 3. There are certainly significant variations of background
noise unrelated to wind speed. Looking at the description of the noise
sources in Appendix 3 there does not appear to be anything operating during
the background noise monitoring period that would not be operating at other
times of the year. In addition there is some "“safety margin” since the
applicant has excluded many data points, almost all at the higher noise levels.
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Subject to my comments below I can see no reason why the un-excluded
background noise levels shown on the graphs are not representative of the
general conditions.

I have not tried to reproduce the background noise curves from the raw data
generally. However I have analysed the data in various ways to see if there
are any anomalies or obvious problems. It appears, as set out in section 8.3
of the ER, that all the noise graphs used in this assessment contain data only
when the monitoring property is downwind of the turbine. However, I don't
find it entirely clear that this is the case so it would be helpful if this were
confirmed.

At H1 the lowest noise level on Fig 8.13 at night is 41dB and during the quiet
day is 42dB. However, there are night time readings below 40dB. Inspection
shows that these are mostly when H1 is not downwind. So I have carried out
an analysis of upwind and downwind background noise.

Fig 1
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Fig 1 above is plotted using the night time data at H1. I have excluded data if
either noise or wind speed is missing and data during rain. I have also only
used data where H1 is downwind. We can see that this contains broadly the
same data as Fig 8.13 because many of the same points can be found - for
example those at x/y values 13.9/57, 12.1/58, 11.8/57 and 7.5/52.
However, Fig 8.13 seems to exclude data below about 1.5m/s. The trendline
does not exclude manually excluded data as in Fig 8.13 because I do not
know the criteria used. Fig 2 below shows the data when H1 is upwind of
Bairds.
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Fig 2
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3.8 As can be seen, in Fig 1 the trendline at 6 and 8m/s is about 45 and 47dB but
in the bottom graph it is 42 and 43dB. This is hardly durprising as noise from
Bairds will be less when H1 is upwind as opposed to downwind of Bairds.
However, when the noise source is high up, as with the turbine, sound carries
further upwind as well as downwind. 4.4.3 of IOAGPG sets out to quantify
this. For a 77m high turbine such as this the reduction of noise upwind does
not start until about 400m away so turbine noise at H1, which is about 300m
away, will be more or less the same downwind and upwind.

3.9 The nearest property to the North at Hospitalfield is about 350m and the
nearest caravan to the South is just over 400m from the turbine. IOAGPG
also says for a 77m high turbine even by 600m the attenuation upwind is only
just over 2dB. So turbine noise at many properties will be as audible upwind
as it will downwind.

3.10 I have not checked day time levels in detail nor have I looked at other
locations in the same detail as H1. I suggest the applicant is asked to look at
the points I have made here with respect to H1 and to incorporate them
generally into the assessment where they are applicable.

3.11 Background noise measurements have not been made at properties to the
south of the site. There are a number of properties on the 35dB contour
around Elliot including those on Lochside and those close to the A92 opposite
the footbridge over the railway. In particular the caravan park, which is well
inside the 35dB contour, needs to be assessed. Intuitively background noise
might be expected to be fairly high because of the presence of the road, the
sea and the industrial estate. However, that is not really sufficient for a
proper assessment. The main unknown in this area is not so much the noise
level related to wind speed, which is the usual requirement for turbines, but
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the underlying background noise level without the influence of wind. The
measurements made for Corse Hill wind farm close to the A92 about a mile to
the west were as low as 30dB at night. I suggest that the assessment on the
south side could be done by a series of spot measurements on a day with
wind speeds less than about 3 to 5m/s at 10m height. There would need to
be measurements at various key times in the day and night or alternatively a
24 hour survey if a long enough period with low wind speeds could be found.
I do not think it would necessarily be required to carry out wind speed
measurements provided it was clear that wind noise was not a relevant factor
in the measurements. If the maximum turbine noise is less than the
underlying background noise plus 5dB then the measurement of noise due to
wind (and so the measurement of wind speed) would not be required. 1
suggest that the applicant is asked to provide a method statement for
carrying this out for approval by the Council prior to any measurements
taking place. The alternative would be a full scale noise and wind speed
survey.

TURBINE NOISE IN THE NOISE ASSESSMENT

The calculation of noise levels of the turbine at surrounding properties has
two stages. In the first place the sound power level of the turbine needs to
be established. In the second the attenuation of noise along the propagation
path from the turbine to the houses has to be calculated. As part of this the
location of noise sensitive properties has to be accurately identified.

Good practice in calculating turbine noise levels also includes an allowance for
topography. 2dB more attenuation if a turbine is totally obscured at a
property and 3dB less attenuation where there is a significant valley between
the turbine and property. This is set out in the IOAGPG.

The location for H1 has been taken close to the background noise
measurement location. However, the nearest amenity space close to the
cottages is a little nearer to the turbine than, that to the north-east of the
cottages. This only results in an increase of 0.3dB.

The other locations set out in Table 8.27 show locations where the maximum
and minimum turbine noise levels occur for each group of houses represented
by a background noise survey. I agree that these are representative
locations.

Although the turbine sound power levels have been discussed in some detail
in 8.4 of the noise chapter it does not state anywhere what are the final
figures used. That would have been helpful. However, I agree that the
turbine noise levels set out in Table 8.27 are correct in terms of good practice
within a fraction of a decibel.

ETSU-R-97 ASSESSMENT

The ETSU-R-97 noise limits are structured as 5dB above background noise
level or a lower fixed limit, whichever is the greater. During the day the lower
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limit is within the range 35 to 40dB depending on the results of three tests.
These are set out as follows in ETSU-R-97:

In low noise environments the day-time level of the
LA90,10min of the wind farm noise should be limited to an
absolute level within the range of 35-40dB(A). The actual
value chosen within this range should depend upon a number
of factors:

e the number of dwellings in the neighbourhood of the
wind farm

e the effect of noise limits on the number of kWh
generated

e the duration and level of exposure.

The applicant has proposed a lower limit of 38dB on the grounds that there is
already industrial noise. It seems to me that such justification is not
sufficient as no account has been taken of all the tests. My opinion is that
there are many properties within the 35dB contour which suggests a strong
downward pressure on the limit. The effect on power generated seems to be
small and possibly nil which also is a strong downward pressure. The
majority of houses are downwind in the prevailing wind but the background
noise levels are fairly high. This suggests no change in the limit. So if we
start at the mid-point between 35 and 40dB - 37.5dB two downward
movements and one neutral suggest that the level should be 36dB at most.

As set out on page 63 of ETSU-R-97 and described further in IOAGPG 2.8.1,
where there is only a small difference between the day and night time
background noise levels a common set of assessment limits can be applied for
all time periods. The difference here in the critical wind speed range is about
2dB and I suggest that such assessment limits could be adopted here. That is
to say the noise limits day and night should be 36dB or background noise plus
5dB where background noise is taken over night and quiet day together.

From the information supplied in the ER it appears that the turbine noise
levels will hardly ever exceed the background noise in any ten minute period.
This would need to be reviewed following clarification of the various points I
have raised above but it seems likely that the application will comply with
ETSU-R-97. But the assessment needs to be more robust.

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACT

Angus Local Plan Review Policy ER35 says that wind energy developments
should demonstrate that there is no unacceptable detrimental effect on
residential amenity, existing land uses . .. by reason of ... noise ... Asl
also point out in the appendix it is necessary carry out an assessment of the
impact of the noise on people to assist the decision maker.

There is no assessment of the impact of operational noise from the

development on the amenity of residents. My appendix sets out a
methodology to do this, but others can be used. In addition, however, there
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are various factors here that mean that a simple comparison of the overall
turbine noise with the prevailing background noise might not be adequate.

o The swishing sound created by the directivity of the noise from the
turbine normally falls off upwind and downwind of the turbine but
not until about 300m. Turbine noise might be more noticeable
than normal at the nearest properties for this reason.

o Observations on site suggest that much of the background noise is
mid and high frequency. This may not mask turbine noise
effectively.

In respect of these two points the comment at the bottom of page 100 that
there is a low likelihood of audibility does not seem to have been robustly
demonstrated though I agree that, subject to the various clarifications I have
requested, the overall turbine noise will usually be no higher than background
noise.

OFFICES

The land immediately adjacent to the turbine site is designated for
commercial use. The applicant states that the predicted noise level of the
turbine at a position 50m away is 57dB At 100m distant the turbine will have
a level of 50 to 55dB (LAeq). This would result in internal levels in offices of
NR35 to 40 with a noticeable swish character. This might limit the use of the
site for offices with openable windows because of the character of the noise
rather than the level. This might make the closest of the adjacent site
marginally less attractive to some users but I do not think, bearing in mind
there is already noise of a similar level from Bairds at times, the impact would
be significant.

CONDITIONS

If the application is allowed there should be a noise condition. If this is set at
normal ETSU-R-97 limits it could allow creeping increases in noise from a site
that already generates noise. I suggest therefore that the noise limits are set
at the applicant’s calculated noise levels plus a margin of 1dB.
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APPENDIX - METHODOLOGY OF ASSESSMENT

The planning system has to achieve a balance in the public interest
between the case made for a development and the predicted impact(s)
on neighbours and the general environment. In order to do this, it is
essential that the impact is clearly and accurately set out in a way that
will allow the decision maker to make an informed decision.

The requirement to describe the impact of a development is set out in
EU Environmental Assessment Directive 99/337/EEC and incorporated
into Scottish Law by means of the Environmental Impact Assessment
(Scotland) Regulations 2011. Scottish Planning Circular 3/2011 provides
guidance. Article 3 of the directive says The environmental impact
assessment shall identify, describe and assess in an appropriate
manner, in the light of each individual case and in accordance with
Articles 4 to 11, the direct and indirect effects of a project on
human beings. Annexe IV requires that an estimate, by type and
quantity, of expected residues and emissions (water, air and soil
pollution, noise, vibration, light, heat, radiation, etc.) resulting from the
operation of the proposed project is made. It also requires A description
of the likely significant effects of the proposed project on the
environment resulting from . . . .. - the emission of pollutants.

Scottish Government online renewables planning advice, “Onshore Wind
Turbines” says ‘The Assessment and Rating of Noise from Wind Farms’
(ETSU-R-97) published by the former Department of Trade and Industry
[DTI] should be followed. Other guidance in this document is PAN 1-
2011, Planning and Noise, which is the current Scottish advice on noise.
This says Good acoustical design and siting of turbines is essential to
minimise the potential to generate noise. It also says that Information
and advice on noise impact assessment methods is provided in the
associated Technical Advice Note Assessment of Noise. This Technical
Advice Note describes how to carry out a noise impact assessment for
any potentially noisy development as part of an environmental impact
assessment or on its own.

ETSU-R-97

The government’s preferred method of assessment for wind farms is
ETSU-R-97 - The Assessment and Rating of Noise from Wind Farms. 1In
paragraph 1 of the Executive Summary the purpose of the document is
made clear: This document describes a framework for the measurement
of wind farm noise and gives indicative noise levels thought to offer a
reasonable degree of protection to wind farm neighbours, without
placing unreasonable restrictions on wind farm development or adding
unduly to the costs and administrative burdens on wind farm developers
or local authorities. The suggested noise limits and their reasonableness
have been evaluated with regard to regulating the development of wind
energy in the public interest. In other words ETSU-R-97 is already a
methodology that rates the planning balance between the loss of
amenity of individual neighbours and the perceived desirability of
renewable energy in the wider public interest.
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ETSU-R-97 compares the turbine noise with a level 5dB above
background noise but, when background noise levels are low, it sets a
lower limit. The day time lower limit can be anywhere between 35 and
40dB and the night time lower limit is 43dB. ETSU-R-97 provides for
higher levels of turbine noise to be permitted at houses where the
occupier has a financial involvement in the wind farm.

Assessment of Impact

ETSU-R-97 does not provide a measure of loss of amenity. It does not
necessarily fulfil the requirement of a description of the likely significant
effects in the EIA Regulations. For example at night the lower ETSU-R-
97 limit is 43dB. At a wind speed of around 6m/s when turbines may
well have reached more or less their maximum noise output they could
be producing this limit of 43dB at the nearest property. At one
hypothetical site, perhaps near a main road system, the background
noise level could be 38dB and so the margin of turbine noise over
background noise is 5dB. At another hypothetical site the background
noise might be 23dB and the margin of turbine noise over background
noise 20dB. Clearly the significance of the impact is far more in the
second case than in the first. In such circumstances ETSU-R-97 may be
the starting point but not the whole answer. Whilst it is correct that
many decisions by reporters and inspectors, and by Councils, are quite
properly based on ETSU-R-97, where assessments have special factors
that need to be taken into account reporters and inspectors have done
Sso.

In 3.20 of the Scottish web-based Technical Advice Note it says In
deciding if a significant impact occurs in regard to the assessment of
industrial noise, or noise of an industrial nature, using the methodology
of BS 4142 (where appropriate); the Scottish Government consider
impacts are normally not significant (in a quantitative sense only) the
difference between the Rating and background noise levels is less than 5
dB(A), and that usually the threshold of minor significant impacts is
when the difference between the Rating and background noise levels is
at least 5 dB(A); and commonly do not become sufficiently significant to
warrant mitigation until the difference between the Rating and
background noise levels is more than 10 dB(A).

BS4142:2014 sets out a rating method for industrial noise. It says:

o b) A difference of around +10 dB or more is likely to be an
indication of a significant adverse impact, depending on the
context.

o c) A difference of around +5 dB is likely to be an indication of an

adverse impact, depending on the context.

BS4142 is not generally used for wind farm noise. However, it is well
known that wind farm noise is more annoying that all other noise except
railway sidings decibel for decibel. A BS4142 assessment is therefore
likely to underestimate the impact of turbine noise.

It should be noted that, because turbine noise is measured by a
parameter different from normal - L90 - these margins must be reduced
by 2dB. So where turbine noise exceeds background noise by more
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than 8dB the level is, in the view of the Scottish Government,
sufficiently significant to warrant mitigation and in the view of BS4142
an indicator of significant adverse impact.

ETSU-R-97 itself, on page 60, considers that a margin of 5dB above
background noise places the margin at the upper end of the range which
can be considered to be of marginal significance.

Taking all these points together the following table can be constructed to
describe the significance in terms of the EIA Directive.

o A difference of 1dB or less - insignificant

o A difference of 2 to 4dB - marginal loss of amenity
o A difference of 5 to 7dB - significant loss of amenity
o A difference of 8dB or more — major loss of amenity

ETSU-R-97 provides best practice for many procedures in assessment of
wind farm noise. In particular it is detailed in its description of the
measurement and processing of background noise levels. However, it
does not make any recommendations with regard to the calculation of
turbine noise.

In May 2013 the Institute of Acoustics published a Good Practice Guide
to the Application of ETSU-R-97 for the Assessment and Rating of Wind
Turbine Noise (IOAGPG). This sets out procedures for calculating
turbine noise (which are absent from ETSU-R-97) and for dealing with
wind shear and other matters. The IOAGPG is endorsed by the Scottish
Government and is accompanied by six “Supplementary Guidance
Notes”.
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HISTORIC SCOTLAND

ALBA AOSMHOR

Longmore House
Salisbury Place

Edinburgh
By E-mail EH9 1SH
Planning & Transport Division
Angus Council Direct Line: 0131 668 8076
County Buildings Switchboard: 0131 668 8600
Market Street lan.Thomson2@scotland.gsi.gov.uk
Forfar
DD8 3LG Our ref: HGG/A/TA/651
plnprocessing@angus.gov.uk Our Case ID: 201406255
Your ref: 14/01067/FULL
22 January 2015
Dear Sirs

Town And Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (Scotland)
Regulations 2013
Bairds Malt Ltd, Elliot Industrial Estate, Arbroath

Thank you for your consultation which we received on 09 January.

We have considered your consultation for the erection of a single wind turbine of 55 metres
to hub height, 77 metres to blade tip, and ancillary development at Elliot Industrial Estate,
Arbroath and we comment as follows:

A turbine at this location and of this height will have an impact on the setting of the A-listed
Hospitalfield House. Visualisations produced by the agent demonstrate the turbine will be
visible in certain views from the house and its grounds. The main elevations and rooms of
Hospitalfield look to the west and south where the turbine is proposed. We recognise that
existing industrial features, including a telecommunications mast, are part of the established
setting of Hospitalfield. The impact of any turbine in this location is therefore likely to be
moderate. We agree with the general conclusion of the Environmental Report in relation to
Hospitalfielf and don’t consider that this application raises issues of national significance that
warrant an objection.

Notwithstanding our comments above, we confirm that your Council should proceed to
determine the application without further reference to us.

If you require any further information, | can be contacted on 0131 668 8076.

Yours faithfully

lan Thomson
Senior Heritage Management Officer, Historic Buildings East

In 2014 Scotland Welcomes the World
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From: ALLEN, Sarah J [Sarah.ALLEN@nats.co.uk] on behalf of NATS Safeguarding
[NATSSafeguarding@nats.co.uk]

Sent: 15 January 2015 08:30
To: PLNProcessing
Subject: Your Ref: 14/01067/FULL (Our Ref: SG20508)

The proposed development has been examined from a technical safeguarding aspect and does not conflict with our
safeguarding criteria. Accordingly, NATS (En Route) Public Limited Company ("NERL") has no safeguarding
objection to the proposal.

However, please be aware that this response applies specifically to the above consultation and only reflects the
position of NATS (that is responsible for the management of en route air traffic) based on the information supplied
at the time of this application. This letter does not provide any indication of the position of any other party,
whether they be an airport, airspace user or otherwise. It remains your responsibility to ensure that all the
appropriate consultees are properly consulted.

If any changes are proposed to the information supplied to NATS in regard to this application which become the
basis of a revised, amended or further application for approval, then as a statutory consultee NERL requires that
it be further consulted on any such changes prior to any planning permission or any consent being granted.

Yours faithfully,

Sarah Allen
Technical Administrator
On behalf of NERL Safeguarding Office

If you are not the intended recipient, please notify our Help Desk at Email
Information.Solutions@nats.co.uk immediately. You should not copy or use this email or attachment
(s) for any purpose nor disclose their contents to any other person.

NATS computer systems may be monitored and communications carried on them recorded, to secure
the effective operation of the system.

Please note that neither NATS nor the sender accepts any responsibility for viruses or any losses
caused as a result of viruses and it is your responsibility to scan or otherwise check this email and any
attachments.

NATS means NATS (En Route) plc (company number: 4129273), NATS (Services) Ltd (company
number 4129270), NATSNAV Ltd (company number: 4164590) or NATS Ltd (company number
3155567) or NATS Holdings Ltd (company number 4138218). All companies are registered in England

and their registered office is at 4000 Parkway, Whiteley, Fareham, Hampshire, PO15 7FL.

15/01/2015
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From: Spectrum Licensing [Spectrum.Licensing@ofcom.org.uk]

Sent: 16 January 2015 01:14

To: CaneyV

Cc: windfarms@atkinsglobal.com; windfarms@jrc.co.uk

Subject: RE: Consultation for Maltings Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath

Attachments: ufm39.rtf
FIXED LINK REPORT FOR WINDFARM CO-ORDINATION AREA:

Dear Sir/Madam

Search Radius O0m at Centre NGR N

| Links Company |
0929176/1 Joint Radio Company Ltd
0928068/1 Vodafone Limited

These details are provided to Ofcom by Fixed Link operators at the time of their licence application and cannot
verified by Ofcom for accuracy or currency and Ofcom makes no guarantees for the currency or accuracy of
information or that they are error free. As such, Ofcom cannot accept liability for any inaccuracies or omissions in
the data provided, or its currency however so arising. The information is provided without any representation or
endorsement made and without warranty of any kind, whether express or implied, including but not limited to the
implied warranties of satisfactory quality, fitness for a particular purpose, non-infringement, compatibility, security
and accuracy.

Our response to your co-ordination request is only in respect of microwave fixed links managed and assigned by
Ofcom within the bands and frequency ranges specified in the table below. The analysis identifies all fixed links
with either one link leg in the coordination range or those which intercept with the coordination range. The
coordination range is a circle centred on your provided national grid reference. We add an additional 500 metres
to the coordination range that you request. Therefore if you have specified 500 metres the coordination range will
be 1km.

If you should need further information regarding link deployments and their operation then you will need to
contact the fixed link operator(s) identified in the table above directly.

Additional coordination is also necessary with the band managers for the water, electricity and utilities industries
which operate in the frequency ranges 457-458 MHz paired with 463-464 MHz band. You should contact both the

following:

e Atkins Ltd at windfarms@atkinsglobal.com.

e Joint Radio Company (JRC) at windfarms@jrc.co.uk. Additionally, you can call the JRC Wind
Farm Team on 020 7706 5197.

For self coordinated links operating in the 64-66GHz, 71-76GHz and 81-86GHz bands a list of current links can be
found at: http://www.ofcom.org.uk/radiocomms/ifi/licensing/classes/fixed/

Regarding assessment with respect to TV reception, the BBC has an online tool available on their website:
http://www.bbc.co.uk/reception/info/windfarm tool.shtml_ . Ofcom do not forward enquiries to the BBC.

Please note other organisations may require coordination with regard to your request. More information regarding
windfarm planning is available on the British Wind Energy Association website www.bwea.com .

16/01/2015
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Table of assessed fixed links bands and frequency ranges

Band (GHz) | Frequency Range (MHz)
1.4/1.5 1350-1375
1450 -1452
1492 -1530
1.6 1672 - 1690
1.7 1764 — 1900
2 1900 - 2690
4 3600 — 4200
6 5925 -7110
7.5 7425 -7900
11 10700 - 11700
13 12750 -13250
14 14250 -14620
15 14650 — 15350
18 17300 - 19700
22 22000 - 23600
25 24500 — 26500
28 27500 — 29500
38 37000 — 39500
50 49200 - 50200
55 55780 — 57000

Regards

From: CaneyV [mailto:CaneyV@angus.gov.uk]

Sent: 09 January 2015 13:08

To: NATSsafeguarding@nats.co.uk; Spectrum Licensing; windfarms@jrc.co.uk; esro@rspb.org.uk;
windfarms@caa.co.uk; Safeguarding@hial.co.uk; RobertsS; ClarkPR

Subject: Consultation for Maltings Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath

Regards,
Veronica.

Veronica Caney

Clerical Officer (Development Control)
Angus Council

Planning Department

County Buildings,

Market Street,

Forfar.

DD8 3LG

Tel : 01307 473242

This message is strictly confidential. If you have received this in error, please inform the sender and remove it
from your system. If received in error you may not copy, print, forward or use it or any attachment in any way.
This message is not capable of creating a legal contract or a binding representation and does not represent
the views of Angus Council. Emails may be monitored for security and network management reasons.
Messages containing inappropriate content may be intercepted. Angus Council does not accept any liability
for any harm that may be caused to the recipient system or data on it by this message or any attachment.

16/01/2015
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*kkkkkk * *kkk * *kkkkk *kkkk

For more information visit www.ofcom.org.uk
This email (and any attachments) is confidential and intended for the use of the addressee only.

If you have received this email in error please notify the originator of the message and delete it from your
system.

This email has been scanned for viruses. However, you open any attachments at your own risk.

Any views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender and do not represent the views or
opinions of Ofcom unless expressly stated otherwise.

*kkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkhkkhkkhkkhkhhkhkkkhkkhkkhkkhkhhhkhhkkkhkkhkhkkhkhhhkhkhkhkkhkkhkkhkkhkhhhhkhkhkkhkkhkkhkkhhhhhhkhkkkhkkhkhkhhkhkhhkkhkkkhkkhhhhhhkhkkhkkhkkhkkhhhhkhkhhkkhkkhkkhkkhkhhhkhkkhkkkhkkhkkhkkhkhhkkkkx

16/01/2015
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MooreDJ

From: Windfarms Team [windfarms.team@jrc.co.uk]

Sent: 09 January 2015 16:34

To: PLNProcessing

Subject: Planning Ref: 14/01067/FULL - Maltings, Elliot Industrial Estate, Arbroath - Proposed

Wind Turbine

IMPORTANT NOTICE:This e-mail is strictly confidential and is infended for the use of the addressee
only.The contents shall NOT be disclosed to any third party without permission of the JRC.

Dear Sir/Madam,

Planning Ref: 14/01067/FULL
Name/Location: Maltings

Turbine at NGR/IGR: 361828 740071
Hub Height: 556m Rotor Radius: 22m

(defaults used if not specified on application)

Cleared with respect to radio link infrastructure operated by:-

Local Electricity Utility and Scotia Gas Networks

JRC analyses proposals for wind farms etc. on behalf of the UK Fuel & Power Industry and the
Water Industry in north-west England. This is to assess their potential to interfere with radio systems
operated by utility companies in support of their requlatory operational requirements.

In the case of this proposed wind energy development, JRC does not foresee any potential
problems based on known interference scenarios and the data you have provided. However, if
any details of the wind farm change, particularly the disposition or scale of any turbine(s), it will be
necessary to re-evaluate the proposal.

In making this judgement, JRC has used its best endeavours with the available data, although we
recognise that there may be effects which are as yet unknown or inadequately predicted.JRC
cannot therefore be held liable if subsequently problems arise that we have not predicted.

It should be noted that this clearance pertains only to the date of its issue. As the use of the
spectrum is dynamic, the use of the band is changing on an ongoing basis and consequently,
developers are advised to seek re-coordination prior to considering any design changes.

Regards
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Keith Brogden
Wind Farm Team

The Joint Radio Company Limited
Dean Bradley House,

52 Horseferry Road,

LONDON SWI1P 2AF

United Kingdom

DDI: +44 20 7706 5197
TEL: +44 20 7706 5199
Skype: keithb_jrc

<windfarms@jrc.co.uk>

NOTICE:
This e-mail is strictly confidential and is intended for the use of the addressee only.The contents
shall not be disclosed to any third party without permission of the JRC.

JRC Ltd. is a Joint Venture between the Energy Networks Association (on behalf of the UK Energy
Industries) and National Grid.

Registered in England & Wales: 2990041

<http://www.jrc.co.uk/about>
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CaneyV

From: Weston, Jenny [Jenny.Weston@rspb.org.uk]

Sent: 02 February 2015 16:51

To: PLNProcessing

Subject: FW: Consultation for Maltings Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath

Attachments: ufm39.rtf
FAO David Gray

Thankyou for consulting RSPB Scotland on the application below. RSPB does have some knowledge of
the ornithological interest of this area. We do not feel that significantly negative impacts on birds are
likely to occur if this proposal is consented. However, there are several proposals for similar sized
turbines in this general area, in addition to the already operational turbines in the wider landscape. Post
construction monitoring linked to some form of cumulative impact assessment would assist our
understanding of potential issues connected to the build up of turbines on birds.

Regards
Jenny Weston

Conservation Officer
RSPB Scotland

RSPB Scotland is part of the RSPB which speaks out for birds and wildlife, tackling the problems that threaten our environment. Nature is
amazing - help us keep it that way.

The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) is a registered charity: England and Wales no. 207076, Scotland no. SC037654.

From: CaneyV [mailto:CaneyV@anqgus.gov.uk]

Sent: 09 January 2015 13:08

To: NATSsafequarding@nats.co.uk; Spectrum Licensing; windfarms@jrc.co.uk; ESRO;
windfarms@caa.co.uk; Safequarding@hial.co.uk; RobertsS; ClarkPR

Subject: Consultation for Maltings Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath

Regards,
Veronica.

Veronica Caney

Clerical Officer (Development Control)
Angus Council

Planning Department

County Buildings,

Market Street,

Forfar.

DD8 3LG

Tel : 01307 473242

This message is strictly confidential. If you have received this in error, please inform the sender and
remove it from your system. If received in error you may not copy, print, forward or use it or any
attachment in any way. This message is not capable of creating a legal contract or a binding
representation and does not represent the views of Angus Council. Emails may be monitored for security
and network management reasons. Messages containing inappropriate content may be intercepted.
Angus Council does not accept any liability for any harm that may be caused to the recipient system or
data on it by this message or any attachment.

This email and any attachments may contain material that is confidential, subject to copyright and intended for the
addressee only. If you are not the named recipient you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of
this communication. If you have received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your
system. The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) is a registered charity in England and Wales no. 207076 and
in Scotland no. SC037654.

04/02/2015
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CaneyV

Fram:  Windfarrs [Mindfaens Windfanrs e, eo.k]

Sent: 12 January 2015 10:01

To: Caneyl/

Subject: RE: Consultalion for Mallings Peasiehil Road Ellial Induslrzl Eslale Arbroath

Draar SinMadam

Regueat far Camment wh the Town and Co Planning Act 1990 and the Tewn and Country

Planning (Scotiand) Act 1997

There is rurrently a high demand for CAA commeni on wind furbine applications which exneads he
capacity of the aeailahle respurce to respond 1o requests within the fimescales required by _ncal Planning

Authorities. The CA bas no responsibilties for zafeguarding sites other than its own property, and a
consultation by a Council i5 tsken &5 a request for darfication of procedural matters. Councils are
roeminded of thelr coligations o corsult in accordance with QOPKDTT Circular 172003 o Scotlish
Govoermment Circular 22003, and in particular o consult with MATS ard the Ministry of Dofence as well
as ary seradromee lieted in Annex 3 of the above docurmants, taking note of approonate guidance and
policy documantation. Sheuld the Council be mindaed fo grant cansent to a9 applicatian despite: an
abjection from one of the badies listee in the cncalar, then the recuisibe notfications should be made.

Whilsl the CAA ~acommands g3l aerodromes eperalorsiicensas holders develop gssocialed salaguarding
maps and Indge such maps with Iocal planning authorities, the CAS additionally encourages
councils/planning authorities o undenaks rzlevant consultation with knawn local aerodromes regardless
al slelus o e exislence of any serodromedcouncil sabsguarding aoresmmeasnl, incdeding local ermsrgency
servicn A Suppod Unils ey Police He icepler or AirAmbulance), Such wnils rmay operabe in the arca of
woncern and could be alecled by the inbodocion of Ll ebslescdos. For caarmple Police helicoplors a
permitted to operale down to 75 feet and will musinely follow main reads ard matoraays during their
aparatione. Both the Pelice and Adr Ambulance may nead to land anywhers but will aleo hava spacifically
designated landing sites.

Thore iz an irtemational civil aviation requirement for all strectures of 300 foo: (91.4 metres)® or more to
be chared on aeranautical charts. Howewer, on bahalf of cther noa-ragulatory avistion stakeholdars, in
L i leressl ol Avialion Zalely . Lhe CAS reguesls thal any fealoressiroslore TO lsal in heighl, or gredler,
akewe grownd leve: B aclifiod tothe Defence Googeaphic Contee: Tmall o dvef@@mod ck] indoding the
locatonis), heightia)® ard lighting statis of the featura’stuctune, the estinwated ardd aotual dates of
consliruclion and e magimurm Feghl ol any consiroclion eguipmeant o be wsed, al leasl G weaks prior ta
the starl of construction, to allow for the appropriate notification to the relevant aviation comrmunizies.

Any structure of 130 metres” or mare must be (it In accordance w tn the Alr Mavigatior Order ang should
be appropriately marked. Although if an aviation stakehclder (including the MOD)Y made & request for
lighting it i highly Bkely that the Sa8 would suppor such a request, parlicularly if the scouest falls Lndar
Scction 47 of the Aviation Act

Cumulative effects of turkinas may lead o unacceptable impacte in certain gaographic s-ese.
The Ministy of Defenco will advise on all matters affecting military aviation

shoud tha Coundcil still have a spacific guasry aboul a pardicular aspect of Lhis apalicalion Lhs CAs will
help in the clarification of aviation matters and regulstory requiremnents. Sie operasors remain
responsible for praviding expert iestimony a5 1o any impact an thei- operations and the lack of A
slatement of vhjecion o suppord [rore e SAMN should nol be aken oomean thal Tere are o avialan
pssucs, or ol @ commical Irom an eperalar lacks woighl.

Tha CAL Policy and Guidanece on Wind Turbiness s contained in the CAP TE4, which can be oblainsd
from the CAA Website at the followinag address: CAP 764 Version 5. In addition. the CAA. through the
Airspace and Safety Initiative Winafarm {Working Group, have pubiished the foliowina Guidance for
Planning Authorities.

Yeurs Faithfully

VEITE [IBaKIn

12012015
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LSquadron Lezcer {RAF]

Surveiilance and Spectrum Management
Safety and Airspace Regulation Group
Civil i tion Autharity

45-55 Kingsway London W'CZB 6TE

Tel: 020 7453 6534 Fax: 020 7453 6565
mark deakinfocan.co.uk

*The offective hoight of a wind turkine is the maxirum height to blade tip.

From: Canoyy' [mallta:Cancyiangus. oy, uk|

Sentz (9 January 2015 13:08

To: NATSsafeguardingd@nats.co.uk; Spactrum Licensing; windfarms@ijrc.co.uk; esm@rsphoarg.uk;
Windfarms,; Safeguardingd@hial.co.uk; Robertss; Clark®R

Lubject: Consultation for Maltings Peasiehill Road Elliot Tndustrial Extatas Arbeozth

Fasgards,
Weranica.

Yoronica Congy

Clerical Officer (Development Control)
Amgmus Counedl

Plennimg Departmicnit

Loty Buildings,

hlarkcr Szt

Forfar.

Mg 3107

Tel : Q1307 473242

This message is sriclly confidential. 1 you have received this inocmar, pleoasc inform the sonder anc remowv; i
fram your system. If received in errar you may not copy, print, farseand or use it or any attacament in any way.
This mesmsage 2 nob capahle: of creating @ legal corteact or 2 BHnding represcotation aned dons ot eprosent
e vi L Emai onj ity 5

hMessages conlaining inapprogale conlent may be inreaplad. Angus Council doses nol acceol any liabiily
foor amy harrm Lhal may be caused o lba recipient system or dala oo il by this rassage or any allachirment.

L (L]

Hafrmma Printirg minsirar tha souirnnment

Ihie © mall and any atachmenbls) ars far suiedsesd use by (6o intended recigiendis) ony. 1T Moy contan aroprctary manznal,
canfidznsial informaton andiar e sebpect 3o legal priviege 1 yoo &oe eot 20 intended recipicnt then pleass promply deicts His eamad, as
wril a5 any asseoimad attachment(s} and inform the sendior. @ shookd not be copizd, disskesed 5o, retained crosnd by any oihine party.
THHH, v

Wr cannes accepd ary lishility for ane Ines or camans sustaned as a wsolt ef softears sises, Yar s cary ot suea vnis chacking
a1 mecessnry befane apesing any allmfimenl o his imessiages

Hlaaee noic that all o mrail mocsagoec cont 40 the il Sviztion Authorty ars cugjest to monioning ¢ imoncoetion for [awdul buziness.

LN L VL L I LR LR I L A R E T LR A S L Lh e 0L

12/01/2015
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APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMISSION (REFERENCE: 14/01067/FULL)
Erection of a wind turbine 55M to hub height and 77M to blade tip
and ancillary development
Bairds Mailt, Peasiehill Road, Elliot Industrial Estate, Arbroath DD11 2NJ

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMENTS

This planning application submitted by Bairds Malt Single Turbine Ltd is for the erection of a
single wind furbine with a maximum height of 77 meftres. It would appear that the prime
purpose of the turbine is to generate electrical power for Bairds Malt in order to
significantly reduce the company’s energy expenditure. At the same time the proposed
investment will reduce the carbon footprint of the operation. Accompanying the
application is a socio-economic report that colleagues and | have reviewed.

| comment on the application and supporting information as follows:

1.

4.

The socio-economic report is well constructed and overall | agree with the
economic impact assessment.

| acknowledge that Bairds Malt provides a very valuable input to the local and
wider economy through direct employment and the supply chain
contracts/linkages it has with local businesses, including relationships with a
significant number of local farm businesses.

Bairds Malt operates in a price sensitive marketplace and | am sympathetic to the
company's ambition and desire to reduce its energy costs in order to remain
competitive. | know energy is a major component of its day to day operating costs
and | accept that overall the turbine will significantly reduce expenditure and
make the site more competitive. | note that both the covering letter supporting the
application and the socio-economic report suggest a cost saving of around
£800,000 per annum for the business (although the two documents differ in their
reporting on the annual expenditure).

| accept that the turbine will help support the longer term viability of Bairds Malt.

While the proposed turbine will be very beneficial to Bairds Malt and the Angus economy,
and | wish to see the company prosper, | recognise that there are other planning matters
that need to be considered in determining this planning application.

Alison Smith

Service Manager - Economic Development
Date: 13/04/2015

Ref: 15/01067
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17 April 2015
14/01067/full: Maltings, Peasiehill Road, Elliot Industrial Estate, Arbroath
Comments of Countryside Officer on Landscape & Visual Effects

Landscape Effects

The site is located in the Elliot Industrial Estate towards the western edge of Arbroath close
to the division between Dipslope Farmland and Coast with Sand LCTs of the TLCA. The
proposed turbine would be 55m to hub and 77m to blade tip.

The Dipslope Farmland LCT closest to Arbroath has lower capacity for turbines than other
parts of the LCT. The area comprises modest scale landforms and features such Kelly Den;
together with the Arbirlot Conservation Area. The setting of Arbroath and coastal
sensitivities further reduces capacity for wind turbines locally. Accordingly, it is considered
that there is no capacity in this area for turbines greater than 50m. Closest to the coast,
capacity is typically lowest

Contrary to the opinions within the Environmental Report, it is considered that the proposed
turbine would have a significant impact upon the Coast with Sand LCT. This LCT has low
capacity for turbine development, with only low capacity for turbines up to 30m in height.
The Environmental Report considers that the proposed turbine would be a prominent
element from the Coast with Sand LCT. The proposed 77m turbine by virtue of its proximity
to the coast would inevitably affect the character of the Coast with Sand LCT. Despite being
outwith the Coast with Sand LCT, the turbine would be located within the open relatively flat
coastal plain between Carnoustie and Arbroath. A turbine of the size proposed would
become a landmark for this part of the Angus coast. It is therefore considered that the
proposed turbine would have a significant effect upon the Coast with Sand LCT.

Arbroath Abbey is an important part of the Arbroath skyline. It is not much taller than other
buildings in Arbroath and is therefore vulnerable to being out-competed by taller structures.
Similar issues apply to the Keptie Pond Water Tower. The size and prominent location of
the proposed turbine on the edge of Arbroath would adversely affect the setting of Arbroath
and historic landmarks within it. The size and location of turbine relative to Arbirlot
Conservation Area may adversely affect the setting of the village. There is however no
visualisation which satisfactorily explores this (VP10 is closest and ZTVs show theoretical
hub visibility).

The size of the turbine would be out of scale relative to smaller scale landscape features
such as houses; trees and Kelly Den (see VP1, 2, 5, 8, 9, 10).

Accordingly, significant and adverse landscape effects are considered likely.

Visual Effects

The location of the proposed turbine on the coastal plain notably influences the pattern and
extent of visibility. Theoretical visibility extends is more extensive along the coastal plain
south, south-west and north of the turbine. Hub visibility extends are far south as Fife Ness;
as far south-west as Carnoustie and as far north as the higher ground west of Lunan Bay.
To the west, visibility is generally restricted by higher ground around Carmyllie. As
expected, blade tip visibility would be more extensive. Much of the views of the proposed
turbine would be along the open and relatively flat coastal plain; across the Firth of Tay or
from higher ground. These factors together, lead to not only higher levels of visibility, but
higher levels of prominence in views. This in part, contributes towards an overall lower
underlying landscape capacity for wind turbine development on the coastal area.
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The size of the turbine together with the prominent location would inevitably lead to
significant visual effects.

Houses

The closest affected houses are the 2 cottages at Peasiehill Farm Cottages to the north-west
(326m/ 4 times turbine height). Given the size and proximity of the proposed turbine, | would
agree with the ER that the houses would experience effects of major significance. At this
proximity, the turbine is likely to be over-bearing and oppressive.

There are further houses to the north-west at Peasiehill and Crudie (650m to 810m/ 8 to 11
times turbine height. The ER assesses the magnitude of effects as being medium. This is
considered an under-assessment given the size of the turbine and its proximity. The turbine
is likely to be a dominant feature in views from these houses and therefore would also create
effects of major significance.

To the south the closest houses are 10 houses at Elliot Cottages (578m/ 7.5 times turbine
height). (Appendix 2.3 VP1). The ER assesses the magnitude as high and significance
major. | would concur. Impacts would further be increased by the elevated position of the
turbine relative to the houses. The turbine would dominate the setting of the houses.

To the north of the site, beyond the industrial estate, the closest houses within Arbroath are
at Patrick Allan Fraser Street. This area is not included in the Residential Assessment , but
Appendix 2.3 includes visualisations and a summary assessment. The closest houses are
around 370m/ almost 5 times turbine height. Whilst there are intervening trees and buildings,
Appendix 2.3 VP05 helpfully shows the proposed turbine typically protruding above these by
around the rotor diameter (24m). Whilst, the Appendix assesses magnitude as high, it
considers sensitivity as being low. Houses are typically high sensitivity, which would revise
this assessment to major. Given the size and proximity of the turbine it is likely that the
turbine would dominate houses and have an over-bearing effect.

Cumulative Landscape Effects

Figure 7.14 of the ER lists nearby wind turbines either operational, consented or in planning.
The closest turbine would be the consented 77m turbine at Cuthlie (4km). Overall there are
a number of operational or approved turbines to the west and north-west or the proposed
turbine. Together, they will create a wind turbine typology of “landscape with wind turbines”.
The current proposed turbine, in part due to its size, would extend this typology up to the
edge of Arbroath. This would be beyond the underlying landscape capacity for this part of
Angus. The proposal would therefore have significant adverse cumulative landscape
effects.

Furthermore, extending the “landscape with wind turbines” typology to the coast would likely
lead to cumulative seascape effects with approved offshore windfarms.

Cumulative Visual Effects

The paired ZTVs within the ER demonstrate that the proposed turbine would be likely to be
commonly viewed “in combination”, “in succession,” and “in sequence” with other wind
turbines. Again, the frequency of which such interactions occur would extend towards

Arbroath and the coast, leading to significant cumulative visual effects.
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Conclusion
Unfortunately, the proposed size of turbine close to the coast; Arbroath and a number of
houses would lead to significant adverse landscape, visual and cumulative effects.
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TaylorE

From: RobertsS

Sent: 29 June 2015 17:08

To: TaylorE

Subject: RE: Bairds Malt - Landscape Response
Ed

| would comment as follows (by the numbering on the Greencat submission):

01: Disagree. No change to opinion.

02: It is noted that the Environmental Report states that the turbine would be located within Dipslope Farmland
LCT. I however did not say that the turbine would be on Dipslope Farmland. However the technical distinction
referred to in the Greencat submission is accepted. Notwithstanding this, my comments on the impact upon the

LCT remain unchanged.

02 (second): The built-up nature of the location is accepted, however this does not substantially mitigate effects
which would result from a turbine of this size.

03: The OED definition confirms my opinion.
04: No change to opinion.
05: No change to opinion.

06: No change to opinion. My reference to coastal plain relates to the relatively flat open area parallel with the
coast. It is distinct from the coastal LCTs.

07: No change to opinion.

08 -10: No change to opinion

11: Error in ER noted. No change to opinion

12: If you only consider operating turbines the assessment will be different! No change to opinion.
13: No change to opinion

14: No change to opinion

Regards

Stewart
SJ Roberts, Countryside Officer
Planning Service, Communities, Angus Council, County Buildings, Market Street, Forfar, DD8 3LG

From: Glen Moon [mailto:glen@greencatrenewables.co.uk]
Sent: 15 June 2015 14:41

To: TaylorE

Subject: Bairds Malt - Landscape Response

Dear Ed,
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Please find attached a response to the Landscape Officer’s comments.

| will send across further information on noise and shadow flicker to Steve Thomson directly today. The idea is to
give him a draft to look at to check that he is happy with it before we formally submit — hopefully this will speed up
the process

| hope this is OK.

Thanks,

Glen

Glen Moon

Green Cat Renewables Ltd
Midlothian Innovation Centre
Edinburgh

EH25 9RE

0131 4409064

Website : www.greencatrenewables.co.uk
Find us on LinkedIn

Disclaimer:

This message, including any attachments, contains confidential information and is intended only for the individual(s) addressed in the
message. If you are not the named addressee, please inform us immediately and delete this message immediately. You should not
disseminate, distribute, or copy this e-mail. E-mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be
intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. Neither Green Cat Renewables Limited nor Glen Moon
therefore accept any liability in connection with the transmission of this e-mail message. If verification is required please request a hard-copy
version. Where this email is unrelated to the business of Green Cat Renewables Limited, the opinions expressed within this email are the
opinions of Glen Moon and do not necessarily constitute those of Green Cat Renewables Limited. Any publication, disclosure, distribution,
forwarding or use of this e-mail without consent is strictly prohibited. Green Cat Renewables Limited’s e-mail system is subject to monitoring
and recording.

Green Cat Renewables Limited is a limited company registered in Scotland.
Registered number: SC277156.

Registered office: Green Cat Renewables Limited,

Covington Mill, Thankerton,Biggar, South Lanarkshire, ML12 6NE
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CaneyV

From: ClarkPR

Sent: 09 January 2015 17:57

To: PLNProcessing

Cc: AgnewMJ

Subject: Consultatio response - 14/01067/full

| refer to your consultation request regarding planning application 14/01067/full — erection of a wind
turbine at the The Maltings, Peasiehill Road, Elliot, Arbroath.

The close proximity of the proposed turbine to core path 152 (as identified in the Angus Council Core
Paths Plan, adopted 23 November 2010) is likely to have a detrimental impact on the amenity of the route
for recreational access takers. The overall amenity value of the path is currently relatively high, being
largely rural with open views over adjacent farmland. The existing industrial development has some
impact on the amenity of the path, but this does not fundamentally affect its overall setting. The
movement of turbine blades in close proximity to the path may also be intimidating to some users. | am
not however aware of any guidance on acceptable separation distances between wind turbines and public
paths.

The proposed relocation of the path, to provide a separation distance equivalent to the blade tip height,
will help make the proposed turbine less intimidating to path users. Detouring the path from its current
straight line, and erection of high security fencing over the current path line, will however break up the
visual integrity of the path and give an overall more industrial feel to the path setting. This is particularly a
concern in the context of the approved employment land extension to the west of the path. It would be
preferable to retain the path within a continuous visually coherent corridor between the two areas of
employment land. The situation could potentially be improved by providing a more gradual transition from
the existing track line onto the new one, avoiding sharp turns, and by reinstating the secure site boundary
on or close to its existing line on completion of construction.

Paul Clark
9t January 2015

Paul Clark, Countryside Access Officer.

Postal address:- Planning and Place, Communities, Angus Council, County Buildings,
Market Street, FORFAR, DD8 3LG.

Office location:- William Wallace House, Forfar, DD8 1TWH.

Telephone: 01307 473220

12/01/2015
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Mr David Gray
Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department

County Buildings
Market Street

Forfar
DD8 3LG

Angus

Date

: 14/01067/FULL

Application Ref

i

Dear Mr Gray
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renewable energy directly in |

Yours Sincerely,

==

11 MAR 2015

Print Name

e\ 1w/

HATTON (]

Arp RonT I

Address
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Mr Ed Taylor
Senior Planner

Angus Council Planning Department

County Buildings

Market Street

Forfar
Angus

DD8 3LG
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Mr David Gray
Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department

County Buildings

Market Street
Forfar
DD8 3LG

Angus

Date:

- 14/01067/FULL

Application Ref
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renewable energy directly in line with government policy.

Yours Sincerely,
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11 MAR 2015
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Mr David Gray
Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department

County Buildings
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renewable energy directly in line with government policy.
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Yours Sincerely,
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Mr David Gray
Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department

County Buildings

Market Street

Forfar
DD8 3LG

Angus
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Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL

Dear Mr Gray,
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renewable energy directly in line with government policy.

Yours Sincerely,
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Dear Mr Gray,
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Mr David Gray

Planning Officer (Development Standard)
Angus Council Planning Department
County Buildings
Market Street
Forfar

DD8 3LG
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Mr David Gray
Market Street

Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department
County Buildings

Following review of the above planning application | would like to register my support and

Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL

Date: O4/02/
Dear Mr Gray,
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Mr Ed Taylor
Senior Planner

Angus Council Planning Department

County Buildings

Market Street

Forfar
Angus

DD8 3LG
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Mr David Gray
Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department
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Mr David Gray
Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department

18 MAR 2015

County Buildings

Market Street

Forfar
DD8 3LG

Angus
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renewable energy directly in line with government policy.
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LeslielA

From: 7
Sent: ebruary :

To: PLNProcessing

Subject: Bairds Malt wind turbine

Dear sir/ Madam

| would like to object to the planning application for the wind turbine at Bairds Malts. My house
backs onto this | am concerned for the sight and noise of this.

Thanks

Caroline Ruxton

107 Patrick Allan Fraser Street
Arbroath

DD11 2Ix

Sent from my iPad
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Mr David Gray

Planning Officer (Development Standard)

Angus Council Planning Department

County Buildings

Market Street

Forfar
DD8 3LG

ECEIVED

Angus

13 FEB 2013
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Date:

Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL

Dear Mr Gray,

......

antial
Hai

AUIRwdE

/]
A

o
o
:
(
d

HIVILWA

AVEF 1V IVIViVIENNEiIvA V'S LWLV | BB wi

Tall ANl aYaValadlaV- Y VEl FaYaYs 1 .Y

4

HH\JE=

LLEE &7

Yours Sincerely,
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Application Ref

Dear Mr Gray,
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renewable energy directly in line with government policy.

Yours Sincerely,
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Mr Ed Taylor
Senior Planner

Angus Council Planning Department

County Buildings
Market Street
Forfar

Angus

DD8 3LG
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Dear Mr Taylor
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Mr David Gray
Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department

County Buildings

Market Street

Forfar
DD8 3LG

Angus

Following review of the above planning application | would like to register my support and

Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL

Date:
Yours Sincerely,

.Dear Mr Gray,
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Mr David Gray

Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department
County Buildings

Market Street

Forfar

DD8 3LG

2ECEIVED Angus
Date: | L FEB 2015

AR
Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL \KL\‘

Dear Mr Gray,
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renewable energy directly in line with government policy.

Yours Sincerely,

Print Name: hARNS? K052 MK
Address: 1Y 6. Viamvomn g ’Qoud
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Mr Ed Taylor
Senior Planner

Angus Council Planning Department

County Buildings

Market Street

Forfar
Angus

DD8 3LG
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Dear Mr Taylor
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Yours Sincerely,
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Mr Ed Taylor
Senior Planner

Angus Council Planning Department

County Buildings
Market Street
Forfar

Angus

DD8 3LG

Date:

Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL

Dear Mr Taylor,

have reviewed the planning application and find that the

As an Angus resident

on

He reacone capportinothe

COROMIC rEa50

JETaYaYaYu il 7o J :v.id.v.'-va.

Excellent opportunity for local contractors and suppliers to benefit from the

project

Yours Sincerely,
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Mr David Gray
Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department
County Buildings
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13 FEB 208
As an Angus resident, | have reviewed the planning application and find that the economic

Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL

Date: 10/02/15
Dear Mr Gray,
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Ellen Cromar
27 The Steading

Arbroath
DD11 2NG

22/01/2015

Dear Sir

4o
PR~ A A" A

IFSIEmEali
pod
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Yours sincerely,
Ellen Cromar.

rRECEIVED

3
2

23 JAN 2015
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Mr David Gray
Planning Officer
Market Street
Forfar

DD8 3LG
Angus

Angus Council Planning Department
County Buildings

14 FEB 2015
j |r\\(u

RECEIVEL

Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL

Dear Mr Gray,
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Letter from | M & R K Donald, 1 Patrick-Allan Fraser Street, Arbroath, DD11 2LX, received
29 January 2015, reads as follows:-

“‘We are against the proposed erection of the above. It will be too near a residential

area. It will be unsightly and create some sound annoyance. It may also reduce the
value of property in the area.”

Letter 14/01067/FULL (I M & R K Donald)
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Mr David Gray
Market Street

Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department
County Buildings

ol @EL

Following review of the above planning application | would like to register my support and

Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL

Dear Mr Gray,

Date:

¥

nro&Ect

Yours Sincerely,
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Print Name:
Address:



Mr Ed Taylor
Senior Planner
Forfar

Angus

DDS8 3LG

Angus Council Planning Department

AC40
Market Street
find that the

County Buildings

have reviewed the planning application and

Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL

As an Angus resident

Dear Mr Taylor,

Date:
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Mr David Gray
Planning Officer
Market Street
Forfar
DD8 3LG
Angus

Angus Council Planning Department
County Buildings

=IVED

70 FEB 2015
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Following review of the above planning application | would like to register my support

Dear Mr Gray,

Date:
Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL

a D <

pre] [ ] [ ] ® L]

o (2]
o3 4]

L Y o X~ W oY oY
HllLvi~ »ivERW1w]

TR

m’\/!‘»":

Yours Sincerely,
Print Name:
Address:

MV
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Mr David Gray

Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department
County Buildings

Market Street

Forfar

DD8 3LG

Angus

Date: H.}u&/ IS
Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL

Dear Mr Gray,

As an Angus resident, | have reviewed the planning application and find that the economic
benefits of the scheme outweigh any future potential visual impacts, recognising the

turbine has been positioned at the South East Corner of the industrial facility.

e The Bairds Malt Turbine proposal will produce 100% on-site use of the electriéity
as this is a very energy intensive business.

e The project will safeguard existing and future jobs on the facility which was
originally opened in Arbroath in 1970 and has been a source of local employment
(now circa 57 employees) for over 40 years.

e In my opinion the Bairds Malt Turbine proposal will not significantly reduce the
amenity value of the area.

e | have looked at the photomontages of the wind turbines and | find their appearance
within the existing industrial landscape acceptable which gives support to the socio

economic reasons supporting the project.

o Excellent opportunity for local contractors and suppliers to benefit from the project

Print Name: /EEM E BAMSwpfH
Address: 95 ST VIGE A GRS
PR RoA
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Mr David Gray
Planning Officer
Market Street
Forfar

DD8 3LG

Angus Council Planning Department
County Buildings

Angus
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Mr Ed Taylor
Senior Planner

Angus Council Planning Department

County Buildings

Market Street

Forfar
Angus

DD8 3LG

Date

: 14/01067/FULL

Application Ref

Dear Mr Taylor
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DD8 3LG
Angus
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renewable energy directly in line with government policy.

‘Yours Sincerely,
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Mr Ed Taylor
Senior Planner

Angus Council Planning Department

County Buildings

Market Street

Forfar
Angus

DD8 3LG
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Mr David Gray
Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department

County Buildings

Market Street

RECEIVED

Forfar
DD8 3LG
Angus

LN

12 FEB 2015

Date:

Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL

Dear Mr Gray,

Following review of the above planning application | would like to register my support and
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Mr David Gray

Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department
County Buildings

Market Street

Forfar

DD8 3LG

Angus

Date:
Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL

Dear Mr Gray,

Following review of the above planning application | would like to register my support and
encourage Angus Council to make a balanced assessment and consent the project as it

will -

e Protect jobs

e Support other local suppliers to Bairds Malt

e Allow the business to strengthen / expand.

e Other plots on the industrial estate are disused and empty — important to retain
Bairds.

e On-site use of electricity for an energy intensive business - a good use of
renewable energy directly in line with government policy.

o Located in an industrial area and surrounded by the Malting’s plant

e ES shows that noise from the turbine is not a problem.

Please consider the above principal points when making your recommendation on the

project.

Yours Sincerely,

Print Name: WW/rowae 6?&\&\3@7@2\.&\’\(1

Address: Z2ta Mapytons
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Marjory Robertson
36 Doocot Park
Arbroath

DD11 2LN

22" January 2015
Head of Planning & Transport
County Buildings
Market Street
Forfar
DD8 3LG

Ref : 14/01067/FULL Erection of Wing Turbine at Bairds Malt, Elliot Industrial Estate,
Arbroath.
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Yours sincerely,

Marjory Robertson.
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Mr David Gray

Planning Officer (Development Standard)
Angus Council Planning Department

County Buildings

Market Street
Forfar
DD8 3LG
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Dear Mr Gray,
Yours Sincerely,
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Mr David Gray
Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department

County Buildings

Market Street

Forfar
DD8 3LG

Angus

O@.jt:’:-'

Date: 04[
Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL

Dear Mr Gray,

Following review of the above planning application | would like to register my support and
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: David Gray

Customer Details
Name: Mr Geoff Taylor
Address: 95 Patrick Allan-Fraser Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:We strongly object to the proposal to site a Wind Turbine at the Bairds Maltings Site on
the grounds of the visual and noise impact it will have on our property. We also see this proposal
as having a negative impact on wildlife especially the local bird population. The detrimental effect
a Wind Turbine will have on our outlook and more importantly the value of our property is
enormous. After having endured many years of the Seed Crusher factory and the negativity it
brought to the whole of Arbroath we once again are to be asked to accept a Nation wide
contraversy which is the Wind Turbine. | am quite sure there are many other avenues that Bairds
could persue which will reduce their running costs without blighting the local population with a
Wind Turbine. For those that have a say/vote in whether this goes ahead please ask yourself if
YOU would want a Wind Turbine directly overlooking your property.

Aileen & Geoff Taylor
93 Patrick Allan-Fraser Street
Arbroath
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Miss Aimee Kubicki
Address: 101 Patrick Allan Fraser St Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:

Comment:| object to Bairds Malt plans to erect a wind turbine so very close to where | live.

It will protrude above all the existing buildings and be visually overpowering and spoil the
surrounding landscape.

Noise from it could also be amplified by all the metal buildings in close proximity.
The old road down the side of the factories will also be spoiled by it's construction.

Not a good prospect for Arbroath and it's surrounding areas.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Miss Elizabeth Strachan
Address: 9 Kinghorne Street Hospitalfield Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:As a resident of the Hospitalfield estate | wish to STRONGLY OBJECT to the proposed
erection of a wind turbine at Elliot.

This would be detrimental to the environment because it would be visually unsightly, although it is
stated that there would be no extra noise pollution | believe that this would not be the case. | have
spoken with people who live adjacent to the Dundee wind turbines who are constantly disturbed by
them. | think that the house prices in the area will fall and property will be more difficult to sell. | am
concerned for the local bird population as this will be in their flight path especially the geese from
the Montrose basin and the local starling population.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details

Name: Miss Julie Webster

Address: 2 Hospitalfield Gardens Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Dear Sir/Madam,

| write to formally oppose the erection of the wind turbine at Bairds Malt, Arbroath.

My main reasons for opposing are:

1. Detrimental impact to the valuation and appeal of my home.

| only purchased my home in Hospitalfield in 2013. Would | have purchased it if there were
already a wind turbine situated so close..... probably not. | cannot be alone in my thinking
therefore I'm sure this would put others off purchasing property in the area in future.

2. Noise

| accept the noise already created 24 hours per day by Barid's Malt, after all, it was already
situation there when | moved. However, to even consider adding to this noise already generated

by the company is extremely inconsiderate to those residents living in the area.

| would like to add that | am not opposed to wind turbines in general, but feel very strongly about
them not being erected in residential areas.

Yours faithfully,

Julie Webster
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Miss SAMANTHA MITCHELL
Address: 24 ST ANDREWS CRESCENT ARBROATH

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:i object for reasons being,arbroath is a tourist town and they are not attractive to look
at,noise pollution,devalue the property in the area of hospitalfield estate.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr & Mrs Bob Turner
Address: 68 Kinghorne Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| write to express our objection to the proposed erection of a wind turbine at Bairds Malt,
Arbroath. We are concerned with the visual impact this will have on the surrounding area and the
additional noise this will create. There will also be a detrimental impact on the valuation of our
property if this wind turbine is erected.

Bob & Emma Turner
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LeslielA

From: PLANNING

Sent: 13 January 2015 11:24
To: PLNProcessing
Subject: FW: baird maltings

Sandra Cameron, Clerical Officer, Communities, Planning & Place, Angus Council, County
Buildings, Market Street, Forfar DD8 3LG; Tel: 01307 473342; E-mail: camerons@angus.gov.uk

From: GORDON SIMPSON
Sent: 12 January 2015 16:14
To: PLANNING

Subject: baird maltings

we are mr and mrs g w g simpson from 113 Patrick ALLAN fraser st in Arbroath and we would
like to lodge our objections to the planning application for a wind turbine by baird maltings.The
following are our reasons for our objections
.1 the impact this structure is likely to have on the value of our property it would reduce the
likelyhood of being able to sell our property
2the noise that such a structure will create we have been in close proximity to several of these
structures on hill walks and in several places in the country side and the noise they generate is
profound.
3The visual appearance ,this being much higher than the buildings which are there just now and
arbroath does not need anything else to put prospective tourists coming to the town this structure
will be seen from all over Arbroath.
4 Tt will have a detrimental effect on he wildlife in the area there is many birds around this site.
5 The disadvantages far out weigh any advantage this would have for the town of Arbroath let
alone the residents of hospitalfield the last thing we want is another situation like the seed
crushers saga.

Mr and Mrs G W G S impson

15/01/2015
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr.and Mrs lain Findlay
Address: 7 Glamis Road Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Councillor

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:We object to the above application for the following reasons

1.They will spoil the look of the landscape.

2.No doubt this will be the first of many turbines if this one is allowed to go ahead.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: David Gray

Customer Details
Name: Mr & Mrs Martin & Mary Fox
Address: 103 Patrick Allan Fraser Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:As residents of a property backing on to the 'Maltings' we are strongly opposed to this
application on the grounds that it will have a significant adverse visual and noise impact on nearby
residents as well as having a detrimental effect on house values and the ability to sell residential
property in Hospitalfield.

Volume 2 Appendix 2.1 confirms that the proposed development will have a permanent, direct and
negative effect on Patrick Allan Fraser Street which can be extrapolated to include the rest of
Hospitalfield. Additionally, Appendix 2.1 identifies moderate and major negatives effects from
numerous surrounding viewpoints. We are certain that this proposal will have a negative impact
on Arbroath with the subsequent potential impact on tourism, e.g. the nearby caravan sites which
bring much needed revenue to Arbroath.

We do not accept that noise levels will be below or on a par with existing background noise from
the Maltings. The scale of the proposed development will mean that the actual turbine and blades
will not be screened by existing buildings. This is confirmed by the photomontages in Appendix
2.3. Whist walking or cycling in close proximity to large wind turbines we have experienced the
noise they make and we have no doubt that the noise generated by this development would add to
and be in excess of the existing noise from the Maltings which since recent developments has
noticeably increased. Additionally, the repetitive swishing and whumphing noise made by wind
turbines has the potential to be quite stressful and damaging to long-term health. We are also
concerned that added and increased noise will mean that we are unable to enjoy the amenity of
our garden during periods of good weather.

Having endured the operations of the oil seed crushers some years ago we trust that the planning
authority will recognise the impact of such an unwelcome development in close proximity to a long
established residential area and refuse this application.
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Robert and Mrs R Cargill

Davayne

Elliot

Dundee Road
Arbroath DD11 2PE

20™ January 2015

Application by Baird’s Malt to develop wind turbine at Elliot industrial Estate

Dear Sir/Madam
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This development produces no benefits to residents other than the applicant.
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22 JAN 201
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Mrs S Cargill

Acceptance of this development would set a precedent for further applications.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr and Mrs Ronald Birse
Address: 50 Hospitalfield Road Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:We wish to object to a wind turbine being erected because it would cause such an
eyesore at the edge off a residential housing area. Also knowing what we have read about
turbines they are susceptible to high winds which could cause it to go out off control, causing a
major accident.

The blades could also affect the flight of the wild geese as | see 200/300 pass over here every day
during the winter months.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Albert Smith
Address: 17 Doocot Park Hospitalfield Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Miscellaneous

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:As Dr Richard Broadbent admits in his letter dated 08/01/2015 sent to the residents of
Hospialfield that there is already noise pollution from the Bairds Malt site the added noise from a
working turbine will be in addition to the current from this site as it will be at a different noise
frequency.As he also states this operation runs 24/7 there will be no visual or noise relief for local
householders.This site has expanded greatly from the original Moray Firth Maltings ownership and
should not be allowed to expand being so close to a residential development.We also now have a
smell of malt barley during the summer when in full operation.Please record my objection to this
blight on our landscape.
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Application by Baird’s Malt to develop wind turbine at Elliot industrial Estate

Dear Sir/Madam
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Acceptance of this development would set a precedent for further applications.

Yours Faithfully.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: David Gray

Customer Details
Name: Mr Alexander Thomson
Address: 49 Patrick Allan-Fraser Street ARBROATH

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:During their open day, | asked the representative of Bairds Malt whether the power
derived from the Wind turbine would meet all of their projected needs for power. The answer was
non committal. | also asked if their was a surplus of power could this not be fed into the grid and
allocated the residents of Hospitalfield estate. Their answer was again non committal also advising
that this may need further investigation and further planning permission.

| therefore object to this application on the following points.

1 They could not or would not advise me on exactly what their power needs entailed both for the
present and/or for their future needs. | believe they withheld the answer to my question.

2 | asked if they were likely to build another Wind turbine if when they received permission for
this one and there was need for another Turbine would they apply for a second turbine. Their
answer was NO as there was not enough land to build further Turbines. No mention was made as
to Bairds Malt Acquiring further land from its'neighbours as | believe has been has been asked of
from Peasiehill Farm.

3 The visual outlook both of residents in Hospitalfield estate and of anyone approaching from
the east is likely to be an eyesore and a blot on the landscape.

All of this purely for profit to Bairds Malt and with no increase in benefit to the people of Arbroath.
Lets NOT have another fiasco as we had with the Oil Seed Rape Factory that was approved by
councillors who did NOT have the full facts at planning stage.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Allan Buick
Address: 9 Glamis Road Hospitalfield Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Community Council

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| object to the height as it is so close to a residential area.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr & Mrs Andrew & Moira Cook
Address: 84 Patrick Allan-Fraser Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:As residents of a property looking onto the 'Maltings', we are strongly opposed to this
proposal and wish to make a formal objection on the following grounds:-

We believe that the proposal for a wind turbine is inappropriate for this location and will have a
detrimental effect on the community of Arbroath, the landscape, the tourist industry and the local

habitat/birds.

Wind turbines can make people ill with the continuous noise. They are an eyesore and people do
not want them near their homes - this could reduce the value of our homes.

The wind turbine is far too large, too close to our homes and will be an alien structure on the local
environment.

It would adversely affect walkers and be unsafe.

There appears to be an inexplicable obsession with wind turbines, without regard to the
devastation which these hopelessly inefficient machines create.

The destruction of birds is inevitable - we have the geese here all winter and they fly all around
this area for several months at a time.

We trust that the Planning Authority will recognise sound common sense and technical awareness
regarding this application and refuse permission.
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The residents of Hospitalfield lived with the Oil Seed Crushers on our doorstep for several years -
during this time, we were exposed to regular obnoxious odours, noise pollution and a general
intrusion in our lives. Please do not expose us to a new and unpleasant intrusion.

We conclude that the proposal is economic nonsense (why are the Americans now
decommissioning their wind turbines??) and that the environmental costs would be huge for future
generations.
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LeslielA

From: I
Sent: ebruary :

To: PLNProcessing

Subject: Bairds Malt wind turbine

Good Afternoon

| would like to object to the planning application for a wind Turbine at Bairds Malt. | live at the
back of this | am cornered about the look and noise and my property valuation going down.
Thanks

Andrew Ruxton

107 Patrick Allan Fraser street

Arbroath
DD11 2Ix

Sent from my iPad
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr andrew vivers
Address: 1 Access From ZU360-1 To Arniefoul Cottages, Arniefoul, Glamis, Angus DD8 1UD

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| write to object based on the detrimental health effects this application will probably
have on its turbine neighbours, based on my own experiences and the 5 reasons listed below.

The effects of Infrasound and Low Frequency Noise (ILFN) are cumulative, and individuals are
affected by ILFN in different timescales, but the bottom line is that if you have a life threatening
ailment, or are susceptible to one, and live near a wind turbine, then you chances of recovery are
greatly diminished, whether you have signed a non disclosure agreement or not.

Cancer Clusters and Heart Seizure Hotspots are now being observed around wind farms. There
truly are Nae pockets in a shroud.

Your pets, livestock and local wildlife could also be seriously affected.

Should this application be allowed, in the interests of public health, please ensure that ILFN
monitoring before and after turbine erection is a required condition.

With regard to subsidy payments, this Jan 15 2015 article applies equally to the UK
http://stopthesethings.com/2015/01/15/parker-gallant-wind-power-outfits-christmas-bonanza-in-
ontario/

1. THE LINK BETWEEN VIBRO ACOUSTIC DISEASE (VAD) AND WIND FARM SYNDROME
(WTS)
The peak frequencies emitted by wind turbines are below 5 Hz.
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VAD is an acknowledged medical disease caused primarily by the frequencies of Infrasound (0 -
20Hz) and Low Frequency Noise (20 - 500Hz).
These frequencies are commonly grouped together as ILFN (0 - 500Hz). [1]

Respiratory pathology induced by ILFN is not a novel subject given that in the 1960's, within the
context of U.S. and U.S.S.R. Space Programs, its existence was being reported. [2]

Central nervous system disorders in workers exposed to ILFN were first observed 25 years ago
among aircraft technicians. Concurrently, respiratory pathology was identified in these workers,
and later reproduced in ILFN-exposed animal models. [3]

In 1987, the first autopsy of a deceased VAD patient was performed. The extent of ILFN induced
damage was overwhelming, and the information obtained is, guiding many of the associated and
ongoing research projects. [4]

In both human and animal models, ILFN exposure causes thickening of cardiovascular structures.

Pericardial thickening with no inflammatory process, and in the absence of diastolic dysfunction, is
the hallmark of VAD.

Depressions, increased irritability and aggressiveness, a tendency for isolation, and decreased
cognitive skills are all part of the clinical picture of VAD.

In VAD, the end-product of collagen and elastin growth is reinforcement of structural integrity. This
is seen in blood vessels, cardiac structures, trachea, lung, and kidney of both VAD patients and
ILFN-exposed animals. This means that blood vessels can become thicker, thus impeding the
normal blood flow. Within the cardiac structures, the parietal pericardium and the mitral and aortic
valves also become thickened

When echocardiography, brain MRI or histological studies are performed, structural changes can
be identified, all consistently show significant changes in VAD patients and ILFN-exposed animals.

Wind Turbines are known to emit a broad spectrum of ILFN frequencies, with peak frequencies at
below 5Hz.

In Portugal ILFN has been extensively researched, and occupational VAD symptoms have been
grouped according to length of exposure during work hours.

Those living and working near wind turbines are obviously exposed to Infrasound 24/7. Exposure
at night can often result in considerably sleep deprivation.

The detrimental health effects of sleep deprivation are well recognised medically.
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The Hayes Mackenzie 2006 report which is often quoted by Government and Council officials
gives a time to symptom chart for VAD. [5] The chart is shown below, and is based on
occupational exposure to noise (ILFN).

VAD symptoms
Stage 1 (Mild) 1-4 yrs: Slight mood swings; Indigestion; Heart burn; Mouth/throat infections;
Bronchitis.

Stage 2 (Moderate) 4-10 yrs: Chest pain; Definite mood swings; Back pain; Fatigue; Fungal, viral
& parasitic infections; Inflammation of stomach lining; Pain and blood in urine; Conjunctivitis;
Allergies.

Stage 3 Severe (10 + yrs): Psychiatric disturbances; Haemorrhages of nasal, digestive &
conjunctive mucosa; Varicose veins & haemorrhoids (piles); Duodenal ulcers; spastic colitis;
Decrease in visual acuity; Headaches; Severe joint pain; Intense muscular pain; Neurological
disturbances.

Among the most serious consequences of untreated VAD are rage-reactions, epilepsy, and
suicide.

As a rough calculation, without considering sleep deprivation, the time of symptom appearance for
ILFN induced WTS should be the VAD time, reduced by a factor of around 4.2 (turbine neighbours
who live and work near turbines, 24hrs x 7days x 48working weeks = 8064 hrs exposure per yr,
assuming 4 weeks holiday away from turbines; occupational exposure, 8hrs x 5days x 48weeks =
1920 hrs exposure per yr. 8064 divided by 1920 = 4.2).

Thus a 4yr VAD symptom exposure would manifest in 1yr for a WTS exposure, and a 10 year
VAD symptom in 2.5yrs for WTS, which indeed appears to be the case.

IFLN induced WTS
Less than 1 yr: Headaches; Dizziness; Sleep deprivation; Haemorrhoids; Umbilical hernia; High

blood pressure; Fatigue; Tinnitus; Vertigo; Poor concentration & memory; Slight mood swings.

1-4 yrs: Nausea/seasickness; Panic attacks; Annoyance, anger & aggression; Increased agitation
of those with Autistic Spectrum Disorder and ADD/ADHD; Increased blood sugar levels.

4-10 yrs: Thickening of pericardium and blood vessel walls plus other soft tissue damage.

Many other chronic health problems are thought to be created or accelerated, probably by
infrasound-induced increased levels of cortisol (which lowers our immune system).

On 5 Sept 2014, the Waubra Foundation wrote to NSW Planning Assessment Commission
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regarding the Gullen Range Wind Development [6]. This letter contains much important
information regarding ILFN.

The facts are clear:

1. Wind turbines emit ILFN, and can do so even when the blades are not turning.

2. ILFN is harmful to humans and other life forms, and can Kill.

3. In the interests of Public Health, the Scottish Government and local Councils should
immediately impose a condition on turbine applications that ILFN is measured before and after
turbine erection.

4. ILFN monitoring should be a mandatory tool that is used to assess any reported health effects
from turbines.

References

1. http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17014895

2. http://lwww.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17315094

3. http://www.ncbi.nim.nih.gov/pubmed/16969569&#8232;

4. http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15273020

5. http://www.hayesmckenzie.co.uk/downloads/LF%20and%20Infrasound%20Noise %20Immission
%20from%20Wind%20Farms%20and%20the%20Potential%20for%20Vibro%20Acoustic%20Dise
ase%20-%20Malcolm%20D%20Hayes.pdf

6. http://waubrafoundation.org.au/wp-
content/uploads/2014/09/GRWF_WF_Submission_to PAC_Final_Sept 2014.pdf

2. INFRASOUND BULLET POINTS

People with a blocked or anatomically small helicotrema (a narrow pathway in the cochlea of the
ear) have an increased sensitivity to Infrasound and Low Frequency Noise (ILFN), as are those
who are susceptible to car/sea/motion sickness.

The main resonant frequencies of a persons internal organs are below 5 Hz. The peak
frequencies emitted by turbines are below 5 Hz. Earths resonance frequency is 7.83 hertz, exactly
the same as the alpha waves of our brain (which controls our creativity, performance, stress,
anxiety and immune system).

The frequencies to which the various brain areas respond vary from 3 to 50 Hz, such as: touch 9
Hz; coordination 10 Hz; sound 15 Hz; subconscious thought 20 Hz; visual images 25 Hz.

What specific frequency do: 6-7 Hz ringing in ears, increased blood pulse, fatigue, tightening in the
chest; 6.6 Hz causes depression in most people; 8.6 - 9.8 Hz tingling sensations / sleep inducing;
10.8 Hz causes riotous behaviour; mixed 17 & 70 Hz harmful biological effects.

Some people are sensitive to ILFN out to 30km from a turbine(s).

ILFN frequencies between 3 and 12 Hz cause Rapid Eye Movement (REM) sleep disruption and
general sleep deprivation. This in turn can: increase mood swings (happy/violent); inhibit or modify
dreams; make people depressed and/or apathetic. The detrimental health effects of sleep
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deprivation are well documented.

ILFN exposure can cause the body to secrete cortisol which increases blood pressure and blood
sugar levels, and has an immunosuppressive action. A suppressed immune system will allow
existing health problems to accelerate and make it easier for new ones to be created. The effects
are worse if exposed to ILFN during sleep hours.

Our bodies try to protect vital organs from ILFN bombardment by laying down extra collagen,
causing a thickening of the pericardium and blood vessel walls for instance, which will also
increase the likelihood life threatening health problems.

The wavelength of ILFN at 1Hz is 340mtrs. 5Hz is therefore 68mtrs. The basic calculation for
room wall dimension resonance is half the wavelength, but remember: an attic could extend the
whole length of a house, thus if a house is 14 mtrs long, wall resonance could be caused by ILFN
at around 12Hz; internal walls can be very thin and not form part of the house foundations;
diagonal room measurement is also important. All this may help explain why infrasound is often
more noticeable in the smallest room usually the cludgie (loo; often has an outside wall).
Temperature inversion (temperature rising with height before cooling usually around dawn and
dusk) can cause sound which would normally dissipate into higher atmosphere to be refracted
down. The curve of this sound usually comes back to ground level at about 5km distance from the
turbine. If ILFN follows this pattern, it will join the other ground hugging infrasound, increasing the
potential danger. ILFN does similarly bounce off cloud base etc.

Audible sound is emitted from turbines in a butterfly wing shape, with minimal noise directly
downwind, upwind, right or left. Larger forewings are downwind. Infrasound may do the same.
Turbines can emit ILFN even when the blades are not turning. A gentle breeze can cause the
tower and/or blades to resonate.

Many people who believe they are suffering adverse health effects from wind turbines are hesitant
to report their symptoms due to the manner in which their claims have often been discounted or
ignored by the wind industry and government officials (Hansard, 2009, pp.G-516, G-547). Experts
contend that the quantity, consistency, and ubiquity of the complaints constitute epidemiological
evidence of a strong link between turbine noise, ill health, and disruption of sleep (BMJ2012; 344:¢e
1527).

Individuals should not have to prove the effect, only perceive it. Self reporting is an important tool
in the process.

The World Health Organisation (WHO) considers a sleep journal as a valid tool for documenting
sleep disturbance.

On 21 Jan 2013, the State of Wisconsin (USA) imposed a moratorium on industrial turbines until
further health research is conducted.

On 7 Nov 2013, a Falmouth judge (USA) ordered local turbines to cease operating between 7pm
and 7am and all day Sunday in order to avoid irreparable physical and psychological harm to local
residents.

Over-exposure to ILFN can cause short/long term memory loss, skin problems, and weaken the
immune system.

3. RECENT USES OF DIRECTED ILFN
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The use of directed ILFN is a known weapon and interrogation aid. It is an untraceable murder
weapon, as it leaves no evidence of its use on the victim.

ILFN becomes particularly deadly during the early morning sleep hours. This is when the body
normally produces the lowest levels of Cortisol. Artificially stimulating Cortisol production during
this time disrupts the bodys normal Cortisol production in the worst possible way. In effect, the
sleeping body perceives infrasound as a threat and elevates Cortisol production to cope. Since
one is asleep, the Cortisol is not used, and remains in the body, damaging life-essential body
functions.

Prolonged Cortisol production in our bodies eventually causes death. [1]

| understand that some of the recent uses of directed ILFN are:
Greenham Common, UK. 1984 (mostly women).

In the summer of 1984, more than 2,000 British troops suddenly pulled back, leaving the fence
unguarded.

Peace activist Kim Besley recalls that as curious women approached the gate, they started
experiencing odd health effects: swollen tongues, changed heartbeats, immobility, feelings of
terror, pains in the upper body.

Besley found her 30-year-old daughter too ill to stand. Other symptoms typical of electromagnetic
exposure included skin burns, severe headaches, drowsiness, post-menopausal menstrual
bleeding and menstruation at abnormal times. Besleys daughters cycle changed to 14 days and
took a year to return to normal.

Two late-term spontaneous miscarriages, impaired speech, and an apparent circulatory failure
prompted the women to begin monitoring for a directed-energy beam, Using an EMR meter, they
measured beams sweeping their camp at 100-times normal background levels. [2]

2. Iraq (2003 to present)

Very Low Frequency (VLF) weapons include the dozens of poppers and domes deployed in Iraq,
which can be dialed to long wave frequencies capable of traveling great distances through the
ground or intervening structures. As air force Lt Col. Peter L. Hays, Director of the Institute for
National Security Studies reveals, Transmission of long wavelength sound creates biophysical
effects; nausea, loss of bowels, disorientation, vomiting, potential internal organ damage or death
may occur.

Lt Col Hays calls VLF weapons superior because their directed energy beams do not lose their
hurtful properties when traveling through air to tissue. A French weapon radiating at 7 hertz made
the people in range sick for hours.

Such variable effects have been known scientifically since 1963, when electromagnetics
researchers Dr. Robert Beck found that exposure to certain frequencies sparks riotous behaviour,
while other frequency beams can cause a sense of well-beingor deep depression.
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The recovery rate from directed ILFN exposure among US troops (they tend to lose the plot,
wander off and go AWOL) seems to be about a day or so, whereas the locals are not getting over
it in less than a week or more on average. [2]

3. 02 plus the 2012 Olympics. London.

Long Range Accoustic Devices (LRAD) have been photographed at the O2, and were installed on
the Thames during the 2012 Olympics. There is little doubt that these communication devices can
also utilise ILFN for crowd dispersement. [3]

4. Gaza (ongoing)

There are several reports of ILFN weapons (LRADs) being used by the Israel against Palestinians
in Gaza. The combination of low frequencies at high intensities can create discrepancies in the
inputs to the brain. Basically the brain receives a signal that your body has lost balance. You feel
like you are tilting even when you are not. The discrepancies can cause headaches and nauseait
simulates seasickness. [4]

5. Fukushima 2011

Directed ILFN at around 2.5 Hz can cause earth tremors, earthquakes, landslides, and will
increase lightning (particularly in clouds formed on sprayed bevy metals) . Watch the 7 min video
here [5]. Since 2011 US military presence in Japan has increased considerably.

[1] http://www.darkgovernment.com/news/infrasound-stress-inducing-weapons/

[2] http://www.jimstonefreelance.com/beammed.html

[3] http://motherboard.vice.com/read/a-history-of-using-sound-as-a-weapon

[4] http://www.multistalkervictims.org/catchcanadalliterature/brochure/CATCH/Scream_Article.pdf
[5] http://www.geoengineeringwatch.org/was-haarp-a-factor-in-the-fukushima-earthquake/

4. ARK HILL WIND TURBINES - ONE YEAR ON
(8 x 80m Enercon E48 turbines. Mar 2013 4 April 2014)

| live at Arniefoul which is 5km East of the Ark Hill wind turbines and 1.6km West of the proposed
Govals wind turbines (6 x 87m turbines). The prevailing wind is from the West.

Ark Hill was commissioned on 5 March 2013 and at that time | started to have continuous
headaches with some light-headedness and tinnitus. Further to this, | also started to suffer
frequent sleep disturbance. When | awoke | could often hear the whooshing of the turbine blades.
Assuming it was the audible sound that was disturbing me, | moved my bed further away from the
window and slept with the window closed. This made no difference to my sleep deprivation
usually being woken at around 3am until 5am. With the window closed | rarely hear the turbine
noise, but | can sometimes feel their rhythm and therefore deduce that it is an inaudible noise
(Low Frequency Noise and Infrasound) that is causing the lack of sleep.
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In June 2013 | had two dizzy spells when out walking on the hills surrounding Arniefoul. It was at
this time | noticed a correlation between the turbines, the wind direction and the above symptoms.
My tinnitus became constant and on some nights extremely loud.

My symptoms appear to be worse when there is a Southerly wind. The Ark Hill turbines rotate
clockwise and therefore it is probably an emission during the down stroke that creates the harmful
effects. This suggests it may have little to do with the supporting structure and therefore an
upwind or downwind design of turbine will make little difference.

Surprisingly, the prevailing Westerly wind seems to cause slightly less symptoms than a Southerly
wind. Turbine noise, however, is most audible when there is little prevailing wind at ground level
and at treetop level, but sufficient wind at turbine blade area to turn the blades at a critical speed.
In similar conditions to these, when there is an Easterly wind we can easily hear traffic on the A90,
5km to our East, even though there is the huge bund of the Sidlaw Hills between us.

A North or East wind causes slightly less symptoms again, although should the Govals wind
turbines be erected, | expect to suffer greatly from those turbines during these wind directions.

January and February 2014 were particularly bad months with predominately Southerly and
Westerly winds causing much sleep deprivation, loud tinnitus, lack of concentration and irritability.

On 9 February 2014, | started recording my blood pressure morning and evening. It fluctuates
considerably with a recorded high of 185/105. On 28 March for instance, after several days of
Easterly wind, it was at a more acceptable 140/83. There appear to be correlations between wind,
atmospheric and weather conditions.

Whilst my body may be building some form of resistance to the turbine noises (audible and
inaudible) | also believe it is getting more sensitive in certain ways. | sometimes get my turbine
headache out to at least 10km from the turbines. Also, | have recently noticed | need to clear my
ears more frequently, similar to going up in an airplane or scuba diving.

From 6 12 March we stayed near Tarfside, Glen Esk (currently no turbines near there). All my
symptoms reduced noticeably, with my blood pressure reaching a low of 136/81.

An obvious option is to sell my property and move (where to?). My work is in the local area and
therefore this is not really a business option. Nor is it an emotional option since my family has
enjoyed being at Arniefoul for nearly a century.

| have heard of landowners with turbines who now regret having turbines on their land, yet are
unable to speak out due to non disclosure clauses in their contracts with developers. Also, |
suspect that there are many people living near wind turbines who suffer similar conditions to mine
but who remain silent for fear of property devaluation, tenancy or employment concerns, and the
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like.

| am sure that should the Govals and Frawney (5 x 80m, same make as Ark Hill and West Knock
Farm, Buchan) wind turbines be erected, with Forfar and Letham being on the down-wind side,
there will be people with similar sensitivity as myself who will suffer. Children are thought to be
more sensitive to turbine noises than adults.

People sometimes say that | look well considering the symptoms | describe. | am reluctant to take
drugs/medication, with their own potential side effects, when | do not believe they are treating the
root cause. | have always made considerable efforts to maintain a high level of fitness.

| understand that:

Low frequency noise and Infrasound (such as emitted by wind turbines) are sound waves that are
felt by the body rather than heard, probably by the utricle. Depending upon the amplitude or
intensity, it produces feelings of extreme discomfort, a feeling that the body is vibrating. Depending
upon the frequency and intensity, infrasound can keep you awake, or induce sleep. Therefore, it
can cause sleep deprivation.

Infrasound induces stress and causes the body to secrete the hormone Cortisol. This effect is a
medically recognised danger of long-term infrasound exposure.

Cortisol, plays a vital role in preparing our body for stressful fight or flight episodes. It increases
blood pressure and blood sugar levels, and has an immunosuppressive action that provides
needed alertness and energy during stressful experiences. However, during long term stress, or if
Cortisol production is prolonged, its effects on the human body can become severe. A weakened
or suppressed immune system will allow existing health problems to accelerate, and make it
easier for new ones to be created.

Exposure to infrasound during early sleep hours can be particularly harmful. This is when the body
normally produces the lowest levels of Cortisol. This might explain my 3am awakening and
subsequent wakefulness. Artificially stimulating Cortisol production during sleep means that the
Cortisol is not used and remains in the body, potentially damaging essential body functions.

A sound wave in air is a sequence of pressure changes. A sound wave in a liquid or solid is more
like a vibration. This helps explain how Low Frequency Noise and Infrasound travel great
distances and easily pass through solid walls, and can set up vibrations or resonances in rooms
and body cavities.

There is well-documented and peer-reviewed evidence of the detrimental health effects that
turbine emissions have on humans. It is unethical to expose people to something already
suspected of being harmful.

Where is the Duty of Care?

Andrew Vivers
Arniefoul, Glamis, DD8 1UD
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4 April 2014

Email from a Glamis Community Councillor - Received 5 April 2014

Dear Andrew

| am very surprised you suffer thus from the wind farm as we live closer and never notice such
symptoms. Perhaps your tinitus is from your army career, as my tinitus is from my many youthful
days loading on the grouse moor. If | was that ill i would not publicise the fact - what do you hope
to achieve by such a leaflet?

| am delighted Juliet is not mentioned in your catalogue of ailments, but you should have included
a mention of your deteriorating mental state.

| suggest you should simply sell up and move, as the Govals wind farm will surely be much closer
to you than Arkhill wind farm

Kind regards John
(note: John is a renewables energy consultant, ex director of Ark Hill Wind Farm, ex factor of
Strathmore Estates [25% ownership of Ark Hill], and a Glamis Community Councillor)

Addendum 14/4/14

A major achievement of distributing the above "Ark Hill - One Year On" leaflet, was that an
acoustics engineer has come to stay for two nights.

| understand that:

There appears to be a correlation between my being woken and subsequent wakefulness, and
peaks in low infrasound frequencies up to 3Hz.

The peak frequencies emitted by turbines are typically less that 5Hz. Our UK legislation on this
matter, ETSU-R-97, is totally inadequate since it is only concerned with 'audible' noise, ie. above
20Hz (few people can hear sounds below 20Hz).

The fact that we can not hear a sound does not make it any less harmful.

Audible sound attenuates (decreases in energy/volume) at a rate of minus 6 decibels (dB) per
doubling of distance from the source. Infrasound attenuates at minus 3dB per doubling of
distance, out to about 50km (which is probably why our Ministry of Defense has opposed wind
turbine applications within 50 km of the Eskdalemuir Seismic Array). Also, infrasound tends to
have more of a ground hugging nature and does not readily dissipate into the high atmosphere.
This helps explain why the effects of infrasound are noticed at much greater distances than
audible sound.

For humans, the annoyance threshold for audible sound is around 2dB. Interestingly, the
annoyance factor does not then increase with increasing volume/energy.
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Turbines can emit infrasound even if the blade is not turning. A gently breeze can cause the tower
and/or blades to resonate and emit infrasound.

Depending on various factors, a single turbine can emit as much infrasound as a large wind
factory. Ark Hill (8 turbines) for instance, was at times comparable to a 100+ turbine wind factory.
The fact that industrial sized turbines emit Infrasound/Low Frequency Noise (ILFN) can not be
disputed.

The fact that ILFN is harmful to humans can not be disputed.

There is ample peer-reviewed evidence from around the world that "proves beyond reasonable
doubt" that wind turbine neighbours experience detrimental health effects.

The logical conclusion is that the ILFN emissions from turbines are causing the ill health, however,
even if it is not, turbines should be dismantled until the cause is found and rectified.

The wind industry make claims similar to: "Turbines are not known to cause harm to humans'. The
above information must cast considerable doubt on their claims. Also, their statements are
certainly not the same as saying "Turbines are known not to cause harm to humans"

It is unethical to expose people to something already suspected of being harmful. | ask again,
"Where is the 'Duty of Care™?

3. WIND TURBINE SYNDROME (Excerpts from letters to my MSP)

Letter dated 27 April 2014&#8232;

Health concerns in Scotland are ignored because of a sentence, a mere aside in a bracket.

We are told by Angus Council that current Scottish Government guidance states there is NO
EVIDENCEof turbine health effects arising from infrasound or low frequency noise generated by
the wind turbines that were tested. [1]. This quote is from a bracketed sentence in that link which
gives no direct reference to the actual Hayes Mackenzie 2006 report from which it took the
information; a report that is EIGHT years old and during which time turbines in Scotland have
grown considerably in number, height and capacity.

Reports of ill-health associated with turbines are now prolific around the world.

The Hayes Mackenzie 2006 powerpoint presentation Low Frequency and Infrasound Noise
Immission (sic) from Wind Farms and the potential for Vibro-Acoustic disease [2] shows that
Infrasound and Low Frequency Noise (ILFN) are emitted by turbines; it states that ILFN can be
harmful to humans (known as Vibroacoustic Disease or VAD) and gives a time/symptom chart; it
then concludes that it is UNLIKELY that symptoms will result through induced internal body
vibration from incident wind farm noise.

This is definitely not the same as the Scottish Government quote above. UNLIKELY is not NO
EVIDENCE.

| ask : are measurements independently and continuously taken of ILFN emissions by turbines in
Scotland. Are they correlated with reported health effects?

Are we to understand that turbines in Scotland do not affect the local population, yet they do
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elsewhere in the world?

This report also states: Dr Mariana Alves-Pereira, in discussion with Dr Amanda Harry in the UK
and Dr Nina Pierpont in the US, is now looking into the low- frequency noise and infrasound
produced by industrial wind turbines to determine whether they too can cause VAD. Dr Alves-
Pereira's initial assessment, based on noise measurements taken inside and outside the homes of
wind turbine neighbours, is that turbines are indeed a likely cause of VAD. Dr Pierpont named the
effect as Wind Turbine Syndrome (WTS).

With regard to the VAD chart, the report makes a comparison between aircraft technicians, who
may experience high levels of ILFN for short periods during their working day, and wind turbine
neighbours who experience constant or intermittent and variable ILFN (the tower and/or blades
can resonate and emit ILFN even when the blades are not turning). Added to this must be the
additional factor for those who live and try to sleep near wind turbines, is that ILFN exposure,
which disrupts sleep via repetitive physiological stress and wakening, will do damage to health via
sleep deprivation and chronic stress (both of which are well-established in clinical medicine and in
the research literature, as harmful).

The report did not produce a WTS chart which would have shown a reduced time of symptom
appearance for turbine neighbours. See note 1.

WTS and peer-reviewed reports of the detrimental health effects of turbines have been ignored for
up to 20 years, based on an inaccurate quote and an old document that was not directly
considering industrial wind turbines.

&#8232;In another 2006 report by Hayes Mackenzie for the DTI, titled Measurement of Low
Frequency Noise at Three UK Wind Farms [3] from which the powerpoint presentation is taken,
the only conclusions it makes (pages 2, 46 & 66), are based on one sentence from the World
Health Organisation (WHO) document Community Noise (para 7.1.4 page 64) dated 1995, which
itself is not directly concerning wind turbines. That WHO report is nearly TWENTY years old!!

The recommendations (page 68) do not appear to have been acted upon. Also see note 2.

| urge you to read this very informative article [4].

As | mentioned in my 4 April letter, ILFN causes the body to secrete cortisol which has an
immunosuppressive action. A suppressed immune system will allow existing health problems to
accelerate and make it easier for new ones to be created.!

| also understand that our bodies try to protect vital organs from ILFN bombardment by laying
down extra collagen, causing a thickening of the pericardium and blood vessel walls for instance,
which will also increase the likelihood life threatening effects.

ILFN should be added to the list of Silent Killers. Not everyone gets cancer - that doesnt make it
any less real.

Scotlands wind energy policy is a slower, but no less effective version of the Highland Clearances
of 1746 onwards. Properties are sterilised (Angus Council words) or banned from occupancy (Ark
Hill); people are forced to relocate or possibly succumb to WTS and probable early death; and our
turbine covered hills and glens are becoming desolate places where few people wish to visit or
live.

May | refer you to the Kelley research from the 1980's which proved that wind turbine generated
impulsive infrasound and low frequency noise from a single down bladed wind turbine directly
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caused annoyance symptoms at levels of sound energy which could not be heard. Also, Professor
Salt's research shows some of the neuropsychological pathways involved [5].

Thank you for your continued interest and action. It is greatly appreciated by many thousands of
people in Scotland and around the world, who for various reasons are unable to sell their property
or relocate and are therefore forced to succumb to the detrimental health effects of WTS as a
result of our futile energy policies, inaccurate quotations and outdated documentation.

Note 1. As a rough calculation (without considering sleep deprivation), the time of symptom
appearance for WTS should be the VAD time reduced by a factor of around 4.2 (turbine
neighbours who live and work near turbines, 24hrs x 7days x 48working weeks = 8064 hrs
exposure per yr, assuming 4 weeks holiday away from turbines; technicians, 8hrs x 5days x
48weeks = 1920 hrs exposure per yr. 8064 divided by 1920 = 4.2). Thus a 4yr VAD symptom
exposure would manifest in 1yr for a WTS exposure, and a 10 year VAD symptom in 2.5yrs for
WTS, which indeed appears to be the case!

Note 2. Similarly, one wonders why ETSU-R-97 (The Assessment and Rating of Noise from Wind
Farms) uses 35dBA L90 for all turbine locations when it is commonly accepted that typical daytime
background noise levels are around 18 to 20dBA L90 in remote rural areas, 30 to 40dBA L90 in
typical or quite suburban areas, and 50 to 60dBA L90 for busy urban areas. Night time levels
would be much lower.

http:// www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/0044/00440315.pdf

2. http://www.hayesmckenzie.co.uk/downloads/LF%20and%20Infrasound
%Z20Noise%20Immission%20from%20Wind%20Farms%20and%20the%20Potential%20for%20Vi
bro%20Acoustic%20Disease%20-%20Malcolm%20D%20Hayes.pdf

3. http://www.hayesmckenzie.co.uk/downloads/
Measurement%200f%20Low%20Frequency%20Noise%20at%20Three%20UK%20Wind%20Farm
s.pdf

4. http://blogs.telegraph.co.uk/news/jamesdelingpole/100248760/wind-farm-noise-a-government-
cover-up/

5. http://waubrafoundation.org.au/2013/explicit-warning-notice/ and http://
www.windturbinesyndrome.com/2014/medical-school-research-team- confirms-wind-turbine-
infrasound-can-produce-wind-turbine-syndrome- usa/?var=cna

Letter dated 8 July 2014

Thank you for your letter of 29 May and for sight of Derek Mackay's letter.&#8232;&#8232;He
makes the assumption that a moratorium would lead to a resumption of this policy without any
changes. | argue that the moratorium could lead to a cessation of this policy, or at least to a
resumption with much tighter conditions and health protection which would include Infrasound
(ILFN) monitoring.

Whilst the Scottish Government may chose to be unaware of "a peer reviewed, proven, widely
experienced dose-response link between wind turbine operation and health impacts", may | refer
him to: http://waubrafoundation.org.au/resources/wind-turbine- noise-adverse-health-effects-june-
2014/.

He makes reference to my "particular situation”. | can assure him that there are many people
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around Scotland and the world who are suffering similar symptoms as myself but he may not have
heard of them because:

they are too ill or already dead

they have not been give access to all relevant information, or have not yet made the connection
between their deteriorating health and turbine emissions

if they have made the connection, they are unwilling to make a complaint due to employment,
tenancy, property devaluation or other concerns, and indeed maybe their fear of being ridiculed

if they have made the connection and voiced concerns and complaints, they have given up due to
the manner in which their claims have often been discounted or ignored by the wind industry and
government officials (Hansard, 2009, pp.G-516, G-547). Experts contend that the quantity,
consistency, and ubiquity of the complaints constitute epidemiological evidence of a strong link
between turbine noise, ill health, and disruption of sleep (BMJ2012; 344:e 1527)

As | have mentioned before, | am not complaining about the audible noise from the Ark Hill
turbines.

| am seriously complaining about the effects of the infrasound (ILFN) emissions from these
turbines - which is not audible. These effects are cumulative, and therefore any visiting officer is
unlikely to notice any effects.

The only way for any type of assessment of ILFN is to use good quality ILFN measuring
equipment. As you will read in the addendum to my 'Ark Hill - One Year On' (attached), an
acoustics expert came here in early April with suitable monitoring equipment and showed a direct
time correlation with my being woken and subsequent wakefulness, and infrasound peaks at 3 Hz.
A second monitoring box was placed much closer to the turbines and | am confident that the
infrasound came from the turbines and not from some other anomaly that has only occurred since
the turbines were erected. Please also see my 'Bullet Points' (attached).

The facts are clear:

Wind turbines emit ILFN, and can do so even when the blades are not turning.

ILFN is harmful to humans and other life forms, and can Kill.

In the interests of Public Health, the Scottish Government and local Councils should impose a
condition on turbine applications that ILFN is measured before and after turbine erection (for a
period of a few weeks/months).

ILFN measurement should be a mandatory tool that is used to assess any reported health effects
from turbines. This could show a direct time correlation between symptom and ILFN peaks.

| hope this is of interest and that the correct action will be taken to protect public health.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr & Mrs Angus & Jean Cruickshank
Address: 20 School Road Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:We wish to re-iterate the views we expressed at the open day in 2013.

We were advised that a visit to our home would take place to identify the points we raised - this did
not happen.

The points raised were-

The visual impact from our house.

The noise factor levels which cannot be guaranteed.

The concern that more turbines might be erected.

To say that noise levels will be no more than at present is surely questionable, when there will be
additional noise from the turbine

A structure at its highest point being more than twice the height of the Bellrock lighthouse should
NOT be erected in such close proximity to housing.

We strongly object to such a structure being built.
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LeslielA

From: PLANNING

Sent: 05 February 2015 14:25

To: PLNProcessing

Subject: FW: Planning Appliction No. 14/0167/Full Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Arbroath.
From: angus roberts

Sent: 05 February 2015 11:57

To: PLANNING
Subject: Planning Appliction No. 14/0167/Full Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Arbroath.

With regard to the above Application,i.e. Erection of Wind Turbine, | would offer the following
comments; The visual impact of such a turbine on Arbroath’s general landscape would be
significant and detrimental to the town’s landscape setting.

The scale of the proposal would have a serious visual impact on the residential area
surrounding the proposed site, it would be entirely out of scale and dominant.

The Company who are proposing this development should be encouraged to re-assess their
policy on energy usage by possibly recovering heat from their existing plant and converting that
to reduce their overall energy needs.

| support the general concern expressed by the many objections already submitted.

A. Roberts The Stables, Kirkstyle, St. Vigeans, Arbroath, Dd11 4RB

06/02/2015
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Brian Ebdon
Address: 19 Hospitalfield Road Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Miscellaneous

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| wish to register the strongest possible objection to the proposed construction of the
wind turbine.

1. Visual intrusion of constantly flashing beacon.

2. ltis too close to residential areas.

3. It will be an eyesore for Arbroath which is supposed to be a holiday resort. | would not like to go
and stay anywhere for a break near a wind turbine. It would therefore affect tourism to the town.
4. It will create noise and vibrations.

5. It will affect the price of houses in our area.

6. The Arbroath Path Network will be affected as with the local wildlife.

7. The continually moving blades on the turbine will extremely annoying.

| feel that the detrimental affect on the area far out-weighs any benefits that it will bring.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr. Brian Murray
Address: 50 Kinghorne Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| wish to register the strongest possible objection to the proposed construction of this
wind turbine for the following reasons:

The site of the turbine is adjacent to open countryside, would permanently alter the landscape and
greatly impair Elliot Nature Trail. The proposed turbine would be visible across the whole of
Arbroath.

This could also have a detrimental effect on wildlife in the area. The turbine would pose a serious
threat to birds through blade strike.

The turbine would create noise by day and night, to the detriment of local residents, and with
possible adverse health implications.

This development will destroy a portion of our Arbroath Path Network.

This development extends the boundaries of the industrial estate and encroaches on agricultural
land.

Volume 2 Appendix 2.1 confirms that the proposed development will have a permanent, direct and
negative effect on homes in the area. The scale of this proposed development (77 metres) will
mean that the actual turbine and blades will not even come close to being screened by existing
buildings. This is confirmed by the photomontages in Appendix 2.3. Furthermore, we do not accept
that noise levels will be below or on a par with existing background noise from the Maltings.
Having experienced the noise generated by similar turbines at close proximity, we have no doubt
that the noise generated would be in excess of the current noise levels generated by Bairds
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existing industrial development.

Should permission be granted for this wind turbine, within a short period of time further companies
could apply for planning permission to erect turbines on their land, therefore increasing noise
pollution and increasing the detrimental effect to the Arbroath landscape.

| refer to Ruth Leas of Civitas report dated January 2012 see link below
http://www.civitas.org.uk/economy/electricitycosts2012.pdf
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Maltings Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: David Gray

Customer Details
Name: Mr Christopher Moore
Address: 86 Patrick Allan Fraser street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| have just received a letter from Bairds maltings regarding their plans for a wind turbine.
It was made plain from the open days in 2013 that people were horrified at the notion. At 77metres
this will blight the local skyline and their claim that noise will be obliterated by the current noise
levels is ridiculous , extra noise is what it says, extra noise. Anyone who has been near a turbine
will appreciate how noisy they are. As a house owner close to this site | am sure it will adversely
affect the value of my property. It is not fair that house holders should suffer for commercial gain. If
they wish to do this then build it in the country and run cables to the site but better still do not allow
this unthinkable project to go ahead.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details

Name: Mr Craig Boath

Address: 9 Gerrard Place Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Dear Sir/Madam,

| write to object to the proposal of the erection of the wind turbine at Bairds Malt, Arbroath.
My main reasons for opposing are:

The visual impact to the surrounding area.

The noise already created by Barid's Malt is bad enough, however to even consider adding to this
is extremely inconsiderate to those residents living in the area.

| would like to add that | am not opposed to wind turbines in general, but feel very strongly about
them not being erected in residential areas.

Regards

Craig Boath
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Mr David Anderson
17 Kinghorne St
Arbroath Angus

DD11 212

Planning Application for Baird's Malt wind turbine at Elliot industrial
Estate 14/01067/FULL
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This development could be harmful to wild life.

This development could be dangerous to walkers, cyclists.

HECEIVED

-5 FEB 2015

Yours Faithfully e} ey

Mr D Anderson

zl2|1s
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr David MclIntosh
Address: 5 Hospitalfield Road Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:l wish to object to this application by Bairds malt to erect a wind turbine on the grounds
that it will be overly prominent, increase noise and nuisance from rotating blades and flashing
lights.

It also causes part of the old Peasiehill track to be diverted.
This may be of benefit to Bairds malt but will have a serious negative effect on the whole of
Arbroath.



AC7/8
Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Denis Crabb
Address: 67 Patrick-Alan-Fraser Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| OBJECT TO THE WIND TURBINES AT ELLIOT. | FEEL THAT THIS WOULD
LOWER THE VALUE OF MY PROPERTY AND WOULD BE UNSIGHTLY AND NOISY AS WE
SPEND A LOT OF TIME OUT IN THE GARDEN IN SUMMER.
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Arbroath Angus
DD11 2LY

Donald Stewart
20 Glamis Road

Bairds Malt wind turbine application Angus Council Planning

Applications 14/01067/FULL

In common with many of my fellow residents of Hospitalfield and
Arbroath I object most strongly to the application by Bairds Malt

Dear Sirs,

JSAEELS
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capacity and empty units on the estate and this turbine would
It is no surprise that there are empty units close by, because
siting a business so close to such a noisy, smelly neighbour
would not be conducive to any attractive business opportunity.

Some of the supporting comments mention that there is spare
create opportunities for additional employment.
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4 MAR 2015
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Mr Douglas Ford
|44 Newton Crescent
Arbroath
D11 3LB

Angus Council Planning Applications 14/01067/FULL Bairds Malt

Diear SinMadam

AC81

With reference to the above application to erect a wind turbine at Baird’s Malt
Arbroath. [ wish to state that I strongiy object to this proposai because of the

following reasons

i The Arbroath fandscape will be altered forever.
Z There wiii be addifional noise.

3 There will be a tlickering effect from rotating blades.

L e - =

a id i i i e o
4 Wllﬂ-llfﬁ WILL DE DUL 41 TISK

5 Proximity of turbine to Pathway will be dangerous to walkers etc.

Yours iFaithi

e SV
2 FEB 206
'SCANNED
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details

Name: Mr Eric Buick

Address: 105 Patrick Allan Fraser St Arbroath
Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:

Comment:

| object to this proposal due to the following reasons.

1 - This development will be a visual intrusion and permanently alter and impair the Arbroath
landscape.

2 - This development will reduce our residential amenity.
3 - This development will create additional irritating noise and vibration.
4 - This development will produce an irritating effect by its rotating blades

5 - This development will produce further visual intrusion and irritation from a continuously flashing
beacon.

6 - This development will destroy a portion of our Arbroath Path Network
7 - This development could be dangerous to walkers, cyclists and equestrians.
8 - This development extends the boundaries of the industrial estate and encroaches on

agricultural land.

Yours Faithfully,



AC82
Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Eric Buick
Address: 105 Patrick Allan Fraser St Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:

Comment:Dear Sirs,

As a proud native Arbroathian and a keen supporter of any business interest that will enhance the
well being of our community, | find myself along with many others really struggling to find any
element of justification for this proposed blight on our local landscape.

This latest submission by the developers regarding the environmental issues connected with it is
almost totally undecipherable for the layman. However as far as | can deduce, the EHO suggests
that it is an acceptable development, even in view of the fact that our local populace are already
subjected to regular onslaughts of noise, dust and odours.

Should the argument be raised that Bairds were there before other neighbouring developments,
yes that is partially correct, but nowhere near to the horrendous scale that they have been
developed to over the last several years.

This application if accepted would only add to this already extremely unpleasant industrial cocktail.
To sum up, it appears that what the developers are saying is that because folks in the vicinity are
already subjected to serious environmental intrusion, not the least of which is visual intrusion -

another wee bit won't matter !

Bairds, do the decent thing and withdraw this application now for the benefit of everyone including
your company, you'll still survive.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Ewan mclntosh
Address: 17 Duncan Avenue Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:

Comment:hi i have inserted links to enhance my objections.

Wind farms are a bad way of reducing emissions and a bad way of producing power, said Ben
Southwood, head of policy at think tank the Adam Smith Institute.

We may want to reduce carbon emissions, but nuclear and gas are our best ways of doing that
until cheap energy storage options are available on a vast scale", he added.

The Conservatives have vowed to end subsidies for new onshore wind farms if they win the 2015
election on the grounds there are already more than enough with planning consent to hit EU green
energy targets.

http://www.cawt.co.uk/uploads/cawt_advice.pdf

Thousands of turbines are useless in low winds and they are turned off to prevent damage if the
speeds are too high.

Families and businesses have paid billions of pounds to subsidise the building of wind farms, both
on-shore and off-shore, through their energy bills, sending tariffs soaring.

Living too close to wind turbines can cause heart disease, tinnitus, vertigo, panic attacks,
migraines and sleep deprivation, according to groundbreaking research to be published later this

year by an American doctor.

Dr Nina Pierpont, a leading New York paediatrician, has been studying the symptoms displayed by
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people living near wind turbines in the US, the UK, Italy, Ireland and Canada for more than five
years.

there are alot of myths about wind turbines they are only here to hit GREEN energy targets. they
are not fit for anything else, in fact they are a hazard to the public and heavily subsidised by the

tax payer.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: MR EDWARD SEAWARD
Address: 91 PATRICK ALLAN FRASER STREET ARBROATH

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:As with all comments | fully agree, and wish to add my objection to this wind turbine
being planted within 500 yards of my back door.

yours

E Seaward
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: David Gray

Customer Details
Name: Mister Fred Crowe
Address: 99 Patrick Allan Fraser Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:lts ridiculous that the Maltings have again applied to erect a wind turbine . The racket
already coming from the site is unbearable and will only get worse. Being outside will be no
pleasure during the summer. The view from our garden will be intolerable. No resident in the area
will gain anything from the turbine and, as far as | am aware, only the builder, (Kilmac), will benefit
from the project. | hope everyone else will agree that this is a definite NO!
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr & Mrs G & D Cargill
Address: 61 Kinghorne Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:We strongly object to the planning application for a wind turbine to be erected at Bairds
Malt, Elliot Industrial Estate, Arbroath. The reasons include the noise pollution and disturbance
this will cause to the area from both low frequency and aerodynamic modulation. The UK Noise
Association recommends that wind turbines are not sited within one mile of houses. The close
proximity will spoil the comfort and enjoyment of nearby homes and gardens. This structure will
also spoil the nearby path network enjoyed by walkers. It is reported there is shadow and/or solar
flicker associated with wind turbines and recorded instances of ice fling from blades, wind turbines
collapsing, exploding and blades shearing therefore a potential risk to residents, visitors and
wildlife. There is some evidence that the health of some people living close to wind turbines
deteriorates. It has also been reported that they can affect TV and radio reception and aviation.
Although we are in agreement with reducing energy costs, the location is unsuitable in view of the
close proximity to homes.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr. Gary Kirkham
Address: 25 Hospitalfield Gardens ARBROATH

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Looking at the drawings and viewpoints, this would have a dramatically adverse effect
on the local skyline, as well as provide a noise pollution hazard to those living near the site.

While the company is to be commended on its drive for green energy, there must surely be a way
to do so without such a negative impact on the local area.



ACS88
Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr&Mrs George&Hazel Rickaby
Address: 93 Patrick Allan Fraser Street, Hospitalfield, ARBROATH Angus.

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:We object to the intended location of the wind turbine, proposed by Baird. Initially it will
be too near to a Residential Area. Noise level could have a big impact on people, not appealing to
look at from the house. What effect will it have on bird life.

Alarmingly the thought comes to mind, what if allowed, how many Companies in ARBROATH (or
nearby) could get the go ahead for a similar situation. Who is going to benefit.....Baird or the towns
people?

Mr and Mrs G Rickaby
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr George Harrison
Address: Golf View Elloit Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:We would like to strongly object to this Wind Turbine application.

From time to time dependent on wind direction we have to put up with the very unpleasant smell
from Bairds Malt facility and now we would have to look at and listen to a Wind Turbine......No
Thanks!

When travelling to Arbroath from the south the first thing you will see is this unsightly Wind
Turbine, it may also put off visitors to the caravan park resulting in lost revenue to the town.
Residential properties in the vicinity will inevitably drop in value with a substantial amount of
families being financially punished for one companies financial gain.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary
Application Number: 14/01067/FULL
Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: MR GEORGE HUGHES
Address: 52 PATRICK ALLAN FRASER STREET ARBROATH

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:

Comment:

| OBJECT TO THIS PROPOSAL BECAUSE

1. THE NOISE THE TURBINE WILL CAUSE WILL DISTURB THE SURROUNDING AREA AND
COUNTRYSIDE

2. THE TURBINE WILL DOMINATE THE SKYLINE OF ARBROATH
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Mr Gordon Chalmers

16 Kinghorne St
Arbroath Angus

DD11 2L.Z

30-1-2015

Planning Application for Baird’'s Malt wind turbine at Elliot industrial

Estate 14/01067/FULL

This development could be dangerous to walkers, cyclists.

Yours Faithfully

Gordon Chalmers

-2 FEB 2015

AN N AV
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Graeme Cargill
Address: 15 gerrard place Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Please accept this comment as my objection to this proposal. The current background
noise levels from the factory are more than enough to deal with during peak processing times. A
potential 24/7 365 days per year increase in noise levels is totally unacceptable. The noise from
these turbines will be detrimental to my health and enjoyment of my property.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Grant Stewart
Address: The hayloft garrison farm Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| believe that the application should be approved, Bairds malt supports lots of local jobs.
This wind turbine will greatly bring down the running cost of the operation. The wind turbines were
approved at Michelin in Dundee. This site is surrounded by fields, and very high silos. It will give of
the impression that Arbroath is moving with the times, while being green.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr lan Fleming
Address: 5 Glamis Road Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:As a concerned Arbroathian and resident of Hospitalfield | wish to object to proposal by
Bairds malt to erect a wind turbine on Elliot industrial estate.

We already endure considerable noise, dust and smells from these maltings and now to add a
wind turbine it will increase noise and nuisance from the turning rotors, also it will have a severe
visual impact at the entrance to Arbroath.

| note that Bairds and their supporters say that this turbine will help them to maintain employment
and maybe even expand, does the success of their business depend on one wind turbine?

If Bairds really are interested in the well being of the locality they would note the huge amount of
objections they are creating and withdraw their application.

Current tolerance to noise and atmospheric pollution may not continue if they persist with this
development.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: David Gray

Customer Details
Name: Mr lan McManus
Address: 3 Kinghorne Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:l am against this application as the potential noise from the turbine would reduce the
value of the property in estate and having passed the Michelin plant turbine , the noise to the
resident must be very annoying.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: David Gray

Customer Details
Name: mr james dear
Address: 77 patrick allan fraser street arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:if wind is more than 25 knots no energy can be produced,propellers must be stoped for
SAFETY.

can cause erosion, kills birds destroys wildlife and animal habitats.

can cause - sleep disturbance, ringing in ears, increase heartrate,irritabillity,problems with
concentration, panic episodes.

homes decrease in value and become impossible to sell'

sight polution, noise polution - it is said they will make noise yes there is noise on site but extra
noise will increase noise 1 + 1 = 2 does it not (double).

they have been known to catch fire and explode spreding debris far and wide,

in winter the blades have been known to throw large pieces of ice hundreds of yards.

recent reports of turbines collapsing.

i feel an enviromental impact assement has to be undertaken
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr James Martin
Address: 9 Seafield Rd Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:i wish to object most strongly to the proposal to erect a wind turbine at Bairds Malt.

Even though this is an industrial estate this enormous structure would have a horribly
overwhelming presence and totally dominate all the existing structures and the landscape and
skyline at the entrance to our town.

We are trying to make our town better not worse.
This development certainly won't enhance it !
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Jamie Strachan
Address: 9 Kinghorne Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| wish raise my objection to the wind turbine on the grounds of increased noise levels,
visual intrusion and loss of residential amenities.

The noise can be a detroment to the health of residents as well as a detrimental to the local bird
population.

It's also a blot on the landscape.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Jim Murray
Address: 40 Patrick Allan Fraser Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| object to the proposed wind turbine at Bairds Maltings. The visual impact this will have
on the houses in Patrick Allan Fraser Street and surrounding streets is unacceptable. The noise
pollution resulting from these structures is also well documented together with the damage they
inflict on wildlife.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: David Gray

Customer Details
Name: Mr John Ramsay
Address: 97 Patrick Alan Fraser Street Hospitalfield Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| totally object to the erection of the above wind turbine at Bairds Malt, Elliot Industrial
Estate.

| have no doubt that if planning permission is granted, it will not only lower the value of my
property considerably, but also lower the residential value of the area as a whole.

It will have a serious negative impact on the landscape for miles around and will obviously be a
visual intrusion.

| further believe that agricultural land will be acquired to facilitate this monstrosity and | was under
the impression that no more agrigultural land in this area would be acquired for development.

| also firmly believe that if planning permission is granted, it will open the floodgates for many more
of these unsightly mechanisms.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr John Ramsay
Address: 97 Patrick Alan Fraser Street Hospitalfield Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Further to my original objection, | would further like to comment as follows :-

| have now looked at someone's impression on photographs as to how the area would look with
the wind turbine included.

WHO ARE THEY TRYING TO KID ?

These photgraphs have obviously been registered to give views well in favour of the applicant.
| REPEAT MY OBJECTION THAT THIS WIND TURBINE WOULD BE A BIG BLOT ON THE
LANDSCAPE.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr John Ramsay
Address: 97 Patrick Alan Fraser Street Hospitalfield Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| refer to the 7 documents of support this project has had and note that they are all of
the same letter heading, same format and same comments. These are all very obviously from the
same source.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr John Ramsay
Address: 97 Patrick Alan Fraser Street Hospitalfield Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Dear Sir

Having just found out that Bairds Maltings (Green Cat) have yet again been granted an extension
to their application, | feel that | must seriously object.

This matter has now dragged on for at least 1 year and the local resident's and all other objector's
interests would appear to have been set aside in favour of time for the applicant to try and build an
acceptable case.

Setting aside any recent assessments or future "grasping at straws" assessments provided by the
applicant or their agents, | would have thought that all the initial objections would have been more
than enough to stop this project in its tracks, ie., regarding personal, visual and landscape effects
to our historic and tourist town.

Now, once again, we have been asked to wait in limbo, not knowing what the future may hold for
us.

Yours sincerely.

John Ramsay.
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Letter received from Mr John Gillan, 39 Patrick Allan-Fraser Street, Arbroath, DD11 2LX,
dated 20 January 2015, reads as follows:-

“I refer to the above planning application and my wife and | wish to strongly oppose
such an installation.

The visual impact and noise intrusion will not be acceptable by all residents and poll
tax payers residing at Hospitalfield estate and beyond. This may well have an effect
on the value of our properties. If this is granted how do you stop applications for other
turbines at say Kirkton Estate etc.

Once again we strongly oppose the application.”

Letter 14/01067/FULL (John Gillan)
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr John Harrison
Address: 111 Patrick Allan Fraser Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| strongly object to the erecting of a Turbine at Bairds Malt for the following reasons;

1. Turbines should not be erected adjacent to ANY residential area due to detrimental effect on the
community of the area and the landscape. It is bad enough they spoil our shoreline and scenic
views in our countryside, but are a distance away from the human population.

2. An increase in health issues due to noise pollution.

3. The detrimental to the local bird population.

4. The reduction in the value of local properties due to the adverse affects of the Turbine. Lets be
honest nobody wants to live next to a Wind Turbine 55m to its hub and 77m to tip.

5. | have read and agree with the many objections and comments made by other local residents.
6. | am sure our councillor's (who we voted in) will take notice of the MANY objections when
considering the application made by a SINGLE company.

7. 1 have a grandson who stays in Balunie Street Dundee, approximately HALF A MILE from the 2
x Turbines erected adjacent residential area. He is constantly bombarded with the noise pollution
caused by these Turbines. | have also experienced the very unpleasant effects during my visits to
his house My property is very close to Bairds Malt.

8. Has Bairds Malt commissioned a study into Solar Panels?

If the answer is YES, can the results be made public along with the reasons why they chosen to
persuaded a Turbine?

If answer is NO, then give a reason why, as they certainly have the structures and space to install
a sufficient amount of Solar Panels for their requirements.

9. In a letter from Bairds Malt it states "turbine would reduce the electricity consumption by a third;
a significant saving for our facility" | foresee, in the future if Bairds Malt wish to increase that
saving yet again, they will simply apply for another Turbine to be erected and local population will
experience more detrimental effects.
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AC104
Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: MR KEITH RAMSAY
Address: 24 ST ANDREWS CRESCENT ARBROATH

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:i object for reasons being,arbroath is a tourist town and they are not attractive to look
at,noise pollution,devalue the property in the area of hospitalfield estate.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Keith Swankie
Address: 10 Antiquary Place Forfar

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Would like to object to this - too close to the residential area, would be to noisy.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Ken MacDonald
Address: Bankhead Arbirlot Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Please register my objection to the above planning application.

Angus Council and other local bodies have worked hard in recent years to attract visitors and

tourists to Arbroath and to encourage them to make use of the local outdoor environment, not
least the established Path Network, which will be severely compromised if this development is
allowed to go ahead.

Allowing this development to proceed in such close proximity to a residential area would act as a
precedent for other turbine applications and could lead to the proliferation of these industrial
structures within the Arbroath townscape.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Ker Donald
Address: 33 Kinghorne Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:My wife and | strongly oppose the construction of this wind turbine by Bairds Malt. We
feel that the height of this construction to be significantly out of proportion to the surrounding area
and would be a blot on the landscape not only for Hospitalfield residents but for all the people of
Arbroath. Due to the scale of this construction it would not be the most attractive sight for visitors
approaching the town.

In addition it concerns us that it may have an impact on property prices in Hospitalfield in the
future.

Please lodge our objection to this planning application.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Kevin Barthorpe
Address: 30 Emislaw Drive Timmergreens Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Miscellaneous

Stance: Customer made comments neither objecting to or supporting the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:

Comment:l am entering this on behalf of Community group Tenants & Residents Uniting
Timmergreens & Hospitalfield (TRUTH). After talking to residents in the area | would like to inform
you that the group has found the following in regards to the proposed wind turbine at Bairds Malt.

Although there was an overwhelming 70% of those talked to opposed the wind turbine, there was
18% who had no objections either way leaving the other 12% wanting to support the project.

Of the people against the following were some of the reasons as to why they did not want it: the
main one was because how people thought it would be unsightly & quite a few cited the 2 at
Michelin in Dundee as an example of how it would affect the area. Other issues were noise,
property values, damage it could make to wild life too name the main ones.

For those who were in support of the project people were saying how good it would be on the
environment for the energy saving potential, it could also give job security for those employed their
but also it was suggested that this could also allow Bairds Malt to invest further in the plant
bringing much needed investment to the town.

Please note the group has no intention of putting in a view either way but feels that it is only right
to give an overall view of those talked to.

Yours

Kevin Barthorpe(Chairperson)
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Kevin Waddell
Address: 23 Horolodge Hill Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:l do not believe that 57 employees would be effected. Does this figure include partime
and seasonal workers ? | would suspect it does.

| do believe that this project would have a vast negative impact on the community as a whole and
certainly effect far more than 57 people, especially those in the immediate surrounding area. | also
believe this project would have a disasterous effect on the wildlife environment.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Les Ramage
Address: 17 Dalhousie Place Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| object to the proposed development of a wind turbine by Bairds Malt and agree with
most of the objection comments that have already been submitted.

Whilst agreeing with the need for companies, and individuals to try to reduce their energy usage
and obviously for companies to operate profitably, | feel that this solution will be to the general
detriment of the Arbroath area as a whole.

Reasons being that it will completely dominate the surrounding skyline in spite of what its
supporters state. It will be double the height of existing structures and will be highly visible for
miles around.

Having been in close proximity to other turbine installations there will also be an increase in noise.

Would its supporters be happy to live beside the proposed development, | note that none of them
live anywhere near the aforementioned areas.

Ask the folks in Hawick Drive area of Dundee (adjacent to the Michelin factory) how they like it.

Of course the next logical conclusion to assume is, that once permission has been granted for a
structure of this size, a precedent is then set for another similar application.

In addition | would urge all who support this development to please rethink their stance and
consider carefully the proven and now well documented facts about the very negative effects of
wind turbines to people and communities, all for the benefit of shareholders and power companies.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Les Scott
Address: 83 Patrick Allan Fraser Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| strongly object to the proposal of a Wind Turbine to be installed at Bairds Malting site.
The close proximity to the residential properties of Patrick Allan Fraser Street,of ths installation will
cause many problems of discomfort from noise pollution generated from the turbine blades, along
with the visual impact on the surroundingarea is unacceptable.

This installation will also bring a negative effect on the values of property in the Hospitalfield
estate.

Please do not allow this planning application to be approved and blight the lives of the local
residents.
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Reference the application by Bairds Maltings to install a wind
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need this turbine and could use their large sheds to install solar

panels instead.

I read in the newspapers that the turbine will create jobs, how
can that be possible; also it will of course only work when the

wind 1s blowing.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: MR Mark Brown
Address: 48 Kinghorne Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Miscellaneous

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:As residents of a property in Kinghorne Street located in the Hospitalfield estate we are
strongly opposed to this application on the grounds that it will have a significant adverse visual and
noise pollution impact on nearby residents as well as having a detrimental effect on house values
and subsequently the ability to sell residential property in Hospitalfield.

Volume 2 Appendix 2.1 confirms that the proposed development will have a permanent, direct and
negative effect on homes in Patrick Allan Fraser Street.

This will without doubt also extend to include the remainder of the Hospitalfield estate, a long
established residential area. The scale of this proposed development (77 metres) will mean that
the actual turbine and blades will not even come close to being screened by existing buildings.
This is confirmed by the photomontages in Appendix 2.3. Furthermore, we do not accept that
noise levels will be below or on a par with existing background noise from the Maltings. Having
experienced the noise generated by similar turbines at close proximity, we have no doubt that the
noise generated would be in excess of the current noise levels generated by Bairds existing
industrial development.

We trust that the planning authority will recognize the impact of such an unwelcome development
in close proximity to a long established residential area and refuse this application.

Please lodge our strong objection to this proposal.



AC114
Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Mark Campbell
Address: Seafar Elliot Dundee Road Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| object to the erection of the wind turbine at Bairds Malt, Peasiehill Road as it will
create noise pollution, not only during the day but particularly at night. It will also reduce the value
of various properties within the area.
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Mr Mark Kubicki
101 Patrick Allan Fraser St

gl G E- UV E D Arbroath Angus
26 JAN 2015 DD11 2LX
22" Jan 2015 T \\)4 w

Application by Baird’s Malt to develop a wind turbine at Elliot industrial
Estate
Ref 14/01067/FULL

Dear Sir/Madam

traffic.

This development produces no benefits to residents other than the
applicant.

Acceptance of this development would set a precedent for further
applications.

Yours Faithfully Mark Kubicki
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Mark Watson
Address: 30 Kinghorne Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Miscellaneous

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| wish to register my objection to the above application. | am aware of the adverse
impact these turbines can have on the surrounding area and community. The noise and visual
impact from these turbines will be detrimental to my health and enjoyment of my property as well
as the potential impact on the value of my home. | therefore object to this application.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Martin Fox
Address: 103 Patrick Allan Fraser Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:l note with concern that the deadline for comments on this application has been
increased by 3 weeks. This has resulted in a sudden influx of letters of support. | understand that
the maijority of these are from Baird malt employees or family / friends of. This is evident from the
structure and content of the majority of these 'letters of support'. None of these people live in close
proximity to the turbine development so are not directly impacted by the noise and visual pollution
of this monstrosity.

| think it disgraceful that the planning department has allowed Baird Malt additional time to
orchestrate a support campaign once it became clear that there was overwhelming objection to
this proposed development.

Letters of support argue an economic case. However, many residents of Hospitalfield and the
surrounding area are long standing residents who have invested time and money in extending and
increasing the value of their homes. This has undoubtedly generated considerable work,
supported local jobs and provided much needed income for local tradesmen especially during
recent tough economic times. | strongly doubt this proposed wind turbine development will
encourage people to continue to invest in their homes and consequently support local tradesmen
to the degree that they have done in the past.

It would be interesting to know how many Baird Malt employees are local people...from the letters
of support it is evident that some are economic migrants and therefore how much of what they
earn stays in this country?
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Martin Fox
Address: 103 Patrick Allan-Fraser Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Having recently been informed that Bairds Maltings (Green Cat) have yet again been
granted another extension to their application, | feel that | must express my disappointment at the
planning offices apparent continual pandering to the applicants by allowing them extra time to
'manufacture’ evidence in support of their application.

This matter has dragged on for over 1 year. Despite the many valid and forceful representations
made by the local community, our genuine concerns are again being set aside in favour of time for
the applicant to try and build an 'acceptable' case.

| personally would have thought that all the initial objections would have been more than enough
to stop this project in its tracks as the result of an oppressive and dominant visual impact, noise,
flicker, loss of amenity etc. | am of the opinion that local residents have tolerated noise and
pollution (dust) from the malting for far too long and since the expansion several years ago there
has been a marked increase in intrusive noise from the new plant. If this development goes ahead
Bairds should rest assured that | for one will no longer tolerate intrusive noise and will start and
continue to raise this with the appropriate authorities.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: David Gray

Customer Details
Name: Mr & Mrs Neil and Evelyn West
Address: 82 Patrick Allan-Fraser Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:We wish to lodge our strong objections to the erection of wind turbine by Bairds Malt.

A turbine of this size would have an adverse affect on the value of our property and also the ability
to sell in future.

The landscape would be blighted and would be able to be seen from many points in the town.

We are certain, despite the assurances by Bairds Malt, that the noise pollution would be greatly
increased.

It would also have an detrimental affect on the birdlife in the area.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Neil Milne
Address: 24 Hospitalfield Gardens Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:l can only add my voice to the many eloquent statements made here and echo their
sentiments. | believe the erection of this wind turbine would have a significant negative impact on
the people of Hospitalfield in particular and Arbroath in general. This represents the thin end of the
wedge. Such turbines have their place but it is absolutely not suitable so close to a residential
area. Angus Council needs to show support for the community by rejecting this application



AC120
Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Neill Balfour
Address: 40 Hospitalfield Gardens Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:

Comment:Dear Sir,

| wish to object to this application on the grounds of the adverse effect this will have on the
neighbouring residential estate visually and the potential for unacceptable noise on the residential
amenity.

| note the Scottish Goverment Reporter objected to the development of turbines in Montrose on
similar grounds in 2013. | can see no difference in this case given the proximity of the residential
estates of Hospitalfield.

Yours

Neill Balfour
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Nick Hull
Address: 105 Kinghorne Street arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Dear Sir

As a resident of Hospitalfield Housing Estate | feel obliged to object in the strongest terms
regarding this proposed wind turbine. A construction of this size will have a very significant visual
impact both in the immediate area and indeed from most vantage points around Arbroath. | am
sure it's close proximity to residently property(indeed within a bare minimum to some) will impact
on property values. The turbines at Mitchelin in Dundee clearly illustrate what the impact of this
application will be.The proposal to re-route the Arbroath Path Network is another feature which
was not made apparant at the firms open day. Having walked in the vicinity of wind turbines of all
shapes and sizes they do have a noise impact and will no doubt add to the noise already coming
from the maltings. | like many other people are concerned that granting an application so close to
residential areas will make it very difficult to refuse other similar companies who wish to reduce
their energy costs. The only real benificiary of this application would appear a significant reduction
in their energy bill and no doubt as members of the CCA go some way to achieving an 80% rebate
on their Climate Cahne Levy. All of which | sure will please the Australian owners of the parent
company Graincorp but that is little comfort for the residents of Hospitalfield and Arbroath.
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LeslielA

From: PLANNING
Sent: 27 January 2015 12:22
To: PLNProcessing

Subject: FW: Objection to wind turbine at Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11
2NJ 14/01067/FULL

From: Norman Anderson

Sent: 27 January 2015 12:13

To: PLANNING

Subject: Objection to wind turbine at Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11
2NJ 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Baird's Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ
Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And
Ancillary Development.

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Norman Anderson
14 Hospitalfield Rd
Arbroath

Angus

DDI112LS

Re Planning Objection to the above installation.
I wish to voice my strong objection to the above installation.

We have come to accept the proximity of the current industrial estate as this has been a feature
for many years.

We already have air and in some instances noise pollution from the Maltings, which is very
much influenced by wind direction but the smell does linger when there is little wind. To
increase these problems with visual pollution and possibly more noise pollution is just too much.

If this Turbine is granted permission the visual aspect will not be influenced by nature in any
way, it will at all times remain as a blot on the visual landscape. Also there will be a certain
amount of noise pollution as the turbines are not silent in operation, and evidence proves blade
flicker can cause discomfort in some areas .

Finally I was under the impression that there are height restriction which this clearly exceeds
and also the siting is well within the 1 mile of residential dwellings recommendation. Although
the area is designated as industrial, the fact that it is in such close proximity to residential areas
should be a main factor in the refusal of permission for this wind turbine. I was also under the
impression that there was to be no more acquisition of agricultural land for commercial
developments.

Norman Anderson
14 Hospitalfield Rd
Arbroath

27/01/2015
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr & Mrs PA & M Burgess
Address: Craigmore Elliot Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:We, Mr Paul A Burgess and Mrs Margaret Burgess, would like to lodge our objection to
the proposed Erection of a Wind Turbine by Bairds Malt, Peasiehill Road, Arbroath.

We feel that the erection of this turbine would cause us great difficulty in enjoying the peace and
quiet in our garden during the Summer months. We have lived in the area for just over a year and
moved here because of the views (front and back) and the 'countryside' setting - NOT to live on an
industrial estate! It will cause extra noise in the area, which, at times, is only bearable. With
road/train noise to the front of our house it would not be acceptable to impose any extra noise to
the back than already exists. The view from our garden would be severely impacted by the
erection of this wind turbine, we believe this would have a detrimental effect on the value of our
property.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Peter Taylor
Address: 21 Kinghorne Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| strongly object to the proposed erection of a wind turbine on the above site.

1 The visual impact to surrounding properties would not only be an eyesore, but would have a
serious effect on their future saleability.

2.Such a structure would only create a precedent for further similar projects within the surrounding
area.

3. While guarantees that there would be no additional noise pollution are given, we are all aware
that this is not the case, Michelin Dundee being an example.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Peter Topham
Address: 47, Kinghorne Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| strongly object to the proposed wind turbine on the following grounds:

1. Visual / Landscape Impact:

If consented, a single turbine with a height of 55m to hub and 77m to blade tip would clearly
dominate Arbroath's coastal landscape. Although located in a designated urban area, it would
have a significant impact on the wider coastal landscape (TAY14a). Ironside Farrar (2014) has
very clear and detailed guidelines regarding this matter. In conclusion, after carefully considering
the plans, | do not accept that the claimed partial screening of the existing buildings would be
sufficient to reduce the turbine's visual impact on the wider coastal landscape to acceptable levels.

2. Noise:

A report by Cox and Unwin (2013) details many scientific concerns regarding the outdated and
inadequate application of the ETSU-R-97 noise assessment guidelines. It describes one of the
most important noise characteristics of wind turbines, ignored by ETSU-R-97, to be virtually
identical to the 'blade slap' of a helicopter rotor blade. As a resident of the Hospitalfield estate, |
have occasionally experienced military helicopters flying overhead. My direct experience of this is
that the noise from the helicopter can be heard and the accompanying vibrations felt inside my
home. | tolerate the helicopter noise, because the helicopter passes infrequently and quickly.
However, the equivalent noise characteristics emanating from the proposed *permanent* wind
turbine would be an intolerable *permanent* source of annoyance for years to come. In
conclusion, due to the inadequacies of ETSU-R-97, | cannot accept Baird Malt's claim that there
will be no additional noise.
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References
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AC126
Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Raymond Hunter Meldrum
Address: "Kyrenia" 73 Patrick Allan Fraser Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Miscellaneous

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| wish to register my objection to the above application. | am well aware of the adverse
impact of these turbines can have on the surrounding area and communities. The noise and
visual impact are only two of many detrimental issues that can emanate from these turbines. |
therefore strongly object to this application.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr & Mrs Robert & Linda Strachan
Address: 9 Kinhorne Street Hospitalfield Arroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:We are residents of the Hospitalfield Residential Estate and wish to submit our very
strong objection to the proposed erection of a wind turbine at the above site.

1- The visual impact would be detrimental to both the estate and the surrounding areas.

2- It will affect the saleability of properties in the surrounding area.

3- Although there are guarantees that there would be no additional noise pollution this would not
be the case as anyone who has been in close proximity to one of these structures will know.

4- Wind turbines in close proximity to residential areas can cause an increase in health issues.
5- It would be detrimental to the local bird population.

6- If permission is given for the erection of this wind turbine itwould create a precedent for similar
projects in the surrounding area.

WE STRONGLY OBJECT TO THIS PROPOSAL.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr & Mrs Robert and Suzanne Cargill
Address: Burnside Elliot Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:We wish to lodge our objection to this project. Along with the other local residents we
are concerned about the detrimental impact that this turbine will have on both the environment we
live in, our property values and on our businesses. Our specific comments are:

Appendix 2.2 Residential Assessment : Our property at Burnside, Elliot has been completely
missed from this assessment which we find most concerning when all other surrounding properties
have been considered. This raises the question over how accurate the submission as a whole is.
We keep horses at the property. We are concerned that the impact of the turbine, which will be
visible and audible in their grazing area, has not been considered.

Equestrian Access to track adjacent to Wind Turbine: The track adjacent to the turbine is the only
quiet off road that we can use to gives us access to quieter country roads for hacking. Without this
track we either have to ride along the cycle path adjacent to the dual carriageway or ride along the
Westway within the town boundary to access suitable hacking routes. Both of these alternative
routes can be very busy with traffic which means they are not always a safe alternative. We note
that the track will be diverted but it is unclear whether its equestrian use has been properly
considered.

Business concerns: We have two businesses on site which may also be affected.

Elliot Caravan Park is a long established business provided holiday accommodation; we are
concerned that a visible and audible wind turbine will discourage not only our current customers
but new customers. Regardless of the practical impact of the turbine, its perception by potential
new customers may be enough to discourage them considering using the park for their holidays.
Elliot Mews Cattery is a very new business which is trying hard to build its customer base. We are
promoting a quiet countryside location but this may be difficult to sell to new customers close to a
large turbine.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: David Gray

Customer Details
Name: Mr Roger Peart
Address: Kelly Cottage Arbirlot Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Re the planning application for a wind turbine at the Maltings. The structure is far to
big,and in the wrong place.

Noise levels for the nearest houses will be intolerable. | lived for a week close to a stucture of this
size in the Hebrides. No sleep was had by anybody. | would suggest a Turbine of smaller size at
least one mile away from property,on farmland possibly. This way a farmer could be plugged in as
well,or indeed the housing estate close by.
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Mr David Gray
Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department

County Buildings

Market Street

Forfar
DD8 3LG

Angus
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Scott Ramsay
Address: Kirkstyle House Kirkstyle, St Vigeans Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| object to this application on the grounds of the noise generated by the turbine, the
environmental impact to the surrounding countryside & the devaluation of the surrounding
properties.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Maltings Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: David Gray

Customer Details
Name: Mr Shane Bibby
Address: 13 Kinghorne Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Dear Sir

Whilst | reside a street over from the proposed location of this 77 Mtr Wind Turbine | find it
ridiculous that this is even bring considered adjacent to a residential housing estate.

Today we received a letter stating that Baird Malts following their consultation with the people of
the estate were going ahead with their application for this Wind Turbine which is over 3/4 the
length of a football pitch heigh.

| am aware that at their consultation meeting with the people of the local estate they were left in no
doubt at total objection local people would make.

Bairds Malt state in their letter that their would be no additional noise as the noise will be covered
by the Maltings Noise. This is rubbish as any noise will be additional to the present noise and if
anyone has been close to one of these 77 Mtr Wind Turbines they will know for themselves the
noise created.

If they wish to build such a wind turbine then they should re consider and build if at least a
kilometre or two away on farmland and run cables to the site, this would show due consideration to
neighbouring residential homes.

| also believe this 77 Mtr High Wind Turbine will have a serious detrimental effect on property
values of all the Hospitalfield Estate.

| am aware that Glaxo had a similar wind turbine turned down at the entrance of Montrose Harbour
which was even further away from residential homes than this proposal.

Please lodge my objection to this 77 Mtr Wind Turbine proposal.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Shane Bibby
Address: 13 Kinghorne Street Arbroath Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Having checked again what is happening regarding the application for a 77Mtr Industrial
Wind Turbine.

| see with utter dismay this application is still ongoing.

This is despite nearly all the local people directly effected in the Hospitalfield Housing Estate being
against it, with well in excess of a hundred individual objections being submitted.

This 77 Mtr Turbine (height over 3/4 the length of a football pitch or 17 mtrs higher than the Scott
memorial, if approved will be an absolute eyesore on the edge of a housing estate and at the
gateway to Arbroath.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Shane Bibby
Address: 13 King Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Dear Sir

In addition to my previous objection, | respectfully request that the following points from a previous
local application for a different wind turbine are also considered before granting any permission to
build.

In August 2013, the United Nations Economic Commission Europe (UNECE) declared that the UK
Governments National Renewable Energy Action Plan (NREAP) violates the laws that transpose
The Aarhus Convention into the UK legal framework, in that it is not abiding by Article 7 of the
Convention. In particular the public have not been given full access to information on the
established unacceptable negative impacts on people and the environment, nor have the public
Been given decision-making powers over their approval.

For this reason alone there should be an immediate moratorium on all wind turbine applications
and decisions.

Also, a recent ruling by Lady Clark of Calton has deemed that unless applicants have the relevant
OFGEM licence (or DECC exemption), their application is incompetent (unlawful), and planning
consent should not be given.

Lady Clark argues that this applies to almost all turbines.

Wind turbine applications often state that the turbine(s) are required for farming diversification.
This is obviously incorrect. What it is, is an industrialisation and sterilisation of huge areas of land
and sea. When two or more turbines are gathered together, it should be called a wind factory.
Firstly, wind turbines are certainly not life forms, and therefore it can not be a farm nor farming.
And secondly, there is no conclusive evidence that they sustain human life, or the lives of any
other life form (except perhaps a few carrion feeders until they are killed by the impact of a blade
or suffer internal haemorrhaging and death).

In fact the opposite is probably true.
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For example, there is mounting evidence that the end result of wind turbine manufacture and use
is an increase in CO2 emissions. Furthermore, there is mounting evidence that wind turbine use
is harmful to humans, livestock, and other life forms.

In the last 12 months approximately 100 million birds and bats were killed world wide by wind
turbines. It is estimated that 90% of the bats drown in their own blood when their lung capillaries
rupture as a result of the pressure changes near turning blades. Only around 10% of bats are
killed by the impact of a blade.

The Elliot area around where this application is planned is a recognised winter feeding area for
1,000s of Geese, this year the numbers have increased and it is a wonderful spectacle for
everyone in the area. | can see the potential death of large numbers of Geese due to the Turbines
planned location in a winter feeding area.

(Small turbines are also lethal to bats and birds as they are usually sited near buildings that
provide roosting and nesting sites.)

There is also growing concern over the stress, internal haemorrhaging, birth defects and still
births, of livestock and pets that are kept near wind turbines. These same harmful effects are no
doubt occurring to our wild life, and other life forms.

Humans are reported to suffer depression, dizziness and insomnia and | am sure that internal
haemorrhaging, birth defects and still births will follow as the years go by.

| understand that in recent years there has been an acknowledged and unexplained increase in
cases of insomnia, dizziness and headaches in Dundee. There have been two large wind turbines
operating in Dundee since 2006.

The harm is caused by emissions of both ground hugging Infrasound, and Low Frequency Noise.
These are accumulative (ie. the longer the exposure, the worse the symptoms), have a range of
around 10km, and are mostly at vibrations below the human hearing range. The use of sound
(including Infrasound) is a known military interrogation aid and weapon.

From my own observations, hares, which live and breed on open ground, would appear to be one
of the first terrestrial animals to succumb to this internal haemorrhaging and death out to a
distance of at least 5km.

With regard to the effect of off-shore wind factories on marine life, we can be sure that it is
considerable. Water is an excellent conductor of sound vibrations, and fish have the ability to
detect minute pressure changes (0.5%), and in some cases down to less than 1mb (millibar).
Standard atmospheric pressure at sea level is about 1,013 mb.

Also, | fail to see how the quarrying and transport of huge quantities of granite and other stone in
order to stabilise offshore turbines, can possibly reduce CO2 emissions, recently, the cities of
Kolding and Senderborg in Denmark decided to not erect further wind

turbines (in their 500 km2+ jurisdictions) until the uncertainty about the health impacts on
Neighbours is settled.

Mr Mauri Johansson (Specialist in Community and Occupational Medicine) recently stated that:
"During the last 12 months, several smaller municipalities had done the same, in spite of strong
pressure from government. They are not satisfied with the noise regulations, and demand that
genuinely independent studies be done concerning the effects of wind turbines on health.

Last year, retired Danish High Court judge Peter Roerdam stated that wind power is an industry
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which has thoroughly corrupted the political system Further, Mr Mauri Johansson has this year
added that: It is clear the institutional political corruption and the lack of professional ethics on the
part of wind industry acousticians and public health researchers, who ignore or deny the existence
of the sleep and health problems and the consequent serious long term damage to health, is not
limited to Denmark.

Indeed, in 1987 a report, led by N.D.Kelley from the Solar Energy Research Institute in Colorado,
found impulsive infrasound caused health problems. This report has been ignored for 25 years.
Wind electricity is one of the most expensive forms of electricity to be produced. Each turn of a
blade adds to our electricity charges. This is as a result of their abysmal efficiencies. It has been
calculated that the average turbine only produces between 15 - 28% of its rated capacity over a
year, and the kilowatts of electricity produced per square kilometre, or cubic kilometre, of a wind
factory is equally abysmal.

The way these huge costs (Renewables Obligation [RO], Feed In Tariffs [FIT], extra pylon and
Infrastructure construction, and other “upgrades™) are arbitrarily added to our electricity bills, and
the profits kept by a select few, is worse than the illegal chain letter scam.

| say worse because one has to actually opt in to be scammed by a chain letter. This is not the
case with wind energy. However, it would be a simple matter to contact all electricity users and
ask them if they wish to pay for wind electricity - and if so, could they tick the opt in to be
scammed’ box. The cost of wind electricity could then be proportioned fairly between those willing
and able to pay for it.

Even small turbines increase our electricity prices, since turbines up to 6KW can be very easily
connected to the grid to export electricity and receive an income (through FITs for example).

| understand that thousands of diesel generators are being prepared all over Britain to provide
emergency back-up when wind power fails - in order to prevent the National Grid collapsing.
Under this hugely costly scheme, the National Grid is set to pay up to 12 times the normal
wholesale market rate for the electricity they generate. Currently the wholesale price for electricity
Is around £50 per megawatt hour (MWh) but diesel-generator owners will be paid £600 per MWh.
These generator owners will also be paid enormous sums for just having them available to be
switched on. Any suggestions that:

1. Because there are already turbines or pylons in the area, then it is somehow OK to compound
the problem with these turbines is ludicrous! You do not solve a problem by creating an even
Bigger problem.

2. Because there is already a commercial business in the area and therefore it is somehow OK to
Compound the problem with these turbines is similarly ludicrous. Why enhance an eye sore with
an even larger eye sore?

3. If we have to have wind factories, then this is as good a place as any to have one is again
Ludicrous. We are meant to be living in a democracy and nobody should have to have anything;
Particularly when it is against the wish of the majority of the population. There are probably now as
Many, if not more, opinion polls against wind turbines as there are for them. One thing is certain
Though, those against are growing rapidly as more and more people realise the true nature and
Cost, both financially and environmentally, of wind turbines, be they individual or factory units.

4. The county has somehow missed out on tens of millions of pounds worth of investment money
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by

The rejection of several wind factory applications is, once again, ludicrous. Very little of that
Supposed investment would ever benefit the county, as is proven time and again, where the local
Business to gain the most is probably the fencing contractor!

5. Communities would somehow gain from the so-called Community Fund, or community bribe as
More and more people are calling it, is .ludicrous - although there is an argument that this is
Merely another disingenuous misleading spin. The value of the bribe is often only equivalent to
The concessions and exemptions a landowner receives for having a wind factory on his land, and
Therefore the net gain to local county and therefore community is probably zero.

6. Jobs would be increased by this application is misleading, if not ludicrous. The maijority of the
Workforce in the construction, erection and maintenance of turbines comes from abroad, and if the
American example is anything to go by, any UK jobs come at a cost of $12m per job. There is
Also the valid argument that they are not green jobs anyway, since they cause harm to humans
and the environment, and raise CO2 emissions.

7. Itis somehow OK to empty properties and effectively sterilise huge areas of the Scotland so that
wind factories can be built is outrageous and is reminiscent of the Highland Clearances. We have
Much to be proud of in our history with our determination to fight for, and support, freedom and
Democracy. This renewable energy policy is certainly not something to be proud

of.

8. There is a silent majority in favour of wind turbines - that harm their neighbours and cause great
Financial hardship through the exorbitant increases to our electricity bills, is yet again, ludicrous.
The silent majority are silent because they have not been told about the harm (to humans,
environmentally and financially) that wind turbines and wind factories cause. This comment is
Supported by the UNEC decision mentioned above.

Any arrangement which pays millions of pounds to wind factories to NOT produce electricity when
The wind is blowing, is beyond belief. If this was applied to every business, | dread to think where
The money would come from to pay for all the surplus production and services.

Should Scotland gain its independence, one wonders if the electricity users of the rest of Great
Britain will continue to be prepared to pay the exorbitant price for Scottish wind power, even if it is
Later sold back to them at a ridiculously reduced price. If not, and if these costs are placed solely
On Scottish electricity users, it will cause great hardship, financial difficulty, fuel poverty and
Bankruptcy to many people and businesses in Scotland, and Scotland will swiftly follow in the
Footsteps of countries like Spain and others who have fallen for the wind power scam. (Spain is a
Particularly cautionary tale. By failing to control the cost of guaranteed subsidies, Spanish
Electricity users have been saddled with 126bn of obligations to renewable-energy developers.)
In theory would take about 1,500 wind turbines of around 100m tall spread over 20km2 to
Produce the same electricity as a 1,000 megawatt (1GW) power station even then the wind farm
Could not provide a steady supply. Wind varies considerably, and thus the power station is still
Required or maybe we need to cover over 100sq km with turbines to possibly provide something
Near the power from one power station.

Another way of looking at it: if we are to achieve this energy policy, nearly 40% of rural Scotland
Will be covered with wind turbines (or more accurately, 40% of rural Scotland will be within 2km of
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A turbine).

In Denmark there are over 6000 turbines for 5.4m people, yet wind power only counts for less than
19% of their electricity requirements, has not resulted in the closure of any power stations, and
They have one of the highest electricity prices in Europe.

Germany has the most expensive electricity in Europe and it is estimated that up to 800,000
German households have had their power cut off because they couldnt pay the countrys rising
electricity bills.

In the UK there are around 5 million households that are struggling to pay their ever rising
electricity bills (mainly as a result of these wind factories).

It has been forecast that by 2017, the rapidly rising UK electricity prices will be almost double
German prices.

German CO2 emissions have been rising for two years in a row as coal is experiencing a
renaissance, and they are building 20 new coal-fired power stations to provide power when there
Is no wind or sun usually in the winter when the power is most needed.

CO2 emissions in the EU as a whole are likely to rise because of increased coal burning at power
stations.

The import of vast amounts of wood, from countries such as America, to power biomass power
Stations cannot possibly be good for the environment or help reduce CO2 emissions, and no
Doubt will cause further unnecessary price increases for our electricity.

There are very few good wind turbines. By good | mean ones which comply with a few simple,
Common-sense criteria such as:

a) Where the electricity produced helps to supplement the power requirements of the landowner
Without taking money from every other electricity user in the country to do so;

b) Where they do not cause continuous harm to humans and other life forms;

c) Where the CO2 emissions caused by the construction, erection and maintenance of the turbines
Is accurately assessed and the result (either increased or decreased), is justified;

d) Where the loss of revenue to other local businesses caused by the location of the turbines is
justified.

If one applies just these few criteria to wind factories, then there are no good wind factories, either
Onshore or offshore (the financial cost and CO2 emissions caused by offshore factories are
Considerably greater than onshore factories), and very few good turbines.

If we are to have renewable energy providers for our national requirements, then we should be
Considering systems that guarantee to provide a steady supply of power at more than 30%
efficiency, do no harm, and help save the environment. Wind power can never achieve this.

On a more personal level, we run a holiday cottage business, and many of our visitors have stated
That, with regret, they will not return if Angus over-run with turbines. This will greatly affect our
Livelihood and many other businesses in the area which rely on tourism. | am sure this growing
Dislike and rejection of turbines applies to other areas of the country.

| urge you not to allow the country to be invaded by these turbines.

Let common-sense prevail, reject this application, and help save the country for future
generations.

| would like at this stage to add that:
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1. The Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) wind farm map for August 2013
http://www.snh.gov.uk/docs/A1055080.pdf is disgracefully and inherently inaccurate. It

has no definition of what it is mapping (ie, what SNH consider a wind farm), and should not be
used for any analysis, or indeed any other purpose.

SNH state that we seek to map all developments of more than 1 turbine but we arent consulted
On all of these, so the map is a subset of the applications actually within the system. So, a single
turbine over 100m high, or even a cluster of single turbines might not be shown even if SNH had
Been consulted! It is therefore a totally useless map as most Councils will verify by a quick
comparison with their own maps and/or Renewables Datasheets.

If SNH use information such as this for their consultations, it suggests that their consultations and
Recommendations are of little value.

2. Paragraphs 4.15 to 4.21 of: http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2009/07/03153034/7 states
That there is a minimum notification of 21 days for individuals to make representations.

This is a totally inadequate timescale to allow the public to raise suitable site/application specific
representations. Most of us are in full time employment with busy family schedules, and it is
Difficult to find the time to:

a. find out about turbine applications in the area - especially when the applicants only notify the
Minimum possible, and often not even the household(s) that is highlighted as being most affected
according to their own proposal documentation.

b. find, read and understand the application documentation.

c. find, read and understand any planning legislation or regulations for wind turbines.

d. prepare and submit a suitable site specific representation.

It also does not allow for incidents when people may be away on holiday, or for work or health
reasons.

3. Similarly, the 20m boundary notification is totally inadequate since:

a. a turbine could be built that could potentially topple onto a neighbouring property.

b. neighbouring property could be at risk of ice or turbine blade throw.

c. it does not allow for neighbour notification regarding the very real health risks to humans out to
at least 2 km.

d. it does not allow for neighbour notification regarding the known negative effects on property
prices.

e. it does not allow for neighbour notification regarding the known negative effects on local tourist
and other businesses.

A much more responsible solution for Councils would surely be to adopt a minimum of 3 to 4
months deadline for representations, and a direct notification (by post, not newspaper) of all
"Owner, Lessee or Occupier’ at the address of the neighbouring land within a minimum of 2 to 3
km. This would at least bring us more in line with the UNECE decision quoted at the beginning of
this objection.

One hopes that Councils and Councillors are actively suggesting something along these lines to
Scottish Government
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Shane Bibby
Address: 13 Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| refer to my previous objections.

| have read most objection and support letters and | feel that with regard to letters submitted by
Hospitalfield Estate residents

100% of the letters submitted were objections from residents all offering their own individual
objections. There appear no letters of support from Hospitalfield Estate.

With regard to the letters of support most are clearly the result of campaign where the same letter
is being copied and pasted or handed out for people to sign in an effort to boost numbers. Most
letters of support are being submitted from Dundee, Forfar, Carnoustie, Kirriemuir and Montrose
with a few from Arbroath.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Shane Bibby
Address: 13 Kinghorne Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Dear Sir

| note with dismay that despite all the objections , in excess of 100 individual objectors mostly from
the Hospitalfield Estate which is directly adjacent to the proposed 77 mtr wind turbine, and official
opinions opposing this Turbine. Yet again Green Cat renewables have obtained another extension
until end of August 2016 regarding noise issues.

| respectfully request that when considering the proposal, that Green Cats Ark Hill Turbine noise
issues be taken into account. If this 77 mtr Turbine is allowed to be built and the noise issues are
as with those at Ark Hill then removal of the Wind Turbine would be a far larger issue than refusing
planning permission in the first place...especially with all the issues and objections already made.
Regards Shane Bibby
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Steven Carnegie
Address: 56 Kinghorne Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| wish to record my objection to the proposed erection of a wind turbine at Bairds Malt.

This turbine would be very obvious due to its massive height on the approach to Arbroath from
Dundee, the beech/links and coastal areas and the Water Tower to name but a few focal points.

From where | live | can hear the noise already emitting from the Maltings. This increases when
production is at its height during the busy times. | have heard for myself when out on the hills the
noise emitting from such structures and fear that the noise levels around where | live will increase
even more.

Having read various reports available on wind turbines | am also concerned for the health of
myself and others along with the birds and wildlife abounding in the area.

Although | am not considering a move at present | think house prices in the Hospitalfield area will
become significantly lower if this goes ahead.

| also think that if granted this may set a president for the possibility of another if required by
Bairds Malt or indeed another employer in the area.

Turbines are only operational when the wind is blowing but if too windy operations cease as is the
case when too much electricity is generated for the National Grid. This means that the turbine
could be out of commission for a great deal of the time so how would this help the employer cut
costs.
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| am all for cutting costs and for securing jobs but think there should be consideration given to
alternative means. What about the erection of low level solar panels for instance?

After looking at the comments of those in favour | note the mass maijority do not live in the town or
the effected area so this would not have such an impact on them as those residing here.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr Steven Low
Address: 2 Bank Farm Steading Arbirlot Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:I'm in the middle of building my dream home at bank farm.

| have a south facing balcony with unspoiled views.l simply DO NOT want any turbines turning and
distracting my picturesque

view.

If we let one to be erected,then how many others will pop up.

NO!
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: David Gray

Customer Details
Name: Mr Steven Reid
Address: 11 Grrahamston Terrace Arbirlot Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:

Given the visual representations of the proposed turbine that are available it appears that this
development will have a very large detrimental visual impact on the whole of Arbroath and a
significant area around it.

Would it not be preferable for the community that the company looks to install a smaller turbine, or
turbines mounted on the existing buildings, with less visual impact, and a solar PV array, also on
the existing buildings, offering diversification of generation sources and greater control of available
power generation to the company for whatever purposes it requires this for.

The current proposal seems ill prepared, poorly thought out and, | believe, against the local
development plan.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr William Bennett
Address: 18 Antiquary Place Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:This wind turbine will be obtrusive. noisy, a blight on the horizon and will devalue
properties.

This is too high a cost to bear for those affected .
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: mr william cumming
Address: 6 hospitalfield road arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Miscellaneous

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:

Comment: Dont want wind turbines in our area
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr William Ramsay
Address: 35 Harbour Road Tayport

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:As a former resident of Arbroath | object to the erection of this turbine as | believe it will
be a blot on the landscape of what is a beautiful area.

It will also have a negative effect on the attraction of visitors to Arbroath wishing to use the
facilities of the two caravan parks in close proximity.
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Letter from Mrs Alison Ouchterlony, 99 Kinghorne Street, Arbroath, DD11 2LZ, received
30 January 2015, reads as follows:-

‘I wish to lodge my objection to this proposal, mainly due to the adverse effect it
would have on the value of properties in the surrounding area, also to the adverse
visual impact on the landscape, to say nothing of the noise intrusion. Another major

concern is the strong possibility of more springing up should this one get the go-
ahead.

| do hope you will take all these viewpoints into consideration, and look forward to the
outcome being against the proposal.”

Letter 14/01067/FULL (Alison Ouchterlony)
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Anne Caird
Address: 40 School Road Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Due to the close proximity of the proposed wind turbine to the Hospitalfield housing
estate | would like to object to the proposed plan.
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Mrs Charlotte Anderson

17 Kinghorne St
Arbroath Angus

DD11 212

Planning Application for Baird’s Malt wind turbine at Elliot industrial

Estate 14/01067/FULL

o

This development could be harmful to wild life.

This development could be dangerous to walkers, cyclists.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Emma Buick

Address: 105 Patrick Allan Fraser St Arbroath
Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:

Comment:| object to this proposal due to the following reasons.

1 - This development will be a visual intrusion and permanently alter and impair the Arbroath
landscape.

2 - This development will reduce our residential amenity.
3 - This development will create additional irritating noise and vibration.
4 - This development will produce an irritating effect by its rotating blades

5 - This development will produce further visual intrusion and irritation from a continuously flashing
beacon.

6 - This development will destroy a portion of our Arbroath Path Network
7 - This development could be dangerous to walkers, cyclists and equestrians.

8 - This development extends the boundaries of the industrial estate and encroaches on
agricultural land.

9 - This development could be harmful to wild life.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Gail Ebdon
Address: 19 Hospitalfield Road Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| wish to register the strongest possible objection to the proposed construction of the
wind turbine.

1. Visual intrusion of constantly flashing beacon.

2. ltis too close to residential areas.

3. It will be an eyesore for Arbroath which is supposed to be a holiday resort. | would not like to go
and stay anywhere for a break near a wind turbine. It would therefore affect tourism to the town.
4. It will create noise and vibrations.

5. It will affect the price of houses in our area.

6. The Arbroath Path Network will be affected as will the local wildlife. There are numerous
geese and starlings that are abundant in the area not to mention other birds and animals.

7. The continually moving blades on the turbine will extremely annoying.

| feel that the detrimental affect on the area far out-weighs any benefits that it will bring.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Gail Murray
Address: 50 Kinghorne Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| wish to register the strongest possible objection to the proposed construction of this
wind turbine for the following reasons:

The site of the turbine is adjacent to open countryside, would permanently alter the landscape and
greatly impair Elliot Nature Trail. The proposed turbine would be visible across the whole of
Arbroath.

This could also have a detrimental effect on wildlife in the area. The turbine would pose a serious
threat to birds through blade strike.

The turbine would create noise by day and night, to the detriment of local residents, and with
possible adverse health implications.

This development will destroy a portion of our Arbroath Path Network.

This development extends the boundaries of the industrial estate and encroaches on agricultural
land.

Volume 2 Appendix 2.1 confirms that the proposed development will have a permanent, direct and
negative effect on homes in the area. The scale of this proposed development (77 metres) will
mean that the actual turbine and blades will not even come close to being screened by existing
buildings. This is confirmed by the photomontages in Appendix 2.3. Furthermore, we do not accept
that noise levels will be below or on a par with existing background noise from the Maltings.
Having experienced the noise generated by similar turbines at close proximity, we have no doubt
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that the noise generated would be in excess of the current noise levels generated by Bairds
existing industrial development.

Should permission be granted for this wind turbine, within a short period of time further companies
could apply for planning permission to erect turbines on their land, therefore increasing noise
pollution and increasing the detrimental effect to the Arbroath landscape.

| refer to Ruth Leas of Civitas report dated January 2012 see link below
http://www.civitas.org.uk/economy/electricitycosts2012.pdf
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Gwen Ramage
Address: 17 Dalhousie Place Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| object to the proposed development of a wind turbine by Bairds Malt and agree with
most of the objection comments that have already been submitted.

Whilst agreeing with the need for companies, and individuals to try to reduce their energy usage
and obviously for companies to operate profitably, | feel that this solution will be to the general
detriment of the Arbroath area as a whole.

Reasons being that it will completely dominate the surrounding skyline in spite of what its
supporters state. It will be double the height of existing structures and will be highly visible for
miles around.

Having been in close proximity to other turbine installations there will also be an increase in noise.

Would its supporters be happy to live beside the proposed development, | note that none of them
live anywhere near the aforementioned areas.

Ask the folks in Hawick Drive area of Dundee (adjacent to the Michelin factory) how they like it.

Of course the next logical conclusion to assume is, that once permission has been granted for a
structure of this size, a precedent is then set for another similar application.
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LeslielA

From: DownieKM on behalf of PLANNING
Sent: 27 January 2015 12:57
To: PLNProcessing

Subject: FW: Objection to wind turbine at Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11
2NJ 14/01067/FULL .

From: Norman Anderson

Sent: 27 January 2015 12:21

To: PLANNING

Subject: Objection to wind turbine at Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11
2NJ 14/01067/FULL .

Application Summary Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Baird's Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ
Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And
Ancillary Development.

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Norman Anderson
14 Hospitalfield Rd
Arbroath

Angus

DDI112LS

Re Planning Objection to the above installation.
I wish to voice my strong objection to the above installation.

We have come to accept the proximity of the current industrial estate as this has been a feature
for many years.

We already have air and in some instances noise pollution from the Maltings, which is very
much influenced by wind direction but the smell does linger when there is little wind. To
increase these problems with visual pollution and possibly more noise pollution is just too much.

If this Turbine is granted permission the visual aspect will not be influenced by nature in any
way, it will at all times remain as a blot on the visual landscape. Also there will be a certain
amount of noise pollution as the turbines are not silent in operation, and evidence proves blade
flicker can cause discomfort in some areas .

Finally I was under the impression that there are height restriction which this clearly exceeds
and also the siting is well within the 1 mile of residential dwellings recommendation. Although
the area is designated as industrial, the fact that it is in such close proximity to residential areas
should be a main factor in the refusal of permission for this wind turbine. I was also under the
impression that there was to be no more acquisition of agricultural land for commercial
developments.

Helen Anderson

14 Hospitalfield Rd
Arbroath

27/01/2015
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Isobel Waddell
Address: 14 Abbot Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| object to this project on the grounds that it will have a big visual impact on the area.
Also, | am an animal lover and believe it will have a detrimental impact on the wildlife in the area. It
will also be environmentally negative for a lot of people who take leisure walks with their dogs. |
am positive that pets and children would be terrified to go anywhere near this noisey monstrosity.



AC151
Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Jacqueline Swankie
Address: 10 Antiquary Place Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Strongly object to this proposal - visual & noise impact
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr James Leslie
Address: 51 Patrick Allan-Fraser Street ARBROATH

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:

Comment:| feel it would be an eyesore from my back garden.

Because of its size it would overpower the size of the houses in the area which are mainly
bungalows.

It would lower the value of the houses in the estate.

| feel that the noise and vibration emitting from the proposed wind turbine could be detrimental to
the health of people living in the area.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Jane Ann Meldrum
Address: "Kyrenia" 73 Patrick Allan Fraser Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Miscellaneous

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| wish to object to this planning application. The visual impact along with the noise
factor will be detrimental to my health and standard of living. | am well aware of the impact these
turbines have caused to the environments where they have already been allowed to proliferate.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: David Gray

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Janis Hughes
Address: 52 Patrick Allan Fraser Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| wish to register the strongest possible objection to the proposed construction of this
wind turbine for the following reasons:

Visual impact:

The proposed site of the turbine is adjacent to open countryside which is widely enjoyed as an
amenity for local residents as well as visitors and tourists. The construction of this turbine will
completely and permanently alter this landscape and greatly impair the peace and enjoyment of
Elliot Nature Trail.

The proposed turbine would be visible across almost the whole of Arbroath.

Noise:
The turbine would create noise by day and night, to the detriment of local residents, and with
possible adverse health implications.

Threat to wildlife:

Geese from Montrose Basin fly down to feed in the fields on either side of the A92 west of
Arbroath. There are also starlings in the area as well as heron and buzzards. The turbine would
pose a serious threat to all these birds through blade strike. The flight of the geese and the
murmurations of the starlings are features of Arbroath and greatly valued by

local residents.

Health and Safety:
Wind turbines are dangerous. The most common cause of accidents is blade failure. Blades can
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travel significant distances if they fail.
The distance of the proposed turbine to paths, roads, caravans and housing presents an
unacceptable safety risk to walkers, cyclists, horse riders and residents.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Linda, Ann Ramsay
Address: Kirkstyle House Kirkstyle, St Vigeans Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| object to this application as it will permanently alter the skyline & surrounding
landscape.

It will be damaging to wildlife in the area.

The noise generated by the turbine will be a disruption to the surrounding area.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Linda Pyott
Address: 14 School Road Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Please lodge my total objection to this very large Wind Turbine adjacent to the
Hospitalfield Housing Estate.

| find it inconceivable that this is even being considered so close to residential house.

| feel it will detract from image of Arbroath when entering the town from the Dundee direction , just
like the sorry state of affairs when people approach Dundee.

| would also object on the grounds of noise, light flicker, danger to wildlife in that this is a winter
roosting area for thousands of geese and the locality next to a public footpath.

| feel that Baird Malts have already exceeded their remit in the size of their development , noise
and air pollution.

| do not want to see such a monstrosity near my home every day....this is a residential estate.

| note none of the letters of support are from the Hospitalfield residents but are mostly from
Dundee, Carnoustie and Forfar with the odd one or two from other parts of Arbroath not affected
by this very Large Wind Turbine.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Linda Ramsay
Address: 97 Patrick Alan Fraser Street Hospitalfield Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| object strongly to this, what can only be described as an usightly, unwanted intrusion
into our lives.

| object on the grounds that it will be a visual intrusion which will be seen from great distances.

| have grandchildren who will surely be frightened at the size and noise of such an eyesore and
may even give them nightmares. Has anyone looked at the medical implications of the introduction
of such a monstrosity ?

| can see no benefit to anyone in the community and in fact, | can see it having a big negative
impact.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Linda Ramsay
Address: 97 Patrick Alan Fraser Street Hospitalfield Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Dear Sir

| refer to the front page article in the Courier and Advertiser when serious points were made about
the medical effects of wind turbines on people's health, and in paricular the noise factor and
hearing damage.

| would like to augment my objections to the building of this wind turbine a) on the grounds as
mentioned above, b) the effect the noise would have on my grandchildren who frequently visit and
stay with us.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Linda Ramsay
Address: 97 Patrick Alan Fraser Street Hospitalfield Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:l cannot believe that the application for this project is still on-going. Why have there now
been 2 extensions to the deadline for submissions been granted to Bairds Malt. Surely our elected
councillors can see by the high number of individual objectors and the small number of
orchestrated supporters that this application should be stopped now.

By the facts that are available, it is not difficult to see that these monstrosities are inefficient and
can only be funded by massive subsidies and costs to consumers and taxpayers. What happens
when there is no wind or to much wind, we will still require other methods of producing energy.
This is over and above objections already made in regards to being a visual intrusion,
environmentally unfriendly with regards to wildlife, and, not least, any medical effects it may have
which to date do not seem to have been properly addressed.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Lynn Carnegie
Address: 56 Kinghorne Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:l would like to register my objection to the proposed erection of a wind turbine at Baird's
Mailt.

Although I live a street over from the Maltings, | can clearly hear the noise presently produced by
its production. This is increased greatly over the summer months when the production is
increased. | have heard for myself the noise a turbine of this size makes and fear noise levels will
be significantly increased.

Having read various reports | am also concerned about the risk to health for myself and others
along with the birds and wildlife in the area.

Although | am not considering moving at present | do feel that if this turbine is granted it would
significantly lower the value of properties within the Hospitalfield estate. If one employer is granted
then another may follow suit.

| am all for cutting costs and for ensuring jobs but think an alternative method such as low level
solar panels should be considered by Bairds Malt.
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Mrs M Lumgair

22, Hospitalfield road,

ARBROATH.

30 JAN 2015

DD11 2LS

ALY

27101/15

Dear sir, | wish to protest most virulently in respect of the purposed “wind
Turbine” which Bairds Malt Ltd are hoping to erect in the vicinity of their

premises.

Being that to accommodate this eye sore they have to buy adjacent Land and

-

.....

.....

o &
Lo

everything which existed on the Elliot industrial site was LOW-Level, in other

words they did not impact on this residential estate.

If you allow this application to go ahead it will devalue every property on this
estate to which | seriously object. If this application is passed, | for one would

expect my council tax to be considerably reduced as | would be living in part
of the 77metre wind turbine monstrosity.IT IS DISGUSTING HOW IT WILL

IMPACT ON THOSE WHO HAVE TO LIVE IN VIEW OF IT. | SAY A VERY LOUD

NO!
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Margaret Christison
Address: 5 Hospitalfield Road Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:l wish to object to this application by Bairds malt to erect a wind turbine on the grounds
that it will be overly prominent, increase noise and nuisance from rotating blades and flashing
lights.

It also causes part of the old Peasiehill track to be diverted.

This may be of benefit to Bairds Malt but will have a serious negative effect on the whole of
Arbroath.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Margaret Leslie
Address: 51 Patrick Allan-Fraser Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| object to the erection of the proposed wind turbine by Bairds Malt.

It would be detrimental to the environment and would affect the wildlife living in the surrounding
area.

It would be an eyesore and would be seen from my back garden. How could we sit outside on a
nice day to relax with a huge turbine bearing down on us?

The noise and vibration from the turbine would be detrimental to the health of those living near it.

It would lower the value of the domestic properties situated near it and make properties difficult to
sell.

There are more environmentally friendly ways of providing "green energy", solar energy would be
a better option.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Margaret Ramsay
Address: 35 Harbour Road Tayport

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| believe there to be a considerable noise emitted by these turbines which cannot be
good for the health of close residents.

This will also have a negative effect on the property values on the area.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Margaret simpson
Address: 113 Patrick Allan Fraser st 101241876535 Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Here we are with yet another extension to this never ending saga Baird's should come
to their senses and withdraw this application and find another way to save their fuel expenditure
this has gone on long enough now give the hospitalfield and Elliot residents an early Christmas
present and throw it out
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Marion Bibby
Address: 13 Kinghorne Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Please lodge my objection to this proposed 77 metres Wind Turbine adjacent to the
Hospitalfield Housing Estate.

| do not feel this will fit in with the local area especially if approaching Arbroath from Dundee it will
be an eyesore at the entrance of Arbroath as in the case of The approach to Dundee.

| also note that there has been an extension for submissions which to me looks like it has been
purely extended to allow a burst of support submissions mostly from people in Carnoustie and
Dundee with a few from other parts of Arbroath not visually affected by this 77 Mtr Turbine.

| also note that there are no letters of support from any residents of Hospitalfield Housing Estate.
It appears all supporters are of the nimby (not in my backyard) variety.

Please lodge my objection on the grounds of Noise, Visual impact, Health , Danger to wild life and
its proximity to a local public footpath , | do not want to look out everyday at a 77 Mtr wind Turbine
from my living room
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: David Gray

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Muriel Blake
Address: 85 Patrick Allan Fraser street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| object to this turbine due to the impact it will have both on the look and the noise it will
cause. The maltings are very close to the street (less than 400m)? Already they cause disruption
with noise and the view from the street. This turbine will be much taller and noisier than anything
that is already constructed .In the words of the applicant " the

development would lead to a high magnitude of change and despite the careful design of the
project a man-made vertical structure in this area would always lead to a negative effect.". If they
think this how can the council even consider this application so close to a residential area. This
can only have an adverse effect on this area of the town. | know no one wants this in their
backyard but in this case it will be in our backyard and an eyesore throughout out the town. |
would urge the planning committee to refuse this application due to the long term effect it will have
on this area of the town
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Nancy Christie
Address: Hospitalfield Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| strongly object to the proposed wind turbine at Bairds Malt.

| am a Hospitalfield resident and am very concerned about the following:

Increased noise levels.

Spoiled appearance of landscape from many areas.
Possible increased health risks to nearby residents.
Flicker effect.

Reduction of property values.

Harmful effect to birds and animals.

To allow the erection of one wind turbine might lead to
many other companies wishing to do the same thing.

NOo kb=

| appreciate that every business has to be run cost effectively but surely the cost saving for Bairds
Malt is not worth the cost which will have to be paid by local residents and the community as a
whole?
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Letter received from Mrs Nancy McCluskey, 30 Patrick Allan-Fraser street, Arbroath, DD11
2LX, dated 24 January 2015, reads as follows:-

“I wish to strongly object to this proposal as it would have a detrimental effect to the
landscape of this area plus added noise intrusion. | do know that this could have
problems health wise as well. | am in my seventies and have hearing problems so
the noise would be of no benefit to me. | do spend a lot of time gardening which |
enjoy very much and | do think it could affect my hearing quite a lot. Hope that you
take this into consideration.”

Letter 14/01067/FULL (Nancy McCluskey)
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Nora Stewart
Address: 54 Newbigging Drive Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Having just heard about this peoject, | strongly object on the grounds that it will be very
detrimental to the landscape for miles around.

This will have a negative impact on the value of Arbroath as a whole, not least as a holiday town
which includes the Abbey, caravan sites and the links.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: David Gray

Customer Details
Name: mrs norah dear
Address: 77 patrick allan fraser street arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:i wish to object on following grounds,

winds of more than 25 knots,turbnes must stop for SAFETYno energy can be produced.
causes erosion, distroys animal habitats kills birds,

may cause - sleep disturbance,ringing in ears, increase heartrate, irratabillity, cocentration
problems, panic episodes .

will be unsightly, disturb our love of outdoors, unkown health risks

homes value decrease and difficult to sell.

sight polution, noise pollution.

there have been incidendent of fire and exploding debris.

it has been known in winter large pieces of ice to be scattered hundreds of yards.

we do not want an other seed crusher disaster on our hands and hope angus council learned a
lesson from that.

i request an enviromental impact assesment should be carried out first of all



AC170
Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Norma Bennett
Address: 18 Antiquary Place Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| object to the disturbance this will cause in the vicinity and the fact that it will be seen
from our windows.

It will also adversely affect the value of my property.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Patricia Scott
Address: 83 Patrick Allan Fraser Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| dislike the thought of seeing a massive windturbine towering up in the air every time |
look out of the window, and when | am out in the garden.

Too many of these are being allowed to be built and destroying the views of the countryside
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Ruth Boath
Address: 9 Gerrard Place Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| strenuously object to the proposal of the erection of the wind turbine so close to the
residential area of Hospitalfield. We already have noise and smell emitting from the Baird Maltings
without the additional noise which will come from a wind turbine. | am also very much concerned
about the potential health hazards as a result of living so close to a wind turbine for my family and
myself. Ruth Boath
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Sandra Waddell
Address: 23 Horolodge Hill Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Dear sir, | have only now become aware of this application and | would strenuously
object to the erection of this object.

It will have an enormous visual effect on the countryside and the approach to this lovely town.
| would also be concerned that if this monstrosity was allowed to go ahead, it would open the
floodgates for many more, possibly in other areas of the town.

No!No!No!
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Sharon Spink
Address: 78 Patrick Allan-Fraser Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:l would like to add my objection to the many others. | have no problems with wind
turbines in the appropriate location, but | feel this one is too close to my home and would have an
adverse affect on the value of my property. Who wants to look out their living room window at one
? Not me ! Which would be the case if this went ahead. | also have concerns about the level of
noise it may create.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Val Adam
Address: 60 Kinghone Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Miscellaneous

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:l wish to make my objection to the erection of the wind turbine by Bairds Malt, Elliot
Industrial Estate, Arbroath. | am objecting on the grounds of the visual impact which may effect the
value of house in Hospitalfield, also there may be increased noise from the turbine which will
impact everyone living close by, there is also an issue with the flicker effect on residents close by
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Wilma Ewart
Address: Airlie 19 Gerrard Place Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:l Wish to object to the Baird Malt Wind Turbine planning application. This is a residential
area first and foremost .| am not apposed to alternate energy use but to put a turbine on our
doorstep could set the community up for further developments in the future.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Ms Avril Hobbs
Address: 66 Patrick Allan Fraster Street Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:l STRONGLY OBJECT TO THE ERECTION OF A WIND TURBINE ON THE SITE AT
ELLIOT. THIS WILL BE IN THE LINE OF VISION FROM MY LIVING ROOM WINDOW, | FEEL
THAT SEEING, HEARING AND SMELLING THE MALTINGS FROM MY HOME IS BAD
ENOUGH WITHOUT THE ADDED EYESORE OF A WIND TURBINE. | HAVE PAID GOOD
MONEY TO LIVE IN MY HOUSE AND FEEL THAT THE VALUE WILL BE GREATLY
UNDERMINED BY HAVING THIS UGLY, AND POTENTIALLY USELESS PIECE OF
MACHINERY SITUATED NEXT TO A RESIDENTIAL AREA.
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Ms Susan Ettershank
Address: 3 Hospitalfield Road Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| strongly object to the proposed wind turbine.

While | am generally in favour of conserving energy, | believe this turbine would have a detrimental
impact on the environment and that the disadvantages would outweigh any advantages. Such a
massive structure would be unsightly and despite claims to the contrary, would inevitably be noisy.
This would very likely lead to a reduction in value of house prices in the area. For these reasons,
turbines should not be built in any residential area, therefore | object to this proposal.
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Date:

Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL
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renewable energy directly in line with government policy.

Yours Sincerely,

Print Name:

t 1 MAR 2015
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Mr David Gray
Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department

AC180

County Buildings

Market Street

Forfar

DD8 3LG
Angus

!

Following review of the above planning application | would like to register my support and

Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL

Dear Mr Gray,
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Yours Sincerely,
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Forfar

DD8 3LG
Angus

Mr David Gray
Planning Officer
Market Street

Angus Council Planning Department

AC181

County Buildings

Following review of the above planning application | would like to register my support and

Date: 04 February 2015
Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL

Dear Mr Gray,

+

Yours Sincerely,

Iy

-6 FER 2015

10A CHURCH STREET, ARBROATH, ANGUS, DD11 1JL

MR NEIL MOFFAT
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Mr David Gray
Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department

County Buildings

Market Street

Forfar
DD8 3LG
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Date:

Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL

Dear Mr Gray,

Following review of the above planning application | would like to register my support and
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Yours Sincerely,
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Mr David Gray
Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department
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County Buildings
Market Street
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Following review of the above planning application | would like to register my support and

Address: A\ \A‘R\{T Cyo @LRQLZ

Av 20 AT

Application Ref. 14/01067/FULL
Print Name: NCgm A v\ N o<

Dear Mr Gray,
Yours Sincerely,

Date:
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Mr Ed Taylor
Senior Planner
Angus Council Planning Department
County Buildings
Market Street
Forfar
Angus
DD8 3LG
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Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL

Dear Mr Taylor
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Mr David Gray
Planning Officer
Market Street
Forfar

DD8 3LG
Angus

Angus Council Planning Department
County Buildings
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Following review of the above planning application | would like to register my support and

Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL

Dear Mr Gray,

Date:
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Mr David Gray

Planning Officer (Development Standard)
Angus Council Planning Department
County Buildings
Market Street
Forfar

DD8 3LG

Angus

REGEIVED
Date: ‘ 12 FEB 2015

Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL AR

Dear Mr Gray,
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AC187

Mr David Gray

Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department
County Buildings

Market Street

Forfar

DD8 3LG

Angus

Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL

Dear Mr Gray,

Following review of the above planning application | would like to register my support and
encourage Angus Council to make a balanced assessment and consent the project as it

will :-

Protect jobs

Support other local suppliers to Bairds Malt

Allow the business to strengthen / expand.

Other plots on the industrial estate are disused and empty — important to retain
Bairds.

On-site use of electricity for an energy intensive business - a good use of
renewable energy directly in line with government policy.

Located in an industrial area and surrounded by the Malting’s plant

ES shows that noise from the turbine is not a problem.

Please consider the above principal points when making your recommendation on the

project.

Yours Sincerely,

Address: FL AT |, oL D SAILOLS HOME,

62 Pow sT; PUNPEE , PP 3DU
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Application Ref
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Yours Sincerely,
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Mr David Gray

Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department
Market Street

Forfar

DD8 3LG

Angus

AC189

County Buildings

RECEIVED
11 FEB 2010
ILAK LY

Following review of the above planning application | would like to register my support and

Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL

Date:
" Dear Mr Gray,
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Yours Sincerely,
Print Name:

j Address:
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Mr David Gray
Planning Officer
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Application Ref

Dear Mr Gray,
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renewabnle energy directly in line with government policy.

Yours Sincerely,
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Susan Ross
Arbroath
DD11 2L.Z

89 Kinghorne St

application reference No. 14/01067/FULL

2.

Reference the application by Bairds Maltings to install a wind

Dear Sirs,
turbine
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Mr David Gray
Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department

County Buildings

Market Street
Forfar
DD8 3LG
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Mr David Gray

Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department
Market Street

Forfar

DD8 3LG

County Buildings
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As an Angus resident, | have reviewed the planning application and find that the economic

Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL

Dear Mr Gray,

Date:
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Excellent opportunity for local contractors and suppliers to benefit trom the project
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Yours Sincerely,
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Mr Ed Taylor

Senior Planner

Angus Council Planning Department
County Buildings

Market Street

Forfar

Angus

DD8 3LG

Date:

Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL

Dear Mr Taylor,
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Yours Sincerely, 24 FEB 2015
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Mr David Gray
Market Street

Planning Officer (Development Standard)
County Buildings

Angus Council Planning Department
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Dear Mr Gray

Date:
Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL
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Mr David Gray

Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department
County Buildings

Market Street

v ENV ED Forfar
“GEIV DD8 3LG
13 FEB 20 Arigus

Date: }D/z/,s “———\\Z\‘V}‘

Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL

Dear Mr Gray,

Following review of the above planning application | would like to register my support and
encourage Angus Council to make a balanced assessment and consent the project as it

will :-

e Protect jobs

e Support other local suppliers to Bairds Malt

e Allow the business to strengthen / expand.

e Other plots on the industrial estate are disused and empty — important to retain
Bairds.

e On-site use of electricity for an energy intensive business - a good use of
renewable energy directly in line with government policy.

e Located in an industrial area and surrounded by the Maiting’s plant

e ES shows that noise from the turbine is not a problem.

Please consider the above principal points when making your recommendation on the

project.

Yours Sincerely,

Print Name:&m\’\ M“ﬁﬂh‘i
Address: S V2 AL 5
Acgtonmt oo 53

2



Date:

Application Ref. 14/01067/FULL

Dear Mr Gray,

AC197

Mr David Gray

Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department
County Buildings

Market Street

Forfar

DD8 3LG
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277 EIVED Angus

HER )

(L FEB 205
it\K | )

| am writing to express my unequivocal support for the Bairds Malt single wind turbine

application. It is such an important scheme for local business and it is vital that it goes

ahead so as to safeguard existing and future jobs on the Arbroath Facility. In its

Industrial setting | strongly believe that:

e The single turbine will not in any way detract from its surroundings and will not

in any sense impact on my enjoyment of the greater area.

e |t is a suitable distance from residential properties, a noise assessment within

the ES has shown that residential amenity would be protected

o |tis outside of protected landscape areas such as Areas of Outstanding Natural

Beauty and National Parks and the Angus Glens!

¢ On-site use of electricity for an energy intensive business - a good use of

renewable energy directly in line with government policy.

Yours Sincerely,

Print Name: Brwiags Fames i

Address: \2 JReoashauts3

C_AQAC.\;EIWE Ancus BB L3Iy
L I
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01067/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01067/FULL

Address: Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ

Proposal: Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary
Development

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

Customer Details
Name: Mr John Bird
Address: 5 Hospitalfield gardens Arbroath

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:1 The constant 24 hour noise that is generated by the turbine.

2 The impact on the nature trail of such an imposing structure on people walking along this
popular route.
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Mr David Gray

Planning Officer

Angus Council Planning Department
County Buildings

Market Street

Forfar

DD8 3LG

R E@ E”VED Angus
'L FER 2015
NI Qe

Date:

Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL

Dear Mr Gray,

| am writing to express my unequivocal support for the Bairds Malt single wind turbine
application. It is such an important scheme for local business and it is vital that it goes
ahead so as to safeguard existing and future jobs on the Arbroath Facility. In its

Industrial setting | strongly believe that:

e The single turbine will not in any way detract from its surroundings and will not
in any sense impact on my enjoyment of the greater area.

e It is a suitable distance from residential properties, a noise assessment within
the ES has shown that residential amenity would be protected

e Itis outside of protected landscape areas such as Areas of Outstanding Natural
Beauty and National Parks and the Angus Glens!

e On-site use of electricity for an energy intensive business - a good use of

renewable energy directly in line with government policy.

Yours Since

Print Name: \"\\Q.,\c:e)\ (’%( 1 A—Sf)
Address: 2 Q& \tvie. CARM C_G’(\Ctge '

- CARN oUSSTTE D BLLA
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Mr Ed Taylor

Senior Planner

Angus Council Planning Department
County Buildings

Market Street
Forfar
Angus
DD8 3LG
Date: R TS
o HECEIVED
Application Ref: 14/01067/FULL
727 FEB 201
XERVAVY,

Dear Mr Taylor,

I would like to register my support for the Bairds Malt single turbine. | believe
that the project contains many preferable characteristics for a development of this

type, including:

e The wind turbine is not located within any ecologically designated areas.

e The project will safeguard existing jobs.

e Excellent opportunity for local contractors and suppliers to benefit from the
project.

e The potential to support new local employment and encourage further capital

investment in the malting.

On the basis of the points above and the fact that it will support an employer that is

important to the town/region | would urge the Council to approve the application.

Yours Sincerely,

Print Name - SSCOUN Ziewn S

Address: 4 2 Yalume D riwve
Dunclee  ND § AP
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ANGUS COUNCIL AC204

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (SCOTLAND) ACT 1997

(AS AMENDED)
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PROCEDURE)
(SCOTLAND)
REGULATIONS 2013 A”-g”scou gl

PLANNING PERMISSION REFUSAL
REFERENCE 14/01067/FULL

To Bairds Mailt Single Turbine Lid
c/o Green Cat Renewables
Edinburgh Office
Midlothian Innovation Centre
Room 106
Roslin
EH25 9RE

With reference to your application dated 9 January 2015 for planning permission under the above
mentioned Acts and Regulations for the following development, viz.:-

Erection Of Wind Turbine Of 55M To Hub Height And 77M To Blade Tip And Ancillary Development at
Bairds Malt Peasiehill Road Elliot Industrial Estate Arbroath DD11 2NJ for Bairds Mailt Single Turbine Lid

The Angus Council in exercise of their powers under the above mentioned Acts and Regulations hereby
Refuse Planning Permission (Delegated Decision) for the said development in accordance with the
particulars given in the application and plans docqueted as relative hereto in paper or idenfified as
refused on the Public Access portal.

The reasons for the Council’s decision are:-

1 That the application is contrary to policies S1 criterion (a), Sé criteria (b), and ER34 criterion (a) of
the Angus Local Plan Review (2009) as the proposed development would give rise fo unacceptable
impacts on the occupants of residential property by virtue of the height of the wind furbine and its
proximity to residential properties.

2 That the application is contrary to Policy 6 of TAYplan and policies ER5 and ER34 criterion (b) of the
Angus Local Plan Review (2009) as the proposed development would result in unacceptable
adverse landscape impacts having regard to landscape character and sefting within the
immediate and wider landscape.

Amendments:
The application has not been subject of variation.

Dated this 1 March 2016

lain Mitchell - Service Manager
Angus Council

Communities

Planning

County Buildings

Market Street

FORFAR

DD8 3LG
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Preface

This Environmental Report seeks assessed the environmental effects of the proposed Bairds
Malt wind turbine development, which comprises the installation and operation of a single
wind turbine of 77m to blade tip height.

As a single turbine with a hub height in excess of 15m, the proposed development falls
within Schedule 2 of the EIA Regulations (Scotland) 2011.

A Screening Request was submitted to Angus Council in October 2012, who determined that
an Environmental Impact Assessment for the proposed development was not required (ref:
12/00922/EIASCR). The Council indicated that the application should be accompanied by a
detailed Environmental Appraisal document.

© Green Cat Renewables Ltd
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1 Project Summary

1.1 Introduction

The proposed development comprises the installation and operation of a single wind
turbine, of 77m to blade tip height. The turbine would be located in the southern corner of
the Bairds Malt plant, on the western edge of Elliot Industrial Estate, Arbroath.

This report assesses the potential environmental impacts likely to results from the proposal,
and has been produced in line with relevant environmental policies and planning guidance.

1.2 Background

Bairds Malt Ltd is proposing the development of a single turbine at their plant on Elliot
Industrial Estate, which will help secure the future of the facility and safeguard local jobs.

The application, would, if consented, help minimise the company’s high energy costs and
generate renewable energy on-site. Energy consumption at the plant costs Bairds Malt
~£2.5million per annum in energy bills and the turbine would reduce the electricity
consumption from the National Grid by a third; a significant saving for the Arbroath facility.

Bairds Malt is working with Kilmac Construction on the development. Kilmac is a Tayside-
based company who has worked with Bairds Malt for a number of years and has to date
undertaken over 100 projects in Angus.

As Scotland’s leading malt producer the Bairds Malt process 255,000 tonnes of malt per
year, which is destined primarily for distilling. The company has invested significantly in its
Arbroath facility since its construction in 1970, which has included major upgrades in 1980
and 2009, the latter ensuring that the site now incorporates the latest innovations in
maltings technology.

The Arbroath facility, with its new grain drying complex is now capable of producing over
300 tonnes of malt (circa 174,000 bottles of whisky) every 48 hours, with total annual
production reaching over 57,000 tonnes. The site employs 57 people who are drawn from
the local area and the business is supplied by 230 live farm accounts within Angus alone.

1.3 Aims of the Project

In constant operation for seven days a week, the Malt has an extremely high energy usage
and requires in the region of 10GWh of electricity per year, the equivalent of the supply
required for 2,200 homes. The main aims of the project are to:

e Generate clean electricity. The proposed turbine is expected to generate 2.3GWh of
electricity per year, equivalent to around 20% of the plant’s usage.

Page 4
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e Reduce business costs through the direct use of electricity generated on site, and
through the sale of any electricity not used by the plant. This will have the added
bonus of insulating the business against any future price rises in electricity.

e Reduce the businesses’ carbon footprint, which is of increasing importance to major
suppliers.

The overall outcome of the project will be to deliver production and cost efficiencies that
will increase the market competitiveness of the business and thus safeguard local jobs.

Page 5
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1.4 Community Consultation

A public information event was held at Bairds Malt on Wednesday 3™ and Thursday 4™ July
2013. The drop-in events ran from 2pm to 7pm and provided details about the proposed
scheme, and presented the findings of the environmental studies that had been carried out
to date. Representatives from Bairds Malt, Kilmac Energy and members of the Green Cat
Renewables project team were on hand to answer any questions members of the public had
about the scheme.

The event was advertised in the Forfar Dispatch on Tuesday 19" November and was
covered in an article in the Dundee Courier on 25% June 2014. In addition to this, an
invitation was posted to each property on the Patrick Allan Fraser estate. Letters were also
sent to each of the local councillors and Graeme Day, MSP for Angus South.

Bairds Malt were keen to provide as much information as possible to members of the public
prior to the application being lodged, and the event itself was well attended.

The scheme was also presented to Arbirlot Community Council on 14th July 2014.

1.5 Scope of the Environmental Report

The scope of the assessments has been discussed and agreed with Angus Council and other
consultees through an informal scoping exercise. The Environmental Report (ER) comprises
the following sections:

e The Proposed Development (including Traffic and Transport);

e Planning and Environmental Policy Context;

e Local Economic Benefits;

e Project Design Considerations;

e Ecology and Ornithology;

e Landscape and Visual Impact;

e Noise;

e Cultural Heritage and Archaeology;

e Surface and Groundwater Hydrology;

e Existing Infrastructure, Telecommunications, Television, Aviation and
Electromagnetic Safety;

e Shadow Flicker; and

e C(Climate Change

Page 6
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2 The Proposed Development

2.1 Purpose of the Development

Why wind?

Bairds Malt has considered a range of renewable sources, and a wind turbine was the
favoured option as it maximises the potential of the site, taking up a small footprint and
generating a substantial amount of electricity.

Other technologies considered were:

e Solar power — this required a large development footprint, and given the constrained
site, the amount of electricity generated would be a small proportion of that used by
the Maltings.

e Geothermal power — this was not technically viable on the site.

e Biomass — again required a larger footprint than that available on the site, and there
were concerns about the overall sustainability of this option.

None of the above technologies were commercially viable on the Bairds site, and therefore
the decision was taken to investigate a wind turbine, which was the clear option to emerge.

Electricity generation

The malting process requires significant levels of energy consumption by the business, with
an annual requirement in the region of 10GWh - the businesses’ largest costs. As well as
being connected to the National Grid, the proposed turbines will supply ‘green’ electricity
directly to the plant, resulting in an efficient use of a natural resource, and significant
financial savings. The proposed turbine will supply 20% of the plant’s electricity, and it is
anticipated that all of the electricity generated will be used directly by the plant.

Business diversification

The addition of the turbine will lead to an additional source of income for the business
which will help to cushion it from market volatility caused by significant annual factors such
as grain harvests and fluctuating commodity prices. Operating in a competitive European
market, an increase in the sustainability and stability of the business will also help support
both the existing employment and create new employment as the business continues to
expand.

Reduction of the business’ carbon footprint

As a high energy user involved in the supply of products to large suppliers throughout the
UK and beyond, the business is seeking to improve its sustainability and reduce its carbon
footprint. The need to demonstrate commitment to sustainability is increasing as
customers demand higher environmental standards from their suppliers. Thus the
development of renewable energy should increase the attractiveness of the Malt’s produce
to suppliers through its sustainable production.

Page 7
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Summary

The development of wind energy at Bairds Malt will provide the business with a source of
renewable energy to meet its extremely high energy demand whilst at the same time
significantly reducing the business’ carbon footprint.

2.2 The Site

The Bairds Malt site is located on the western edge of Arbroath on the Elliot Industrial
Estate, in an area that is not covered by any national planning designation. The proposed
development site location is shown in Figure 2.1
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Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data @ Crown copyright 2014. All rights reserved. Licence number 010003167
Figure 2.1 - Site location in the context of Arbroath

Turbine location

The proposed development consists of a single wind turbine of 55m to hub and 77m to tip,
which would be located in the southern corner of the Bairds Malt site, to the south-west of
the prominent Drying Towers which were constructed in 2009. The turbine and foundations
would be contained within the boundary of the Maltings, with the crane hardstanding and
turning head being located on third-party land immediately to the south-west, as agreed
with the landowner.
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The development would require a minor diversion to Core Path 152, the access track to
Peasiehill Farm. This realignment has been agreed with the landowner. The diverted section
of path would be constructed to the same specification as the existing path. A minimum
distance of 77m (turbine height) has been provided between the turbine and the path.

The boundary fencing of the Maltings would be extended to encompass the crane hard-
standing and turning bell. The proposed site layout is shown in Figure 2.2.
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Figure 2.2 - Site layout

Malt Operations
The Bairds Malt site covers approximately 5ha and produces malts for the distilling, brewing

and export markets. The site opened in 1970 and has undergone phased development since
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then, with major upgrades in 1980 and 2009. A Site Plan showing the major elements of the
Bairds operation is provided as APP-004.

Figure 2.3 — Photograph of the site looking south-east from Peasiehill Farm

The plant is operational 365 days a year, and there is a constant high demand for electricity.
Between mid-October and mid-August the focus of activity is generally in the area between
Silo 1 and Silo 3, and centred on the Steep House.

For the remaining two months of the year the Steep House is inactive and activity focuses
on the southern portion of the site, in the area of the proposed turbine. These activities
consist of the unloading of barley into the drying towers, which are active in the second half
of August, all of September and for the first half of October. At peak times up to 70 vehicles
a day arrive to unload barley, with an average of 15 vehicles per day throughout the
remainder of the year.

Lorries enter the site at the eastern gate, and travel between Silo 2 and the site boundary.
The vehicles then reverse up the intake ramp to unload, before passing between Silo 1 and
the western site boundary and turning right to pass the laboratory buildings and exit the site
via the main entrance. Swept path analysis has been undertaken to confirm that this route
can continue to be used once the turbine is in place.

Bairds Central Laboratory and Operations Office are located towards the north of the site.
The Laboratory carries out malt analysis for all sites in the Bairds Malt group. Within the
Operations Office are the Accounts and MIS departments, and the Commercial team which
deals with customer sales, delivery schedules, logistics and customer service activities.

Page 10
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The proposed turbine location

Egress route for grain lorries and proposed area of
turbine foundation

Unloading area for grain lorries, which arrive via the
road shown on the right of the picture. Base of drying
towers shown on the left of the picture,

Figure 2.4 — The site in the vicinity of the proposed turbine

The turbine would not affect the operation of the Malt, and the area between the diverted
Core Path and the new Maltings boundary fence could continue to be used for agricultural

purposes.

2.3 The Local Area
The site sits to the north of the A92 and the East Coast Main Railway Line, and is accessed
via the A933 and Peasiehill Road. Figure 2.5 shows the area surrounding the site in more

detail.
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Figure 2.5 — The local area surrounding Bairds Malt
The western edge of Arbroath contains the following elements:

e The Elliot Industrial Estate;

e Commercial / Retail areas such as the Westway Retail Park;

e Residential Areas centred around Patrick Allan-Fraser Street and Hospitalfield Road;

e Open agricultural land such as that to the west of the Elliot Industrial Estate; and

e Single properties and clusters of properties such as those at Peasiehill, Crudie and
Elliot Bridge.

Elliott Industrial Estate

The Bairds Malt site is located on the western edge of the Elliot Industrial Estate which is
itself situated on the western edge of Arbroath. It is accessed via Peasiehill Road and the
A933, which joins the A92 to the east of the Westway Retail Park. The Estate contains a
mixture of industrial and commercial units. These are typically large warehouse type
structures, which can contain smaller areas of associated office space, such as those
occupied by Halliburton and PMP Interplex. There are also smaller workshop type buildings,
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which are typically used for manufacturing or storage purposes. A 40m communications
mast in the north-eastern corner of the estate is another prominent feature.

Elliott Industrial Estate Extension

In 2011 Angus Council secured planning permission in principle to extend the Elliot
Industrial Estate into the fields to the south-west Bairds Malt. This land, covering a total of
51 hectares, is zoned for employment use within the Local Plan, but is not under the
ownership of the Council and would need to undergo compulsory purchase.

It was the Council’s intention to service the full site, but it is understood that current plans
are to service one half of the site initially, creating a land supply of roughly ten years, with
the remainder to be serviced if the extension approaches full occupancy. The initial
development would create around 14 plots ranging from about 0.5ha to 2ha in size. The
plots would be available for sale to businesses for general manufacturing, storage, office
and distribution uses. The construction and build out phase would not be affected by the
operation of the proposed turbine.

Compulsory purchase of the site has yet to be completed, and the overall situation is
uncertain, with several plots currently lying vacant on the existing industrial estate.

The proposed turbine crane hardstanding and turning head are located in a small portion of
the area earmarked for Industrial Estate extension (specifically Plots 24 and 25). The
remainder of the proposed extension footprint would be unaffected by the proposed
turbine infrastructure.

Residential Areas

The closest residential area to the site is the large housing estate centred on Patrick Allen-
Fraser Street, the closest property of which is situated 350m to the north of the proposed
turbine location. The closest residential properties to the site are the conjoined Peasiehill
Farm Cottages, which are situated 300m to the north-west of the proposed turbine. These
properties, and Peasiehill Farm itself, are owned by a party with a financial interest in the
turbine development.

The Elliot Caravan Park is located 450m to the south of the proposed turbine location, and is
accessed directly from the A92 Westway.

Public Access

There are several Core Paths in the vicinity of the site. Core Path 152 runs along the western
boundary of the Elliot Industrial Estate, linking the West Sands in the south with Peasiehill
Farm and the B9127 to the east of Arbirlot. This path would need to be diverted as part of
the proposed development to loop around the area of the crane pad and hardstanding, and
this diversion has been agreed with the landowner.

Core Path 151 is situated 350m to the south-west of Core Path 152, and runs in a north-
westerly direction from Elliott Bridge to Arbirlot, passing to the east of Kellie Castle. This
path runs along the route of a disused railway line.
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Core Path 153 links Core Path 152 to Peasiehill Road, running to the north of Westway Retail
Park. There are three further section of Core Path in the area, which run along the eastern
edge of the Elliot Industrial Estate and pass Muirfield Primary School.

2.4 Description of the Proposed Wind Turbine
A diagram of the principal dimensions of the Enercon E44, which is the most likely turbine
for the development, is shown in Figure 2.6, and a scaled drawing is included as APP-002..
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Figure 2.4 - Enercon E44 wind turbine showing principal dimensions

The key dimensions of the Enercon E44 are summarised in Table 2.2.

Table 2.2 — Key dimensions of the Enercon E48

Dimension Length (m)
Hub height 55
Rotor diameter 44
Total height 77
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The nacelle housing contains the generator and other operating equipment. The
transformer of the candidate machine is contained inside the tower base. It is proposed
that the finish of the wind turbine, tower and blades will be semi-matt and will be pale grey
in colour.

Unlike some other makes of wind turbines that are programmed to stop when the wind
speed exceeds 25m/s (‘cut-out’ wind speed), Enercon wind turbines are fitted with a storm
control feature which enables the turbine to continue to operate in very high wind speeds;
this avoids the need for sudden shutdowns and the resulting energy yield losses.

2.5 Associated Infrastructure

Site Tracks and Crane Hardstanding
The proposed access route to the construction area is well surfaced and would be suitable
for the turbine construction traffic without the need for reinforcement.

Construction of the small area of access track, turbine head and crane hardstanding to the
south-west of the turbine would involve the removal of the vegetation and top soil to a
depth of approximately 200 mm. This would be stored adjacent to the tracks for later,
partial reinstatement. Where necessary, a geotextile layer would be placed directly onto
the exposed subsoil, upon which the crushed rock would be placed.

Appropriate drainage requirements would be incorporated where the site specific
conditions make this necessary. If any areas of softer ground are encountered, the depth of
crushed rock may need to increase to approximately 700 mm and a layer of geotextile
material embedded within the structure would be used.

The crane platform would be of similar construction to the access tracks, designed to
withstand the maximum load bearing applied by the crane during the construction process.

Figure 2.7 shows the specification of the required crane hardstanding.
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Figure 2.7 — Crane and hardstanding diagram

Any excess earth excavated during the construction phase would be stored behind the
foundations. Reinstatement of the track verges and the areas of hardstanding will be
undertaken where appropriate. As there would be a continuing need to use the hard-
standing and turning head, these would be left in place for the lifetime of the development.

Construction Compound

The local ground works contractor would set up a small compound for site offices, welfare
facilities and storage of tools. It is likely that these could be accommodated within the
existing Maltings buildings.

Turbine Foundations

The turbine’s foundations will be designed as either buoyant or non-buoyant. Buoyant
foundations are larger and have been used as a conservative assumption in this assessment,
though the need for a buoyant foundation is deemed to be extremely unlikely. Figure 2.6
shows the typical dimensions of a buoyant turbine foundation. The foundation would have
a diameter of up to 16 m, and a depth of approximately 1.7 m. When the foundations are
excavated, a further metre around the foundation will be dug to allow access during
construction. A thin layer, called a ‘blinding layer’, will be poured to provide a surface on
which the foundation can be constructed. Conservatively, each foundation would comprise:

e 29 tonnes of steel reinforcement bars;
e 181 cubic metres of concrete; and
e 23 tonnes concrete blinding layer slab.

As can be seen in Figure 2.8, the turbine foundations will be covered by topsoil when
construction is complete, leaving a plinth of about 5.5m in diameter just above the surface
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level, upon which the turbine would be bolted. Much of the excavated material will be used
for this back-filling.

THIS DRAWING 15 INDICATIVE OMLY.
PLEASE REFER TO ENERCON DRAWINGS
FOR SPECIFIC FOUNDATION DETAILS

| S000mm |

BACKFILL GROUND LEVEL TOP OF FOUNDATION

Figure 2.8 — Typical buoyant foundation dimensions for E44 turbine

The Balance of Plant work, inclusive of foundation construction and electrical installation
will be undertaken by Kilmac, the project’s construction partner, who are a local contractor
employing in excess of 100 employees throughout Tayside.

2.6 Grid / Local Electrical Connection

The wind turbine envisaged for use on this site produces electricity at 400 volts. This would
be transformed to 11 using a transformer within the turbines. Grid connection has been
secured with Scottish and Southern Energy.

From the transformer, underground cable runs will link the turbine to the existing
substation within the Malt, the location of which is shown in APP-001.

Figure 2.9 shows the proposed scenario at Bairds Malt, where the turbine will supply
electricity to the Maltings and export any excess onto the grid. It is anticipated that virtually
all of the energy generated by the turbine will be used on-site.
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Figure 2.9 - Metering system schematic with on-site power usage

2.7 Access to the Site

It is intended that the turbines would be landed at Montrose and then transported south to
the southern outskirts of Arbroath on the A92. Access to the site would be via the A933 and
Peasiehill Road. The turbine components and construction traffic would enter the Bairds site
via an existing gate to the north-west of Silo 2, and then proceed along the western edge of
Silo 2 to reach the construction area.

Proposed site access through gate on right hand side | Internal access route (silo 2 to left of picture)

of warehouse

Figure 2.10 - Site access arrangements

2.8 Construction Programme

The construction phase would start after the financial and due diligence process has been
completed and would be on-going for approximately 2-3 months, from construction of the
crane hardstanding and foundation through to erection and commissioning of the turbine.

2.9 Construction Traffic
There are three distinct phases of the development in traffic terms:
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e Construction;
e Operation; and
e Decommissioning.

Construction traffic

The traffic involved throughout the construction phase includes the turbine component
delivery vehicles, lorries with aggregates for construction of the small section of new track
and crane hardstandings, concrete deliveries for the foundation, reinforcement steel and
cabling, as well as personnel commuting. Table 2.4 gives an estimate of the volume of
traffic likely to be involved during the construction phase.

Table 2.4 — Construction Traffic

Load Number of deliveries

Aggregate for new and upgraded ~330 m3 40

track and crane hardstanding

Concrete turbine foundations ~210 m3 26

Reinforcement steel 29 tonnes 2

Cabling Unknown One lorry can carry several reels of cable,
normally one lorry will provide for the whole
project

Personnel - 6-10 cars/vans a day at peak time

Turbine components - 5 articulated lorries

Wind turbine components would be delivered to the site on articulated lorries. Extended
trailers would be used to deliver the turbine blades which are 22m in length.

The largest type of crane required is a Liebherr LTM 1500-8.1 mobile crane, which is 21.4m
long, 3.2m wide and has a 500 tonne lift capacity. The crane has eight axles, all of which
have axle loads of 12 tonnes, so the total vehicle weight is 96 tonnes. Aggregate would be
sourced from the most convenient local quarry.

Operational traffic

Once erected the wind turbine would operate automatically. Typically, Enercon
maintenance teams are scheduled to conduct quarterly checks on the operation of turbines.
These are undertaken in light commercial vehicles such as vans, cars or similar vehicles

Decommissioning traffic
The amount of site traffic during decommissioning would be less than that during the
construction stage.

2.10 Decommissioning

At the end of the development’s operational life, the wind turbines would be
decommissioned, the principal elements removed, and the site restored leaving little, if any,
visible trace.
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The wind turbine would be removed from the site and the foundations, tracks and
hardstandings would be covered over with topsoil and reseeded. The cables would be de-
energised and left in place, with any cable marker signs removed.

The decommissioning process would take approximately two months to complete. A
decommissioning programme would be agreed with the relevant authority prior to the
commencement of decommissioning works.
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3 Planning and Environmental Policy Context

An application for the development of a wind project should be assessed in the context of
national policy and guidance; the local planning authority development plan; and
supplementary planning guidance.

3.1 National Planning Policy Guidance

The main driving force that has led to the legally binding UK renewable energy target of 15%
is the mandatory EU 2020 Targets: reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 20% and an
increase in the proportion of final energy consumption from renewable sources to 20% by
2020.

The current SPP (2014) has identified targets for delivering renewable sources of electricity
and ‘supports the transformational change to a low carbon economy, consistent with
national objects and targets.” Within the SPP it indicates that:

e 30% of overall energy demand from renewable sources by 2020;
e 11% of heat demand from renewable sources by 2020; and
e The equivalent of 100% of electricity demand from renewable sources by 2020.

Capitalising on the potential of the renewable energy sector is a major cornerstone of the
Scottish Government’s principle objective of facilitating sustainable economic growth. This
includes the encouragement and support of diversification and the growth of the rural
economy. Indicating that it ‘promotes economic activity and diversification, where
appropriate sustainable development linked to tourism, forestry, farm and croft
diversification, aquaculture, nature conservation and renewable energy developments’.

Scottish Planning Policy (SPP, 2014) is the statement of the Scottish Government’s policy on
nationally important land use planning matters. It sets out:

e The Scottish Government’s view of planning;

e The core principles for the operation of the system;

e Statutory guidance on sustainable development and planning;
e Concise subject planning policies; and

e Expectations of the intended outcomes.

SPP aims to ensure the delivery of national renewable energy targets, and states that
‘planning must facilitate the transition to a low carbon economy, and help deliver the aims
of the Scottish Government’s Report of Proposals and Policies’.

With regard to promoting rural development it states (paragraph 74) that ‘NPF3 sets out a
vision for vibrant rural, coastal and island areas, with growing, sustainable communities
supported by new opportunities for employment and education.” It goes on to explain how
the planning system should:
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e Inall rural and island areas promote a pattern of development that is appropriate to
the character of the particular rural area and the challenges it faces;

e Encourage rural development that supports prosperous and sustainable
communities and businesses whilst protecting and enhancing environmental quality;
and

e Support an integrated approach to coastal planning.

With regard to renewable energy and government commitments to reduce CO; emissions it
states (paragraph 153) that ‘Terrestrial and marine planning facilitate development of
renewable energy technologies, link generation with consumers and guide new
infrastructure to appropriate locations. Efficient supply of low carbon and low cost heat
generation of heat and electricity from renewable energy sources are vital to reducing
greenhouse gas emissions and can create significant opportunities for communities.’

In relation to renewable energy applications it states that (paragraph 154) ‘The planning
system should support the development of a diverse range of electricity generation from
renewable energy technologies — including the expansion of renewable energy generation
capacity and the development of heat networks.’

Development plans are required to guide development to appropriate locations and should
‘seek to ensure an area’s full potential for electricity and heat from renewable sources is
achieved, in line with the national climate change targets, giving due regard to relevant
environmental, community and cumulative impact considerations.” (Paragraph 155).

Specifically for wind developments the SPP encourages the use of a spatial framework which
‘identifies those areas that are likely to be most appropriate for onshore wind farms as a
guide for developers and communities.” It also provides a spatial framework table outlining
appropriate and non-appropriate areas, with three distinct groups:

e Group 1: Areas where wind farms will not be acceptable — National Park and
National Scenic Areas;

e Group 2: Areas of significant protection — National and international designations,
other nationally import mapped environmental interests and community separation
for consideration of visual impact; and

e Group 3: Areas with potential for wind farm development — beyond groups 1 and 2
wind farms are likely to be acceptable, subject to detailed consideration against
identified policy criteria.

The SPP states that in relation to the spatial framework ‘local development planning
authorities, working together where required, should identify where there is strategic
capacity for wind farms, and areas with the greatest potential for wind development,
considering cross-boundary constraints and opportunities.’

NPF3 was laid before the Scottish Parliament on 23™ June 2014 and confirms target of at
least 30% of overall energy demand from renewables by 2020 including generating the
equivalent of at least 100% of gross electricity consumption from renewables, with an
interim target of 50% by 2015.
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3.2 Local Planning Policy
The key local development documents are:

e TAYplan (Approved 2012):
e Angus Local Plan Review (Adopted 2009)

In addition to the development plan a number of other publications are also particularly
relevant to the consideration of the application. These include:

e Tayside Landscape Character Assessment (1998);

e Angus Council Implementation Guide for Renewable Energy Proposals (2012);

e Angus Windfarms Landscape Capacity and Cumulative Impacts Study (lronside
Farrar, 2008);

e Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy in Angus (prepared by
Ironside Farrar for Angus Council and SNH, November 2013)

TAYplan: Scotland’s SusTAYnable Region

In June 2012, TAYplan replaced the Dundee and Angus Structure Plan 2002 and became the
statutory Strategic Development Plan. The plan embraces sustainability stating in the
foreword ‘We want to provide future generations with opportunities to improve their lives;
what better legacy to leave our children. Therefore the mitigation of and adaptation to
climate change, as the single greatest challenge facing humankind, is central to this Plan.
We must shift to a low carbon and zero waste economy by using our land and resources
more efficiently.’

This is embodied in the Vision and Objectives which aims to ‘support the switch to a low
carbon and zero waste economy’ and to ‘strengthen the economic base to support the
renewable energy and local carbon technology sectors’.

Policy 6: Energy and Waste/Resource Management Infrastructure requires the Local
Development Plans to identify areas suitable for different forms of renewable heat and
electricity infrastructure with areas of search, allocated sites and decisions on proposals
taking into account:

e ‘The specific land take requirements associated with the infrastructure technology
and associated statutory safety exclusion zones where appropriate;

e Proximity of resources (e.g. woodland, wind or waste material); and to
users/customers, grid connections and

e distribution networks for the heat, power or physical materials and waste products,
where appropriate;

e Anticipated effects of construction and operation on air quality, emissions, noise,
odour, surface and ground water pollution, drainage, waste disposal, radar
installations and flight paths, and, of nuisance impacts on off-site properties;
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Sensitivity of landscapes (informed by landscape character assessments and other
work), the water environment, biodiversity, geo-diversity, habitats, tourism,
recreational access and listed/scheduled buildings and structures;

Impacts of associated new grid connections and distribution or access infrastructure;

Cumulative impacts of the scale and massing of multiple developments, including
existing infrastructure;

Impacts upon neighbouring planning authorities (both within and outwith TAYplan);

and,

e (Consistency with the National Planning Framework and its Action Programme”’.

The Angus Local Plan Review (Adopted 2009)
This is the local element of the statutory Local Development Plan and is therefore the prime
policy against which applications are determined.

Table 3.1 presents the main relevant aims and policies set out within the ALPR, and
discusses the compliance of the Bairds Malt Scheme with these.

ALPR Aim / Policy

Policy

Comment

Aim 2, p6 Create the conditions for a vibrant and The turbine will support an established
diverse economy providing increased and local business and help to it to
varied job opportunities. consolidate and expand in the European

marketplace.

Aim 3, p6 Give priority to the reuse of previously The turbine makes productive use of a
developed sites where appropriate. small un-productive area of the current

Aim 5, p6 Promote environmentally sustainable use of | Maltings plant and would appear as part
existing and planned infrastructure and of the existing industrial complex.
service capacity to support and facilitate
development.

Policy S1: | (a) Within development boundaries | The turbine would be located within an

Development proposals for new development on | area designated as, ‘Employment land’

Boundaries sites not allocated on Proposals Maps | on the ALPR Arbroath proposals map.

will generally be supported where they
are in accordance with the relevant
policies of the Local Plan.

(c) Development proposals on sites
contiguous with a development
boundary will only be acceptable
where there is a proven public interest
and social, economic or environmental
considerations confirm there is an
overriding need for the development
which cannot be met within the
development boundary.’

The crane hardstanding and turning bell
would be located on adjacent the land to
the west of the existing Elliot Industrial
Estate, as discussed in Policy A11 below.

Policy S3: Design
Quality

A high quality of design is encouraged in all
development proposals. In considering
proposals the following factors will be taken
into account:

e sjite location and how the
development fits with the local
landscape character and pattern of
development;

This aspect of the development has been
considered in detail in Sections 5 and 7
of the ER. The wind turbine would sit
alongside the existing industrial buildings
and infrastructure in the Elliot area,
which would minimise its visual impact
when compared to a turbine on a
greenfield site. The tall structures in the
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e proposed site layout and the scale,
massing, height, proportions and
density of the development
including consideration of the
relationship  with the existing
character of the surrounding area
and neighbouring buildings;

e use of materials, textures and
colours that are sensitive to the
surrounding area; and
the incorporation of key views into
and out of the development.

area, such as the telecommunications
mast to the east, and the grain drying
chimneys are of a similar scale to the
turbine, which when constructed would
add another functional element to the
Maltings plant.

Policy S4 :
Environmental
Protection, p12

Where development proposals raise issues
under environmental protection regimes,
developers will require to demonstrate that
any environmental protection matter
relating to the site or the development has
been fully evaluated. This will be considered
alongside planning matters to ensure the
proposal would not unacceptably affect the
amenity of the neighbourhood.

The Environmental Impact of the
development has been fully considered
within the ER, the main aspects of
importance being visual impact, and
impacts on residential amenity such as
noise and shadow flicker. The ER
concludes that the primary impacts will
be visual impacts on the local area, which
should be considered against the wider
economic and environmental benefits of
the scheme.

Policy SC16 :
Employment Land

Supply

Angus Council will maintain a supply of
employment land to which proposals for
business and industry will be directed as
follows:

e Arbroath, Elliot and Kirkton,
(minimum 10 ha);

At these locations, and other established
employment areas, planning permission will
not normally be granted for uses other than
Class 4* (business), Class 5* (general
industry), and Class 6* (storage and
distribution), but may be considered where
they are small scale, complementary and
ancillary to the existing or proposed use.
Development proposals will require to
demonstrate there is no detriment to the
surrounding amenity.

Policy SC16 relates to the existing Elliot
Industrial Estate. The turbine would be
ancillary and complementary to the
existing Class 5 industry at Bairds Malt.

Policy SC36 :
Access Rights,

Development proposals, which will result in
a significant loss to the public of linear
access, area access or access to inland
water will be resisted.

The development requires a small
diversion to Core Path 152, to ensure
that the path does not pass within 80m
(“toppling distance’) of the wind turbine.
No linear access will be lost as a result of
the project.

Policy ER5 :
Conservation of
Landscape
Character

Development proposals should take account
of the guidance provided by the Tayside
Landscape Character Assessment and where
appropriate will be considered against the
following criteria:

(a) sites selected should be capable of

A full Landscape Character Assessment
(including a Townscape Assessment) has
been provided in Section 7 of the ER. This
concludes that overall there will be a low
level of impact on landscape, with the
turbine being incorporated into an area
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absorbing the proposed development to | already defined by industrial structures.
ensure that it fits into the landscape;

(b) where required, landscape mitigation
measures should be in character with, or
enhance, the existing landscape setting;

(c) new buildings/structures should respect
the pattern, scale, siting, form, design,
colour and density of existing development;

(d) priority should be given to locating new
development in towns, villages or building
groups in preference to isolated

development.
Policy ER33 : | Angus Council will encourage energy | The wind turbine will supply around 20%
Energy Efficiency efficiency through the promotion of: of the Malting’s annual energy demand,

e renewable energy generation and | significantly reducing the need to import
energy  efficient  systems in | electricity from the grid.
domestic and commercial buildings
where appropriate, which reduce
demand for power from non-
renewable sources.

Policy ER34 : Proposals for all forms of renewable energy | All of the elements set out in Policy ER34
Renewable Energy | development will be supported in principle | have been assessed within the ER. The
Developments and will be assessed against the following main impacts found relate to visual

criteria: affects at the nearest properties and

(a) the siting and appearance of apparatus | residential areas. These visual impacts
have been chosen to minimise the | are balanced by the environmental,
impact on amenity, while respecting | social and economic benefits of the
operational efficiency; scheme.

(b) there will be no unacceptable adverse
landscape and visual impacts having | No significant impacts are predicted in
regard to landscape character, setting | terms of:

within the immediate and wider e Landscape character;
landscape, and sensitive viewpoints; e  Cultural Heritage

(c) the development will have no e Natural Heritage
unacceptable detrimental effect on any e Transmission lines
sites designated for natural heritage, e Traffic / Access
scientific, historic or archaeological
reasons;

(d) no unacceptable environmental effects
of transmission lines, within and
beyond the site; and

(e) access for construction and maintenance
traffic can be achieved without
compromising road safety or causing
unacceptable permanent and
significant change to the environment
and landscape.’

Policy ER35 : Wind | Wind energy developments must meet the | a) Section 5 of the ER sets out the design

Energy requirements of Policy ER34 and also | process that determined the turbine
Development demonstrate: location and scale. This demonstrates
(a) the reasons for site selection; that the chosen location and turbine type

(b) that no wind turbines will cause | are the optimum on the Bairds Malt site.
unacceptable  interference  to  birds, | b) Section 6 of the ER demonstrates that
especially those that have statutory | there will be no unacceptable impact on
protection and are  susceptible to | birds.
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disturbance, displacement or collision;

(c) there is no unacceptable detrimental
effect on residential amenity, existing land
uses or road safety by reason of shadow
flicker, noise or reflected light;

(d) that no wind turbines will interfere with
authorised aircraft activity;

(e) that no electromagnetic disturbance is
likely to be caused by the proposal to any
existing transmitting or receiving system, or
(where such disturbances may be caused)
that measures will be taken to minimise or
remedy any such

interference;

(f) that the proposal must be capable of co-
existing with other existing or permitted
wind energy developments in terms of
cumulative impact particularly on visual
amenity and landscape, including impacts
from development in

neighbouring local authority areas;

(g) a realistic means of achieving the
removal of any apparatus when redundant
and the restoration of the site are proposed.

c) Section 7 of the ER contains a detailed
residential and townscape assessment.
This predicts Major or Major / Moderate
effects at seven receptors within 1km.
The noise and shadow flicker
assessments in Section 8 and 12 show
that no significant impacts on residential
properties are expected.

d) The turbine is expected to be visible to
the radar at RAF Leuchars. It is the
intention of the applicant to seek to
agree a planning condition with the MoD
on the basis that an in-fill radar solution
is provided as part of the development.
e) Al of the companies with
communication links in the area have
been contacted, and all are content that
the development will not interfere with
these assets.

f) Cumulative impact is not assessed as
being a major issue for the Bairds Malt
turbine, as there are few projects which
can interact with the proposed
development.

g) The turbine would be removed from
site after the agreed period of operation.
A suitable legal agreement confirming
this arrangement will be reached with
Angus Council should this be required.

A11 : Working -
West of Elliot
Industrial Estate

21 ha of land to the west of the existing
Elliot Industrial Estate is allocated for Class
4* (business), Class 5* (general industry),
and

Class 6* (storage and distribution) uses.
Development proposals which  would
prejudice the expansion of employment land
to the west of the existing Elliot Industrial

Estate will not accord with this Local Plan.
*As defined in the Town and Country Planning (Use
Classes) (Scotland) Order 1997.

Discussions have taken place with Angus
Council’s Economic Development team.
The proposed turbine does not preclude
the expansion of the Elliot Industrial
Estate on land to the west.

A19 : Hospitalfield
House

Hospitalfield House and grounds will be
protected from development that would be
detrimental to the historic character and
landscape setting of the property.

As discussed with Historic Scotland, a full
assessment has been made of the impact
of the development on Hospitalfield
House. This concludes that there would
be no significant effects on the historic
character or landscape setting of the
property.

The Local Plan contains a specific section on Arbroath, aiming to “maintain the focus on the
regeneration of brownfield and opportunity sites within the built up area... this includes
identifying and safeguarding future employment land at Elliot” (p8).

The Plan also states that, “Diversification of the economy and regeneration of the town
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continues to be a priority. While inward investment has introduced new businesses,
Arbroath’s traditional manufacturing sector has continued to contract”. (p110)

The plan elaborates on Policy A11 (the proposed extension to the Elliot Industrial Estate),
stating that, “An area west of the existing industrial estate at Elliot provides the opportunity
to take advantage of the upgrading of the A92 road and to extend the range and quantity of
the long-term employment land supply in Arbroath. Development proposals which would
prejudice the expansion of employment land to the west of the existing Elliot Industrial
Estate will not accord with this Local Plan. Brownfield sites within Arbroath that are well
related to the town centre and transport links provide the potential for reuse for more
specialised needs such as office or business use”.

The Local Plan will resist development proposals that would prejudice the future expansion
of the Elliot Industrial Estate to the west, to ensure this site can be developed as the need
arises (p38).

Tayside Landscape Character Assessment (TLCA)
The TLCA, published in 1999, identifies that the application site falls on the edge of the
urban area of Arbroath, which is not considered in detail within the TLCA.

It is adjacent to the Dipslope Farmland Landscape Character Type (LCT), which extends over
a large area from the Montrose Basin south-westwards as far as the countryside north of
Dundee adjoining the Sidlaw Hills. Its key characteristics are its general slope from north-
west to south-east; the dominance of productive agricultural land; low woodland cover,
except on large estates and along river corridors; a variety of historic sites; and the limited
visual impact of Dundee and Arbroath. The landscape is described as being of medium scale,
semi-enclosed to open, with extensive arable production on very fertile land, medium to
large fields and a scattered settlement pattern of hamlets and farmsteads.

Angus Windfarms Landscape Capacity and Cumulative Impacts Study (AWLCCIS)
The Study, published in September 2008, provides further information on the characteristics
and capacity of the Dipslope Farmland LCT.

The Study suggests that “the area is considered to have a medium landscape value. Together
with a medium sensitivity this gives an overall medium capacity for windfarm development.
Large or medium windfarms would not be appropriate in this area due to scale and visual
sensitivity limitations. Any proposed development should be of limited scale and extent,
reflecting the scale and pattern of the local landscape and would be limited by proximity of
the settlements and scattered residential population”.

The study defines a small/medium windfarm as “A windfarm of more than three turbines up
to 20MW output, the examples given being four turbines of over 50m, ten turbines of 2MW
power or six turbines of 3MW power”.

2MW turbines are typically 100m in height, and 3MW turbines around 125m in height. Set
against these criteria, the proposed Bairds Malt development, with a single turbine of 77m
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in height, would not be considered a large enough development to be a small/medium scale
windfarm, and would fall below this threshold.

Angus Council Renewable Energy Implementation Guide

The Guide, which was approved on 14 June 2012, seeks to clarify existing development plan
policy and to assist in considering proposals against those policies. The Guide describes the
existing character of the Dipslope Farmland as a ‘Landscape with Views of Windfarms’, and
states that the Acceptable Character in a future scenario would be for a ‘Landscape with
Occasional Windfarms’, described as:

e A landscape type or area in which windfarms or wind turbines are located or are very
close to and visible. However they are not of such a size, number, extent or contrast
in character that they become one of the defining characteristics of the landscape’s
character; and

e Visual receptors would experience occasional close-quarters views of a windfarm or
turbines and more frequent background views of windfarms or turbines. Some
turbines may or may not be perceived as being located in the landscape character
area. No overall perception of windfarms being a defining feature of the landscape.

The guide states that the LCT is ‘Considered to have scope for turbines circa 80m in height’.

Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment of Wind Energy in Angus (November 2013)

The most recent guidance on landscape capacity is provided by the ‘Strategic Landscape
Capacity Assessment (SLCA) for Wind Energy in Angus November 2013’. This provides
specific guidance on each Landscape Character Type within the Local Authority Area, and
assesses the acceptable future level of change within each area. The Bairds Malt site is fully
situated within the Urban area of Arbroath, however, it neighbours the ‘Letham, Lunan
Water and Arbroath Valleys’ sub-section of the ‘Dipslope Farmland’ character type which is
described as:

“Letham, Lunan Water and Arbroath Valleys: This sub-area surrounds
watercourses that drain to the sea at Lunan Bay and Arbroath. It is generally
lower and/or less open and exposed than neighbouring sub areas and has more
settlement, including the significant settlements of Arbroath, Letham and
Friockheim as well as smaller hamlets, isolated farms and houses. A golf/housing
resort is identified in the local plan at Letham Grange near Arbroath. The land is
intensively farmed, including area of polytunnels. There are significant areas of
mature trees: within designed landscapes such as Guthrie and Pitmuies, along
watercourses and around settlements. Roads follow the valley landforms. An
electricity transmission line lies near Arbroath. Due to its more enclosed and
settled character, the sub-area would be more sensitive to wind energy
developments”

The SLCA states that this landscape character area would be suitable for development of
small numbers of turbines up to 50m in height. The guide states that there is no capacity for
larger development within this landscape character area.
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The SLCA does not provide any guidance for development within the urban areas or the
urban fringes around the local settlements. The proposed location for this development is
within the industrialised area to the south-west of the settlement of Arbroath. The
character of this area is considered in detail within Section 7 of the Environmental Report,
and a full townscape assessment has been undertaken. The area immediately around the
site is characterised by the industrial estate, with the turbine location adjacent to a number
of large scale industrial units and warehouses which comprise the Maltings workings and
the wider industrial estate. The landcover is predominantly concrete and the existing
buildings are a variety of style and finishes, primarily clad in concrete or metal which adds to
the industrial feel of the area.

The townscape assessment considers the impact of the turbine on this immediate area, as
well as on the other townscapes within Arbroath.

3.3 Conclusion

The proposed wind turbine is an important element in consolidating and strengthening one
of the largest manufacturing businesses and employers within Arbroath, that operates in a
sector which the Local Plan notes has seen contraction in recent years. The turbine makes
productive use of the available land on the existing Bairds Malt site, and although occupying
a small area of the land earmarked for westward expansion of the Elliot Industrial Estate,
will not greatly affect its potential for future development.

The turbine would be viewed within the current industrial setting of the area, appearing
alongside tall vertical elements such as the grain drying towers and large structures of the
Maltings Plant. The main impacts upon local amenity will be visual impacts upon the nearest
residential receptors, which currently have views of the Maltings site.

The turbine would contribute a small amount to renewable energy targets, but more
significantly would supply around 20% of the high electricity demand for the Maltings Plant.
This is firmly in line with the Scottish Government’s aspirations concerning local renewable
energy ownership and use, with the turbine directly supplying electricity to a company with
strong local connections and suppliers throughout the region.

The proposed development at Bairds Malt is therefore deemed to comply with national,
regional and local policies relating to wind energy. The remainder of this report assesses the
proposed development in more detail, looking at the site specific aspects of the proposal.
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4 Local Economic Benefits

A detailed Socio-Economic Assessment has been completed that quantifies the expected
benefits of the scheme. This is included as Appendix 6. A summary of the impacts and
benefits is provided below.

Economic Impacts

Construction Impacts Operational/Maintenance Impacts
* 15 gross /2 net PYE jobs « 5Sgross/ 1 net PYE jobs
s £730,000 gross / £95,000 net GVA o  £E270,000 gross / £70,000 net GVA
s  £320,000 gross / £40,000 net salaries « £120,000 gross / £30,000 net salaries

Long term impacts
+ Economic wealth (net GVA) - £63.5m

» Disposable income (net salaries) - £37.6m

- -

Catalytic Activity — Safeguarded Activity at Arbroath Facility

On-Site Impacts
« G0 gross /75 net FTE jobs
« E£28m gross/ £3.6m net GVA per annum

« E1.6m gross /£2 2 net salaries per annum

¥ ¥

Social and Catalytic Benefits

Social Impact Catalytic impact
s Support viability of key local employer s  Support growth potential of business
+  Generate supply chain opportunities for + Reduced carbon footprint
existing suppliers to Bairds Malt and s  Cleaner and greener energy production

during the construction phase
s  Training opportunities through

Community Benefits Clauses
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5 Project Design Considerations

5.1 Turbine Type

The first consideration was to identify the size of the turbine that would be suitable for the
site. The overall aim was to install a turbine that could supply a significant portion of the
Malt’s electricity demand whilst meeting technical and environmental constraints. A larger
turbine would have a higher electrical output, but would also have a higher visual impact
and would require more space on site.

The annual electricity demand of the Maltings is 10GWh per year, which is more than the
equivalent annual output of a 3MW turbine, which would be in the region of 126m in height
and with an 82m rotor diameter, similar in scale to those in operation at the Michelin Plant
in Dundee which are 120m to tip height. No single turbine would therefore be able to satisfy
all of the current electrical demand for the Maltings, so the aim was supply as high a
proportion as possible.

The smallest turbine possible on the site is dictated by the vertical constraints of the site.
Sufficient clearance needs to be allowed between the lowest height of the blade sweep and

the buildings throughout the site, the tallest of which are the grain drying towers which are
27m in height.

Table 5.1 shows the different turbine options that were considered on site.

Table 5.1 — Turbine options

Turbine model | Hub Height Rotor Tip Height Blade sweep | Rated % of annual
Diameter minimum capacity Maltings
height demand!
E82 85m 82m 126m 44m 3MW 76%
E70 65m 70m 100m 30m 2.3MW 58%
E53 60m 53m 87m 33.5m 800kW 20%
E44 55m 44m 77m 33m 900kW 23%

The decision was made to proceed with the Enercon E44, which has the lowest tip height of
all of the turbines that were considered. This was assessed as providing the best balance
between energy production and visual impact, whilst also satisfying the necessary clearance
height from the Maltings buildings. Another aspect of the E44 is that is has the smallest
rotor diameter of the turbines considered which would further reduce its visual impact. An
added advantage of Enercon turbines is that the generators are directly driven, without the
need for a separate gearbox. This makes them amongst the quietest turbines in their
respective classes.

Figure 5.1 demonstrates that the proposed Bairds turbine is much smaller than those in
operation at the Michelin Plant in Dundee and those previously proposed at GSK in

! Based upon the UK onshore wind average capacity factor of 28.9%. Digest of UK Energy Statistics 2013
(DUKES) Table 6.5 - Load factors for renewable electricity generation, November 2013
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Montrose. The E44’s smaller rotor diameter means that is occupies a smaller portion of the
horizontal extent of views.
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Figure 5.1- Comparison between the proposed Bairds Malt turbine, the Michelin Dundee turbines and the proposed GSK turbines at Montrose
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5.2 Turbine Location
Having identified the preferred turbine, the next step was to identify the best location on
the site. The key considerations when locating the turbine were to:

e Ensure that sufficient space was available for the turbine, access track and crane
pad;

e Ensure that the current operation of the Malt could continue with as little disruption
as possible during construction and operation of the turbine;

e Ensure that the construction area could be accessed by the Turbine Delivery Vehicles
and Crane;

e Ensure that the 22m turbine blades would not overhang any 3™ party land; and

e Maximise as far as possible the distances from residential receptors such as those
located in the residential area containing Patrick Allen-Fraser Street, and stand-alone
properties such as Peasiehill Farm Cottages;

When assessing the options a turbine located in the south-eastern corner of the site seemed
the obvious choice. This location is the furthest possible distance from residential receptors
to the north, and was in an area that was clear of any existing site infrastructure. A turbine
located here would also not interfere with the Malt’s operations.

It was identified at an early stage that the crane pad and the termination of the access track
/ turning bell could not be accommodated in the space available, and a third-party land
agreement would need to be secured to allow these to be located in fields to the south-
west of the turbine. It was also identified that Core Path 152 that runs alongside the Malt’s
boundary between the West Sands and Peasiehill would need to be diverted to skirt the
proposed project infrastructure.

Agreement was reached with the third-party landowner, and a separation distance of 77m
between the turbine location and diverted Core Path has been incorporated into the final
design. APP-001 presents the final project layout.

Access

Access to this area of the site is straight forward. The turbine components and construction
traffic would enter the Bairds site via an existing gate to the north-west of Silo 2, and then
proceed along the western edge of Silo 2 to reach the construction area.

Malt Operations

The proposed turbine and infrastructure would have a minimal impact on existing Malt
operations. The existing arrival and exit routes used by lorries to unload grain can continue
to be used, although there will be some temporary disruption during the construction
phase.

Page 36

© Green Cat Renewables Ltd



AC205

Bairds Malt Wind Turbine

5.3 Main Environmental Considerations

Ecology

As a working industrial complex with no running water on site, the potential impacts on
wildlife are extremely limited, and no protected species or habitats are expected to be
affected by the development. A discussion of the predicted ecological impacts of the
development is presented in Section 6.

Landscape and Visual Impact

The final turbine location maximises the available distance between residential areas and
the nearest individual properties. The visual impact of the turbine is nevertheless an
important consideration in the planning process. A detailed Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment (LVIA) is presented in Section 7.

Noise

A full picture of existing background noise levels and predicted turbine noise levels has been
built up at different times throughout the day and night. In consultation with Angus Council,
noise constraints, in line with the ETSU-R97 Guidelines, have been established for the
nearest noise sensitive receptors to the proposed turbine. The proposed turbine has been
designed to meet these constraints and on this basis, noise from the turbine is not expected
to have an unacceptable or adverse impact on any nearby properties. This noise assessment
is presented in full in Section 8.

Shadow Flicker

A full assessment of the potential for shadow flicker from the proposed turbine at
residential, commercial and industrial receptors is presented in Section 11. The results show
that there is not expected to be an un-acceptable impact at nearby residential and
commercial properties.
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6 Ecology and Ornithology

6.1 Introduction

GLM Ecology, an established consultancy with extensive experience of ecological work at
wind farm sites, was commissioned to carry out a Protected Species Survey of the Bairds
Malt site. The aim was to highlight potential ecological constraints and to provide an
assessment of the potential for impacts on protected species and habitats.

This section summarises the findings of this assessment. The full Protected Species Report is
included as Appendix 1. Its confidential nature means that it is not publicly available.

6.2 Methodology

The assessment consisted of a desktop data study combined with an initial site visit. The
desktop study utilised the following resources to identify the presence of any protected
species present within the 10km grid square encompassing the survey site:

e NBN Gateway;

e RSPB sensitivity maps;

e Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) Sitelink;

e Scottish Raptor Group; and

e Multi Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside (MAGIC).

To support the desktop study a field survey was carried out in May 2012 in good weather
conditions.

6.3 Results

The following ecological sites of interest were identified in the area around the Bairds Malt

site.
Table 6.1 — Ecological sites within a 20km radius

Ecological feature Zone of impact from site | Sites
boundary
Internationally designated | Within 20km Montrose SPA — designated for non-breeding

sites (SPA, SAC, Ramsar) assemblage of waterfowl and pink-footed goose.

Firth of Tay and Eden Estuary SPA - designated for
non-breeding assemblage of waterfowl and pink-
footed goose.

Nationally designated | Within S5km Elliot Links SSSI- Designated for sand dunes.
sites (SSSI, NNR)

Locally designated Within 1km None
sites (LNR, WS)
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Ornithology

The desktop study and the site visit concluded that given the small size of the site, its
industrial habitat, and the lack of suitable breeding and foraging habitat for birds the
proposed development would have a negligible significance of impact on any breeding,
migratory or over wintering species.

Habitats and Mammals
As an industrial site with no running water, no suitable habitat exists on site for any
protected flora, mammals, amphibians or reptiles, with the exception of bats.

Bats
The site visit identified that the Bairds buildings could be potentially suitable for bat roosts,
and so an initial bat survey was recommended to identify whether bats were present on
site.

This survey was undertaken in May 2012 in accordance with guidance from the Bat
Conservation Trust and Natural England. This comprised of two elements:

1. A Habitat Survey to identify potential flight lines/commuting routes, roosts and
foraging areas and the overall suitability of the site for bats. Any potential foraging
areas were examined and linear features were assessed for their suitability as flight
lines or commuting pathways.

2. Bat detector surveys in which dusk and dawn transect surveys were undertaken. A
SM2 static bat recorder was also positioned for five nights adjacent to the turbine
location.

No bats were recorded on either the bat detector survey or on the static bat recorder.

6.4 Summary and Conclusion
Survey work was completed across the site and the immediately surrounding area, following
best practice and industry guidance to identify the species and habitats present.

No suitable breeding or foraging habitat exists for badger, otter, water vole or protected
bird species. Bat surveys were carried out following BCT guidelines and no bats were
recorded.

It is considered unlikely that the development will have any long-term impact on the
integrity of the area’s ornithological features or the conservation status of the species found
here.

It is also considered that the integrity of qualifying species and habitats for the identified
designated sites (Montrose and Firth of Tay SPAs and Elliot Links SSSI) would not be
impacted upon.
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7 Landscape and Visual Impact

7.1 Introduction

This section reports on the potential landscape and visual effects of the proposed Bairds
Malt Wind Turbine.

The aim of the design and assessment process is to promote the best “environmental fit” for
the development through consideration of the existing landscape resource, the potential
landscape and visual effects and design alternatives. This assessment process will refer to
landscape value, and in particular landscape designations and related planning policy, as
well as landscape character and the capacity for wind turbine development at this site.
Included as part of this chapter are accompanying figures, illustrating potential visibility and,
photomontaged examples from a range of receptors, descriptions of which can be found in
Bairds Malt Wind Turbine Landscape Figures which accompany the Environmental Report.

Summary of Scope

The scope of the assessment, as shown in Table 7.1, has been established on the basis of
professional judgement and through the consultation process. A meeting was held with
Angus Council on the 13™ December 2012 to agree the scope of the Landscape & Visual
Assessment.

Table 7.1 - Scope of the Landscape and Visual Assessment

Landscape Issues Description

Landscape Character The effects of the proposed development on the landscape character and quality of the site area,
as defined by the Tayside Landscape Character Assessment and site survey.

Landscape Elements Direct or physical effects on landscape elements.

Landscape Designations Views from Areas of Great Landscape Value, National Scenic Areas and Gardens and Designed
Landscapes as well as views from other areas of landscape character as perceived by people

Visual Issues Description

Local Community Views from local communities, particularly from residential properties near the site and from local
settlements which lie within the ZTV. Views from roads and popular tourist / walker destinations
and hilltops will also be taken into consideration.

Tourist Destinations Views from popular outdoor tourist destinations which entail an appreciation of the landscape,
where the setting of landscape features provide the visitor experience.

Major Transport Routes Transport routes including the A92 and the minor road between Arbroath and Forfar.

Cumulative Issues Description

Cumulative Assessment The cumulative assessment includes viewpoint assessment within the Study Area where
simultaneous and/or successive views of more than one wind energy development may be
achieved, and sequential cumulative assessment, where more than one wind energy development
may be viewed along transport routes (simultaneous or successive).
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7.2 Guidance

The methodology for the landscape and visual impact assessment (LVIA) and the cumulative
landscape and visual assessment (CLVIA) has been undertaken in accordance with the
methodology set out below and conforms with The Guidelines for Landscape and Visual
Impact Assessment, Second Edition (Landscape Institute and IEMA, 2002).

Additional guidance has been taken from the following publications:

The Tayside Landscape Character Assessment, Land Use Consultants, 1999;
Fife Landscape Character Assessment, David Tyldesley and Associates, 1999;

South and Central Aberdeenshire Landscape Character Assessment,
Environmental Resources Management, 1998;

Implementation Guide for Renewable Energy Proposals, Angus Council, June
2012;

Siting and Designing Windfarms in the Landscape, Scottish Natural Heritage,
Version 1, December 2009;

Visual Representation of Windfarms Good Practice Guidance, prepared by Horner
+ Maclennan and Envision for Scottish Natural Heritage, The Scottish Renewables
Forum and the Scottish Society of Directors of Planning, March 2007

Landscape Character Assessment: Guidance for England and Scotland
(Countryside Agency and Scottish Natural Heritage publication, produced by the
University of Sheffield and Landuse Consultants), 2002;

Guidance: Cumulative Impacts of Onshore Wind Developments, Scottish Natural
Heritage Advisory Service, Version 3, March 2012;

Landscape Character Assessment Topic Paper 6 - Techniques and Criteria for
Judging Capacity and Sensitivity, Countryside Agency and Scottish Natural
Heritage, 2004;

Photography and Photomontage in Landscape and Visual Assessment, Landscape
Institute Advice Note 01/2011, 2011.
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7.3 Assessment Methodology

Defining the Study Area

An overall Study Area of 35km radius from the site centre has been established following
consultation with Angus Council. This is as specified in the Council’s Implementation Guide.
The study area was further defined for each part of the assessment process as follows:

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) — the study area was restricted to the
application site, access routes, and the potential Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) from
where there may be a view of the development at up to 35km distance from the site centre.
The main focus of the assessment has been the area within 10km as this would be the
distance within which effects of the proposed development are most likely to be
experienced. This has been informed with reference to the findings of field surveys and
viewpoint analysis, as well as from professional experience from previous assessments.

Cumulative Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (CLVIA) - considers existing wind
energy development proposals that have permissions, and those that are currently the
subject of undetermined applications within a search area of 60km radius of the site centre.
An initial assessment of the cumulative visibility of these wind farms within the Cumulative
Search Area was then undertaken in order to determine which have the potential to
contribute to a significant cumulative effect following addition of the Bairds Malt Wind
Turbine. Many of these developments were scoped out of the assessment at this stage due
to the lack of combined visibility or long distance from the proposed site such that they
would not contribute to significant cumulative effects. The detailed assessment, therefore,
focuses on those sites with potential for significant cumulative effects in combination with
the Bairds Malt Wind Turbine. These wind farms are considered to be those within a 10-
15km radius from the site, as presented in Figures 7.6a, b and c.

A Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) was created using the ReSoft © WindFarm computer
software to identify areas that have potential visibility of any part of the proposed wind
turbine’s blade tip and hub-height. The ZTV however, does not take account of built
development and vegetation, which can significantly reduce the area and extent of actual
visibility in the field and as such provides the limits of the visual assessment study area. This
is particularly relevant to visibility within the Arbroath urban area.

Figure 7.4 illustrates the ZTV to a hub height of 55m at 1:250,000 scale. Figure 7.5 illustrates
the ZTV to a tip height of 77m at this scale. Figure 7.6 illustrates the ZTV segments to blade
tip at a more detailed scale.

Baseline Landscape and Visual Resource

This part of the LVIA refers to the existing landscape character, quality or condition and
value of the landscape and landscape elements on the site and within the surrounding area,
as well as general trends in landscape change across the study area. A brief description of
the existing landscape character and land use of the area which includes reference to
settlements, transport routes, vegetation cover, as well as landscape planning designations,
local landmarks, and tourist destinations.
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Assessing Landscape Effects

Landscape Effects are defined by the Landscape Institute as “changes to landscape
elements, characteristics, character, and qualities of the landscape as a result of
development”. The potential landscape effects, occurring during the construction and
operation period, may therefore include, but are not restricted to, the following:

e Changes to landscape elements: the addition of new elements or the removal of
trees, vegetation, and buildings and other characteristic elements of the landscape
character type;

e Changes to landscape quality: degradation or erosion of landscape elements and
patterns, particularly those that form characteristic elements of landscape character
types;

e Changes to landscape character: landscape character may be affected through the
incremental effect on characteristic elements, landscape patterns and qualities and
the cumulative addition of new features, the magnitude of which is sufficient to alter
the overall landscape character type of a particular area; and

e Cumulative landscape effects: where more than one wind farm may lead to a
potential landscape effect.

The development may have a direct (physical) effect on the landscape as well as an indirect
effect or effect perceived from out with the landscape character area. Landscape effects
are assessed by considering the sensitivity of the landscape against the degree of change
posed by the development. The sensitivity of the landscape to a particular development is
based on factors such as its quality and value and is defined as high, medium or low.
Examples of landscape sensitivity and criteria are described below:

High Sensitivity — This would primarily be rare landscapes, or landscapes which
have been afforded either a national or local designation such as National Parks,
National Scenic Areas or Areas of Great Landscape Value. These landscapes can
be fairly dramatic in terms of scale and may feature a number of attractive
landscape features, including mature woodland, intricate gorges and river
valleys, prominent summits or features of cultural heritage. Man-made features
or modifications to the landscape will be minimal and the landscape may have a
wild or remote feeling to it;

Medium Sensitivity — This would include landscapes which are still relatively
attractive and generally rural but do contain some man-made elements. It may
be landscapes which have been modified to accommodate farming practices and
landscapes which include more prominent settlement pattern and road
networks. These landscapes may also contain woodland including plantation
forestry and shelterbelts; and

Low Sensitivity — This would only be reserved for landscapes which may be
deemed unattractive due to heavy modification and prominent man-made
features, such as industrial units.
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The magnitude or degree of change considers the scale and extent of the proposed
development, which may include the loss or addition of particular features, and changes to
landscape quality, and character. Magnitude can be defined as high, medium, low or
negligible, examples of magnitude are shown below:

High Magnitude — This would be a major change to baseline conditions, where
the character of the landscape may be altered from its existing state into a
landscape with wind farms;

Medium Magnitude — This would be a noticeable change in the baseline
condition but not necessarily one which would be enough to alter the character
of the landscape and will generally diminish with distance;

Low Magnitude — This would be a minor change to the baseline conditions
where the development would be readily missed by a casual viewer and any
character of the landscape would remain intact; and

Negligible Magnitude — This would be a change which would be difficult to
notice and the baseline conditions are likely to remain almost as they were.

The level of effect is determined by the combination of sensitivity and magnitude of change
as shown in Table 7.2.

Table 7.2 - Magnitude and Sensitivity Matrix for assessing Overall Level of Effect

Sensitivity Magnitude of Change

High Medium Low Negligible
High Major Major/Moderate Moderate Moderate/Minor
Medium Major/Moderate Moderate Moderate/Minor Minor
Low Moderate Moderate/Minor Minor Minor/Negligible

Assessing Visual Effects

Visual effects are recognised by the Landscape Institute as a subset of landscape effects and
are concerned wholly with the effect of the development on views, and the general visual
amenity. The visual effects are identified for different receptors (people) who will
experience the view at their places of residence, during recreational activities, at work, or
when travelling through the area. These may include:

e Visual effect: a change to an existing view, views or wider visual amenity as a result
of development or the loss of particular landscape elements or features already
present in the view; and

e Cumulative visual effects: the cumulative or incremental visibility of similar types of
development may combine to have a cumulative visual effect. Either:

- Simultaneously - where a number of developments may be viewed from a single
fixed viewpoint simultaneously within the viewer’s field of view without moving;
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- Successively - where a number of developments may be viewed from a single
viewpoint successively by turning around at a viewpoint, to view in other
directions; and

- Sequentially - where a number of developments may be viewed sequentially or
repeatedly from a range of locations when travelling along a route.

The general principles adopted for the assessment of visual effects were taken from The
Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment Second Edition, produced by the
Landscape Institute, 2002. This guidance outlines the approach to define a ‘sensitivity’ for a
given view and a ‘magnitude of change’ that would be caused by the development in
guestion over its lifetime. A matrix in the Guidance is then used to assess the overall ‘level
of effect’. This matrix is the same format as used to understand landscape effects and can
be seen in Table 7.2. Examples of visual sensitivity are highlighted below:

High Sensitivity — These include residential receptors, such as views from
individual properties or views from within settlements. Views from both
recreational locations, such as hill summits, long distance footpaths, cycle paths
and tourist locations such as castles and visitor centres are also considered to be
of high sensitivity;

Medium Sensitivity — This would include most other visual receptors such as
views from roads, other areas of landscape which would not be classed as
recreational areas and views from areas within settlements which would not be
considered residential; and

Low Sensitivity — This would cover views experienced by people at work and
views where the existing view is already dominated by significant man-made
features.

In the context of this project, the effects during operation are always direct and long term
(reversible after 25 years). Effects may also be non-cumulative or cumulative. None of the
visual effects relating to this project have been considered positive in order to present a
worst case view of any effects, although it should be noted that surveys have consistently
shown that the majority of people are positively disposed to wind farm development once it
is built.

Viewpoint Analysis Method

Viewpoint analysis is used to assist the LVIA from selected viewpoints within the study area.
The purpose of this is to assess both the level of visual impact for particular receptors and to
help guide the assessment of the overall effect on visual amenity and landscape character.
The assessment involves visiting the viewpoint location in good weather and viewing
wireframes and photomontages prepared for each viewpoint location. Illustrated turbines
always face the viewer to give a worst case impression of the development under
consideration. As far as possible the viewpoints have been selected to meet the following
criteria:
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e A balance of viewpoints to the north, south, east and west;

e Avrange of near middle and distance views of the development;

e A proportion representing areas known locally where people use the landscape,
such as prominent hill tops or footpaths; and

e A proportion representing designated areas.

A wide range of viewpoints have been studied as part of this assessment and 10 viewpoints
have been illustrated with photomontages to assist the assessment for the proposed
development. Table 7.3 below provides a summary of the viewpoint locations and rationale

for their selection.

Table 7.3 - Summary of locations selected for Viewpoint Assessment

Viewpoint

Reason for Initial Selection

Distance

1.Queens Drive

Located at the side of the A92 to the south-east of the proposed turbine. The
view was chosen to represent the waterfront area and road users leaving the
settlement of Arbroath

1.4km

N

. Elliot Bridge

Located by a small cluster of properties to the south of the proposed turbine.
The view was chosen to represent local residents.

700m

w

. Arbirlot Road West

The viewpoint is located at the side of the Arbirlot Road West to the north-
west of the proposed development. The view was selected to represent local
residents of Hospitalfield and local road users.

1km

4. Boulzie Hill

Located near the summit of Boulzie Hill, an area of open space within the
settlement of Arbroath, it is popular with local residents and visitors to the
town.

2.8km

(5]

. Bearfauld Road

The viewpoint is taken from the side of Bearfauld Road, which forms part of
the National Cycle network to the north-east of Arbroath and represents road
users, cyclists and local residents

4.2km

]

East Haven

The viewpoint is taken from the side of a local minor road near to East Haven,
which forms part of the National Cycle network and represents road users,
cyclists and local residents

4.8km

~N

. A92, Salmonds Muir

The viewpoint is taken from the side of the A92 near Salmonds Muir to the
south of Arbroath and represents road users.

4.0km

8. Patrick Allan Fraser Street

The viewpoint is located in the neighbouring housing estate. The viewpoint was
selected to represent some of the closest residential receptors of the proposed
development

420m

9. Firthfield

The viewpoint is taken from a local road to the north of the proposed
development; the viewpoint was chosen to represent road users, primarily
local residents of neighbouring farms and steadings

4.1km

10. Braemore

The viewpoint is taken from a local road to the west of the proposed
development, the viewpoint was chosen to represent local residents of
neighbouring farms and steadings

2.8km

11. A933 Montreathmont

The viewpoint is taken from the A933 to the north of Friockheim. It is
representative of road users.

11.5km

12. Dodd Hill

Located at the summit of Dodd Hill on the edge of the Sidlaws. The viewpoint is
representative of hill walkers in the area.

16.6km

13. Turin Hill

Located at the summit of Turin Hill. The viewpoint was chosen to represent hill
walkers as well as the impact on the hill fort.

17.1km

14. Tentsmuir

Located on the north-eastern coast of Fife. The viewpoint is representative of
visitors to the Special Landscape Area, which is popular with walkers, cyclists

19.1km
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Viewpoint Reason for Initial Selection Distance

and other users

15. St Andrews Located near the coast overlooking the links to the north. The viewpoint was 25.5km
chosen to represent local residents and visitors to St Andrews.

16. White Caterthun Located at the summit of the ancient fort settlement. The viewpoint represents 26.9km
visitors to the white and brown Caterthun forts as well as hill walkers in the
area.

Methodology for Production of Visualisations

With the view selected, the locations were confirmed and then photographed with a digital
Single Lens Reflex (SLR) camera set to produce photographs equivalent to that of a manual
35 mm SLR camera with a fixed 50 mm focal length lens. In accordance with the SNH
guidance Visual Representation of Windfarms Good Practice Guidance, panoramic images
were produced from these photographs to record a 76° angle of view illustrating the typical
extent of view that would be experienced by the viewer at the viewpoint when facing in one
direction and also provides an indication of the visual context of the proposed development.
The wider 360° of each view were also taken into account, particularly for the hill summit
viewpoints.

Each view was illustrated using a panoramic photograph, a wireline and, in some cases, a
photomontage. Wirelines and photomontages were produced using Resoft© WindFarm
software and utilising 50m? Ordnance Survey Digital Terrain Mapping (DTM) height data
covering the study area.

The Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment has been undertaken using a candidate
turbine, the Enercon E44 with a hub height of 55m and tip height of 77m.

Visual Assessment of Settlements and Residential Properties

All settlements within the study area have been assessed with regards to the level of visual
impact the development will have on them. The sensitivity for each of the settlements is
considered to be high in accordance with Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment, 2002.

An assessment of the visual amenity of residential properties within 2km of the wind
turbine was undertaken, as set out in Angus Council’s guidance and agreed at the Scoping
stage. Individual residential properties have been assessed from public roads and footpaths
within the area and the assessment represents a ‘best estimate’ of the likely visual effects.
In line with the guidance from the Landscape Institute?, the views from upper floor windows
are considered to be of lesser importance, but the garden and public areas are included as
well as the visual context in which views are experienced. In addition to this all settlements
within the study area have been assessed and level of effect noted.

2 paragraph 7.30 page 90 in ‘Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment. Second Edition.” Landscape Institute
and Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment. March 2002.
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Visual Assessment of Main Transport Routes

A route assessment has been undertaken which explores the visual impact of the
development on views experienced by road users along major transport routes in the area
and assumes that the viewer would be travelling at speed.

It also includes assessment of any National Cycle Routes, Long Distance Footpaths and
locally valued footpaths which fall within the study area. This part of the assessment has
been considered cumulatively along with all other wind energy development within the
study area.

Cumulative Landscape and Visual Assessment

In addition to the Landscape Institute methodology for LVIA, the cumulative landscape and
visual assessment (CLVIA) has considered the emerging guidance from Scottish Natural
Heritage’s ‘Assessing the Cumulative Impact of Onshore Wind Energy Developments’,
Scottish Natural Heritage, March 2012. The CLVIA is however, not a substitute for individual
wind development landscape and visual impact assessment.

Predicting Cumulative Landscape Effects

The assessment considers the extent to which the proposed development, in combination
with others, may change landscape character through either incremental effect on
characteristic elements, landscape patterns and quality, or by the overall cumulative
addition of new features. ldentified cumulative landscape effects are described in relation
to each individual Landscape Character Area and for any designated landscape areas that
exist within the study area.

Predicting Cumulative Visual Effects

The assessment of cumulative visual effects involves reference to the cumulative visibility
ZTV maps and the cumulative viewpoint analysis. Cumulative visibility maps are analysed to
identify the residential and recreational locations and travel routes where cumulative visual
effects on receptors (people) may occur as a result of the proposed development.

With potential receptor locations identified, cumulative effects on individual receptor
groups are then explored through viewpoint analysis, which involves site visits informed by
wireline illustrations that include other wind developments. Travel routes are driven to
assess the visibility of different wind developments and inform the assessment of sequential
cumulative effects that may occur along a route or journey.

Cumulative Viewpoint Analysis

Each viewpoint has been assessed cumulatively in order to understand whether or not the
proposed development introduces a cumulative impact on the view from that location. All
visible operational, consented and undetermined planning application wind energy projects
are considered along with the Bairds Malt Wind Turbine development and a level of
cumulative magnitude is assigned. The level and significance of cumulative visual effects is
determined in the same manner as the main LVIA, using the previous matrix shown in Table
7.2.
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7.4 Landscape Design Considerations

Project Description

The proposed development comprises the construction of a single turbine in the south-west
corner of the Bairds Malt compound. The turbine proposed is 55m in height to hub and up
to 77m to blade tip.

Landscape Design Considerations
In accordance with SNH’s Strategic Locational Guidance for Onshore Wind Farms, the site
location would lie within Zone 1, which is described as follows:

Zone 1: Lowest natural heritage sensitivity identifies areas at the broad scale with
least sensitivity to wind farms, with the greatest opportunity for development, within
which overall a large number of developments could be acceptable in natural
heritage terms, so long as they are undertaken sensitively and with due regard to
cumulative impact.

However, this assessment is the result of a broad based study and provides an indication
only.

Angus Local Plan Review

The Guide, which was approved in June 2012, seeks to clarify existing development plan
policy and to assist in considering proposals against those policies. The Guide describes the
existing character of the Dipslope Farmland as a ‘Landscape with Views of Windfarms’, and
states that the Acceptable Character in a future scenario would be for a ‘Landscape with
Occasional Windfarms’, described as:

e A landscape type or area in which windfarms or wind turbines are located or are very
close to and visible. However they are not of such a size, number, extent or contrast
in character that they become one of the defining characteristics of the landscape’s
character; and

e Visual receptors would experience occasional close-quarters views of a windfarm or
turbines and more frequent background views of windfarms or turbines. Some
turbines may or may not be perceived as being located in the landscape character
area. No overall perception of windfarms being a defining feature of the landscape.

The guide states that the LCT is ‘Considered to have scope for turbines circa 80m in height’.

Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment of Wind Energy in Angus (November 2013)

The most recent guidance on landscape capacity is provided by the ‘Strategic Landscape
Capacity Assessment (SLCA) for Wind Energy in Angus November 2013’. This provides
specific guidance on each Landscape Character Type within the Local Authority Area, and
assesses the acceptable future level of change within each area. The Bairds Malt site is fully
situated within the Urban area of Arbroath, however, it neighbours the ‘Letham, Lunan
Water and Arbroath Valleys’ sub-section of the ‘Dipslope Farmland’ character type which is
described as:
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“Letham, Lunan Water and Arbroath Valleys: This sub-area surrounds
watercourses that drain to the sea at Lunan Bay and Arbroath. It is generally
lower and/or less open and exposed than neighbouring sub areas and has more
settlement, including the significant settlements of Arbroath, Letham and
Friockheim as well as smaller hamlets, isolated farms and houses. A golf/housing
resort is identified in the local plan at Letham Grange near Arbroath. The land is
intensively farmed, including area of polytunnels. There are significant areas of
mature trees: within designed landscapes such as Guthrie and Pitmuies, along
watercourses and around settlements. Roads follow the valley landforms. An
electricity transmission line lies near Arbroath. Due to its more enclosed and
settled character, the sub-area would be more sensitive to wind energy
developments”

The SLCA states that this landscape character area would be suitable for development of
small numbers of turbines up to 50m in height. There is no capacity for larger development
within this landscape character area.

The SLCA does not provide any guidance for development within the urban areas or the
urban fringes around the local settlements. The proposed location for this development is
within the industrialised area to the south-west of the settlement of Arbroath, and the
turbine has been assessed in this context. The field immediately to the south-west of the
Maltings, within which the crane pad hardstanding would be located is zoned for light
industrial use within the Local Plan. As discussed in Section 2, Angus Council successfully
applied for planning permission for an extension of the Peasiehill Industrial Estate into this
area.

Design Objectives

The design of the proposed development has been led by the on-site energy demands and
the constraints of the existing infrastructure, primarily the Maltings Plant. A detailed
description of the site, turbine location and specification and the rationale for these
selections as well as construction and decommissioning information are included in Section
2 and Section 5 of the Environmental Report.

7.5 Baseline Conditions

Information on the existing landscape and visual resource has been collected by reference
to Local Plans, Ordnance Survey maps and relevant literature, including the Tayside
Landscape Character Assessment as well as information gathered from field surveys.

Broad Landscape Context

The study area for the proposed development is located within the Tayside Landscape
Character Assessment. Located on the south-western fringes of the settlement of Arbroath,
the landscape has a fairly urban feel, although outwith the settlement to the west and north
the landscape quickly changes to a more rural character with large sprawling fields covering
the majority of the landscape interspersed with areas of woodland and shelterbelts. To the
east the coast has a significant influence and is visible over large sections of the main coastal
transport corridor, the A92, which runs between Dundee and Arbroath. Figure 7.2 illustrates
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the various landscape characters types, which have been classified by Scottish Natural
Heritage and their consultant landscape architects. It can be seen from Figure 7.2 that the
site study area is covered by three different area reports; Tayside, South and Central
Aberdeenshire and Fife.

The proposed development site is adjacent to the Dipslope Farmland Landscape Character
Type (LCT) as defined by the Tayside Landscape Character Assessment document. The
Dipslope Farmland is a fairly extensive LCT which runs along much of the southern section of
Angus, between Birkhill and Auchterhouse in the west all the way to Montrose in the east.

In addition to this landscape there are also a number of other landscape character areas
that lie within the study area. Table 7.4 summarises all the landscape character areas that
are situated within the study area. Any areas highlighted in green are not within the ZTV.

Table 7.4 - Key Characteristics of Landscape Character Types

Name Key characteristics

Tayside Landscape Character Assessment

Coast With Sand Located between Broughty Ferry and Carnoustie, including Barry Links, where a rounded peninsula of sand
dunes extends southwards into the Firth of Tay. Woodland is confined to hedgerows trees and shelterbelts
on farmland adjoining the coast. Arable farming tends to occur along the coastal strip with pasture lands on
the dune slack and along the lower sections of the river valleys. Fields are bound by hedges and walls with
occasional fences.

Coast With Cliffs Located north of Carnoustie, between Arbroath and the southern end of Lunan Bay. Woodland is absent
except on field boundaries and shelterbelts along the coastal strip. Some arable farming takes place on the
coastal strip, with medium rectilinear fields where the topography allows. Fields tend to be bound by hedges
and walls where they occur.

Broad Valley Located south of the Highland boundary Fault lie five broad lowland valleys or straths. These share a range of
Lowlands common characteristics which set them apart from other valleys and glens. The five areas of Broad Valley
lowland are: Strathmore, Strathearn, Strathalan, Lower south and north Esk river valleys and the Pow Water
Valley between Gask Ridge and Keillour Forest. Valleys such as Strathmore had comprised extensive areas of
rough grazing, scrub woodland and unproductive wetland. Overtime large rectilinear fields were created as
the area became predominant in agriculture.

Firth Lowlands Lying along the northern side of the Firth of Tay, between Perth and Dundee, Bound to the north by the
steep Sidlaw Hills, the area forms one of the most fertile parts of Scotland. The area is principally an
agricultural area and the landscape is dominated by large, geometric fields. Field boundaries within parcels of
land are often absent, the distinction between different fields being marked by drainage ditches or simply
changes in crop.

Low Moorland Hills The Low Moorland hills are formed by a series of east-west ridge like hills with a sharply defined northern
edge and gentler eastern slopes. Woodland is limited to the extensive plantation centred on Montreathmont
Moor. Agriculture is primarily pasture, much of it occurring on the poorer sols of the upper slopes. Field
boundaries where they occur are marked with a variety of hedgerows, stone walls and post-and-wire fences.

Highland Foothills This is a complex geological structure resulting from its position along the line of the Highland Boundary Fault.
It features whale backed hills, winding gorge like main river valleys and is a gateway to the Angus Glens. A
complex landscape which features glimpses of the Highlands and lowland areas.

Igneous Hills The Igneous Hills are a generally open landscape of almost conical summits dominated by grass moorland.
Though there are areas of improved pasture and even some cultivation within the more sheltered glens, the
land is generally of low fertility. Where they occur field boundaries are marked by a combination of stone
dykes and post-and-wire fences, occasionally marked by isolated Scots Pine in upper areas and deciduous
species in more sheltered parts. The Ochils have a considerable amount of coniferous forestry, however, the
most extensive woodlands are located in the heart of the eastern Ochils. The effect is to transform the
sparse, open landscape of the Ochil summits, and to create a sense of enclosure which is absent elsewhere
on the hills.
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Name

Key characteristics

Mid Highland Glens

These are the mid sections of the principle Highland Glens and contain a concentration of agricultural activity
on narrow but distinct valley floors. There is a predominance of rough grazing, bracken, heather moorland
with substantial areas of commercial coniferous forestry.

Highland Summits
and Plateaux

Are areas of upland separating the principal glens with vegetation patterns that closely reflect the altitude
and exposure, including heather, grassland, blanket bog and arctic alpine plant communities. There is little or
no settlement and most of the area is managed as open moorland. This area is one of the most remote and
wildest landscapes within the UK.

Upper Highland Glens

The upper glens are of comparatively small scale. With little or no floodplain, the valley sides rise steeply so
that the glen as a whole is little more than 1 to 1.5km wide at the crest of the enclosing hills. While valley
floors are typically between 200 and 250 metres AOD. In the east, these summits are generally rounded. In
the west they are craggier and more clearly defined. In both areas it is the mountains and the upland
character that extends throughout the glen that shapes perceptions and appreciation of the landscape.

Lowland Basin

The Montrose Basin is a large, rounded estuarine basin formed near the mouth of the River South Esk. The
basin is tidal, revealing extensive mudflats at low tide with an area of low lying, drained farmland which
extends inland, while the basin is separated from the sea by Montrose, and located on a low peninsula split of
land less than 2km wide.

Fife Landscape Character

Assessment

Coastal Hills

Located around the coast of Fife, the Coastal Hills are mainly located above the Coastal Cliffs, Braes and
terraces, which slope gradually towards the sea offering panoramic views of the Firths. They are characterised
by their strong association with the sights, sounds and smells of the coast and usually comprise large,
undulating, regular, open, arable landscapes with few hedges but some linear shelterbelts and policy
plantings. These are medium to large-scale, often open or exposed coastal landscapes where the character is
always influenced by the sea. Generally a simple, sloping, balanced, active, organised, tended, farming
landscape with regular or geometric patterns. These hills mark the transition between coastal and landward
areas of Fife sharing characteristics of both.

Coastal Terrace

The Coastal Terraces are mostly flat or gently sloping towards the coast. They are extensively built upon or
relatively undeveloped comprising large, open, undulating, arable fields with infrequent or more regular
steadings. They have little vegetation cover except policy planting and shelter-belts around the large houses
and designed landscapes, or on the steeper slopes often above burns. There are few field boundaries, limited
to some hedgerows, stone dykes or post-and-wire fencing primarily around the larger houses and
farmsteads. These are coastal landscapes where the character is always influenced by the sea and typically
they are a simple, undulating, balanced landscape with muted colours, varied textures and slow movement.

Coastal Flats

The Coastal Flats on the south coast are very flat, low-lying coastal landscapes claimed from the Firth of Forth.
On the north-east coast they are developed on blown sands and old dune systems and covered by a variety of
land uses such as the afforestation at Tentsmuir Forest, the airfield at Leuchars and the world famous golf
courses at St Andrews. Therefore they have a diversity of landscape character but their close association with
the sea is ever present in these very flat, low-lying, horizontal, open, large-scale, exposed coastal landscapes.
Typically, intensively cultivated, geometrically laid out, large to medium-scale, predominantly arable fields or
forestry plantations with rectilinear, fenced enclosures.

Lowland Dens

The Lowland Dens are deeply incised sometimes narrow gorges or valleys cut by fast flowing burns across
gently rolling Coastal Hills and Terraces on the north, east and south-east coasts of Fife. Often they have
extensive semi-natural woodland with broadleaved trees and few buildings other than occasional steadings or
large houses with policies. These are confined, small-scale, intimate, sheltered, textured, colourful, balanced
and calm landscapes.

Lowland Open
Sloping Farmland

Located in eastern Fife the Lowland Open Sloping Farmland comprises predominantly large, open, sloping,
arable fields, often with no field boundaries or with mainly wire fences, low hedges or some stone dykes and
little other vegetation cover with relatively few plantations and shelterbelts. This is a large-scale, open or
exposed landscape where the character is strongly influenced by the weather conditions and views of the
sky. It is a simple, sloping, balanced, active, organised, tended, and farming landscape with regular geometric
patterns.

Lowland Hills and
Valleys

The Upland Foothills of the Ochils, Lomond and Cleish Hills are very conspicuous, often defining the edge of
other landscape types and the extent of views across the lowlands. The natural slopes of the landform of the
Foothills are gentler and less pronounced than the Upland Slopes but usually steeper and higher than the
Lowland Hills. They too form distinctive backdrops to other landscape types. The Foothills have several
conspicuous point features, providing each area with its own identity. They are characterised by a
combination of steep sided, rugged, open landform and land cover on the upper foothills, and shallower,
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Key characteristics

smoother, more vegetated or developed landform lower down.

Lowland Glacial
Meltwater Valleys

The Lowland Glacial Meltwater valleys are ‘U’ shaped, flat bottomed channel-like valleys with distinctive
often pronounced and frequent eskers, kames and mounds deposited by melting glaciers. Typically used for
intensive arable cultivation, the valley floor and lower slopes contrast with the mixed farming or grazing land
on the rising slopes. There are medium to large-scale geometric field patterns enclosed by low, gappy hedges
or post and wire fences. Steadings are located along distinct lines of transition from fertile valley soils to the
poorer soils of hill slopes. They have small, sinuous often inconspicuous burns or small rivers which appear to
be too small for the size of the valley. In parts, there are extensive conspicuous sand and gravel quarries
disrupting an otherwise generally well organised, tended, balanced, open, locally busy and diverse landscape
with regular patterns, smooth textures and seasonally variable colours.

Upland Foothills

The Upland Foothills of the Ochils, Lomond and Cleish Hills are very conspicuous, often defining the edge of
other landscape types and the extent of views across the lowlands. The natural slopes of the landform of the
Foothills are gentler and less pronounced than the Upland Slopes but usually steeper and higher than the
Lowland Hills. They too form distinctive backdrops to other landscape types. There is a lack of settlements but
a general abundance of farmsteadings which, along with the many types of woodland are well related to
landform, often in association with the frequent burns running down gullies or folds or narrow glens. The
Foothills have several conspicuous point features, providing each area with its own identity. They are
characterised by a combination of steep sided, rugged, open landform and land cover on the upper foothills,
and shallower, smoother, more vegetated or developed landform lower down. These are medium to large-
scale, open, simple, sloping, curved, quiet and balanced landscapes with smooth or varied textures and
muted colours.

Pronounced Volcanic
Hills & Craigs

The Pronounced Volcanic Hills and Craigs form conspicuous, pronounced, often distinctive and recognisable
hills or hill ranges sometimes protruding high above the lowlands or extending the uplands or foothills. They
form important backdrops to the lowlands. Their distinctive shapes, silhouettes and skylines, with
recognisable shapes, peaks and slopes give Fife a strong sense of place and direction. The farmsteadings and
woodlands are well related to landform and there is a variety of other individual buildings and structures,
sometimes associated with the burns and contributing to the identity of the area. The upper slopes of these
Hills and Craigs can be steep sided, rugged and open, contrasting with the shallower, smoother, more open,
simple, sloping, curved, quiet and balanced landscapes with smooth or varied textures and muted colours.

South & Central Aberdeenshire Landscape Character Assessment

Kincardine Links

To the south of Inverbervie, the land is distinctly flat and farm land rises gradually from the Kincardine Links
to form a gently sloping apron of land that extends into the more pronounced relief of Garvock and
Glenbervie. The wide coastal fringe is the most distinctive element of this landscape character area.
Immediately south of Inverbervie it merges with farmland directly or across low steps that mark the edge of
the raised beaches. South of St Cyrus they form an enclosed platform, backed by the prominent cliff line, and
encompass a considerable tract of farmland as well as areas of saltmarsh and dune close to the North Esk
Estuary.

Garvock & Glenbervie

The Garvock & Glenbervie landscape character area include an extensive ardea of rolling farmland which
encompasses not only Garvock Hill in the south-west of the area, but the farmland around Glenbervie at the
edge of Highland Boundary Fault. The character of the area stems essentially from its relief, a series of
sweeping, rolling hills that present distant views and draw the eye up and down the terrain. The area has a
bold geometric field pattern. The few coniferous plantations are generally small and although they may be
prominent on top of hills, their influence on landscape character is slight.

The Mounth

The Mounth character area forms a large expanse of Moorland Plateaux, where the foothills of the
Grampians extend almost to the coast at Stonehaven. Its location emphasises the relief of this unbroken ridge
which looms over the flat farmland of Howe of the Mearns to the south. Its eastern foothills, which tumble
down to the coast, are less dramatic and form a more gradual transition with surrounding farmland. Lower
slopes are forested but the plateau itself is covered by a pelt of heather moorland which extends westwards
into the Cairngorms revealing a strong, rolling relief whose ridges recede into the distance across interlocking
horizons. The plateau is an exposed and wild landscape, but rarely inhospitable enough to escape human
influence.

Howe of the Mearns

The Howe of the Mearns encompasses some of Scotland’s most fertile soils. Its relief is emphasised by the
steep moorland slopes which rise abruptly behind it marking the line of the Highland Boundary Fault. It is a
colourful landscape; vivid fields of red soil are juxtaposed with the bright greens of pasture or young cereals,
while at other times fields of rape, daffodils and tulips present a startling patchwork of colours. As with other
lowland farmlands, the distinctive character of this landscape derives from its large pattern of fields, crops
and woods and, while this is obscured from low level views in its midst, it can be seen from elevated locations
such as the moorland ridge to the north or the Garvock Hills to the south.
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Broad Townscape Context

The turbine would be located within the Arbroath settlement boundary and as such a
townscape assessment has been undertaken. On the east of the settlement is the old
fishing harbour which has been modernised over time with the construction of a wet dock.
Set back from the harbour is the historic centre of Arbroath, which is focussed on the
Abbey, with narrower streets and fairly high density residential and retail areas.

Over time the settlement has expanded and peripheral housing estates both local authority
and privately developed have helped to expand the town boundaries. While some of the
historic centre has been designated as a heritage zone others have made way for more
modern developments such as supermarkets and new buildings.

Table 7.5 below indicates and briefly describes each of the different areas of townscape

character that can be found within Arbroath.

Table 7.5 — Key Characteristics of Townscape Character Areas

Name

Key characteristics

Arbroath

Harbour and Waterfront

Historic Centre

Buildings in Space

Open Spaces

Local Authority Housing

Flats / High Density
Housing

Modern Residential
Estates

This area forms a prominent character area along the waterfront to the east of the settlement and provides a
focus of employment and activity. As well as the industrial landscape there are recreational areas for the local
community including play parks, leisure centre and paths spread along the waterfront. The local football
stadium Gayfield Park is also located in this coastal area. Buildings, predominantly residential properties tend
to be two storey terraces, set back from the harbour and the waterfront. The A92 runs through the
settlement with fairly open views over the less developed areas of the coast to the west of the settlement.

This area is the core of the original settlement and is of a more dense nature containing much narrower
streets than the rest of the settlement, which forms a tight linear town centre dictated by the topography.
Building styles are mostly older in nature, being two or three storeys in height, stone and Victorian in style.
Land use is a mix between residential and small scale retail, with a number of shops clustered along the
streets particularly South Street and North Street. Most of this character area is designated as a Conservation
Area, part of the Angus Heritage Institute.

These areas include community facilities such as schools, libraries and hospitals which sit in public space or
have large grounds and are not part of the overall settlement pattern. This type of townscape is traditionally
found located in the centre of residential estates or along main transport routes and offers a focal point and
natural centre to neighbourhoods and provides some open space.

Open spaces are primarily located within or adjacent to residential areas to provide amenity green space for
the residents and includes parks, gardens, semi-natural green space, green corridors, beaches and
cemeteries. These areas tend to be landscaped or have some form of planting regime. Areas include the
cemetery, High Common, Boulzie Hill and the Keptie Pond.

This townscape character can be seen across many settlements in Scotland and forms large areas of many
towns, primarily in a rectilinear pattern albeit with some occasional crescents. Building styles are dominated
by 2 storey semi-detached housing that dates from about the 1960s.

There are a number of areas within Arbroath of higher density flats, many of these are incorporated into the
local authority housing areas. The buildings styles are fairly uniform all with similar finishing and pale grey in
colour arranged in rows with amenity areas around them.

These areas are a result of recent settlement expansion and feature a combination of single storey bungalows
and two storey detached and semi-detached housing. They form a pattern of cul-de-sacs and crescents
bordered by areas of amenity grassland and tend to be of a lower density than residential areas nearer the
centre. These areas tend to be found the outskirts of Arbroath and have an inward orientation arranged in
estates. Hospitalfield is an example of this townscape type.
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Name Key characteristics

Industrial Estates Industrial estates form a distinct area of townscape character with a mix of 