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1. Executive Summary 

 

1.1 Introduction 

‘Glen Affric Friends Say No’ (GAFSN) is an unincorporated affiliation that was set up by 

a group of concerned Strathglass residents to oppose the proposed Beinn Mhor wind farm 

development. GAFSN currently has 826 signed up members (240 of whom are resident in 

Strathglass). It also has support from 81 local businesses. Although GAFSN has 

encouraged its members to lodge individual objections with Highland Council, many have 

preferred to have their representations made via this document. If the number of GAFSN 

members who have not lodged an individual objection is added to the number of individual 

objections lodged with Highland Council, the total very substantially exceeds 1,000 people. 

 Every GAFSN member has either completed and signed an individual objection form or 

has signed up on-line via the GAFSN website. GAFSN will not release its list of members 

but would be happy to make the list and supporting documents available for inspection by 

a representative or representatives of the Planning Department and/or Planning Committee. 

1.2 Material Considerations (Points of objection) 

            GAFSN objects to this application on the following grounds: 

 

o Adverse impact on tourism 

o Amenity value 

o Cumulative impact 

o Heritage 

o Impact of construction traffic 

o Precedent 

o Proximity to residential properties 

o Visual impact 

o Wildlife impact 

 

These are presented in alphabetical order and each is considered to be of very high 

significance. More details of each of these can be found on pages 6 to 9 of this response.  

 

The proposed development would be located within a Scottish Natural Heritage Zone 2 

area, 1.5 kilometres (km) from Glen Affric National Nature Reserve, 2 km from Tomich 

Conservation Village, 2 km from the Strathglass Special Area of Conservation, 2 km from 

a designated Site of Special Scientific Interest and 2.5 km from a designated Special 

Protection Area for Golden Eagles and National Scenic Area. If there is any place that you 

would not want to locate a wind farm, this is it. 

 

The area is a tourist hub with an estimated 100,000 to 200,000 visitors each year. Many 

previous and regular visitors have vowed that they will not return if this development goes 

ahead as evidenced in the individual objections lodged with Highland Council. A twenty 

per cent drop in tourist numbers would, by our calculation, mean a loss of revenue of 

between £1 million and £2 million per annum for the immediate area. This alone should be 

sufficient reason for rejection of this application. As noted below, the applicant’s 

assessment of the potential impact on tourism is seriously flawed and cannot be relied on. 
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As the crow flies, there are more than fifty residential properties and holiday homes within 

a 2 kilometre radius of the proposed development and twenty nine of these are listed 

buildings. The Government’s guideline for a 2 kilometre separation should be sufficient to 

stop this proposal without any other considerations. 

 

The restrictions that were imposed on construction traffic movements through Cannich and 

Tomich associated with the Beauly to Denny pylon line must also be applied to this 

proposed development. This would make the application, as currently drafted, non-viable. 

 

1.3 Visualisations 

 

We have provided four indicative visualisations on Pages 10 and 11 showing how stark and 

intrusive the proposed turbines would be from three popular tourist routes and from 

residences in Knockfin.  

    

1.4 Planning Application inaccuracies and shortcomings 

The applicant’s representative stated during public discussions and presentations that all 

the various impact studies and assessments had been carried out by appropriate third party 

experts and professionals. However, much of the information in the formal Planning 

Application is presented on the applicant’s letterhead with an absence of 

acknowledgements and this makes it impossible to know which of the conclusions truly 

reflect expert opinion and which of those conclusions are simply the developer’s selective 

interpretations. 

We also consider that the applicant has placed an over-reliance on desk assessments as 

opposed to in-depth field work, particularly given the environmentally sensitive nature of 

the site and the surrounding area. 

Pages 12 to 17 of this response summarise inaccuracies and shortcomings in the planning 

application. 

The ornithological survey does not meet Scottish Natural Heritage guidelines and the 

assertion that a development of this scale can be undertaken in a relatively unspoiled and 

remote area with ‘negligible’, ‘minor adverse’ or ‘non-significant’ implications for 

residential and transient bird life and wild life is not credible. 

The applicant’s assessment of the potential impact on tourism completely fails to recognise 

or address the fact that much of the tourist trade in Strathglass and the three glens (Affric, 

Cannich and Strathfarrar) is different from the tourist trade associated with Loch Ness, 

Urquhart Castle and the Great Glen. The three glens area is not a through route that is open 

to passing trade. It is a destination chosen by visitors for its remoteness and wild natural 

beauty. It is walkers, campers, fishers, ecologists and those seeking peace and tranquillity 

who come to stay in Strathglass and the three glens as opposed to the coach parties and 

other passing trade which represents a high proportion of the tourist activity in the Great 

Glen. The number of visitors who have lodged objections stating that they will not return to 

the area if this development goes ahead must be heeded. The economy of the Strathglass 
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area is heavily tourist dependent and extremely fragile. The applicant’s conclusion that 

there would be a ‘low/no’ effect for the impact of the proposed development upon the local 

economy is clearly incorrect. On a national economic scale, this proposed 21Mw wind 

farm is of little significance or effect but, on a local scale the negative implications are of 

huge significance to residents and tourists alike, and far outweigh the potential benefits to 

the developer, the landowner, the wider economy or the environment. 

The surveys undertaken for the Environmental Statement - Traffic and Transportation are 

substantially incomplete. As a consequence, the conclusions reached by the developer 

regarding all aspects of the construction traffic/material transport impact assessment are at 

best misleading, and at worst, fundamentally flawed. The fact that the survey to establish 

base traffic levels was carried out in August when tourist traffic is at its peak represents a 

major distortion in both the traffic volume and the traffic mix. 

With respect to noise, it is clear that, due to both the construction activities associated with 

their erection and their subsequent operation, these turbines will be the major of source of 

noise in a hitherto quiet, rural landscape. In practice, the only effective mitigation of this 

pollution is distance from the source. It is apparent that the applicant has undertaken a 

minimal, basic survey as required by the Local Planning Authority and has ignored the 

possible wider implications for the local community, visitors and wild life. The selection of 

properties for the background noise assessment survey was flawed. There are four 

residential properties which are not involved with the wind farm and which are between 

120 and 220 metres closer to the nearest turbine than the properties selected by the 

applicant. The applicant’s statement in ES Volume 2, Section 14.4 in this regard is 

incorrect. 

The applicant has neither presented a carbon dioxide pay-back calculation nor a plan for 

minimising carbon dioxide release from plant and bog-land loss and damage even though 

the presence of both deep peat and blanket bog is noted in the construction area. Active 

blanket bog is a protected European Priority Habitat. In our view, consideration of the 

application should be postponed until this issue has been better explained and understood. 

  

1.5 Summary comments 

 

We note that Ian Kelly of Graham and Sibbald has submitted a report to the Highland 

Council e-planning website and, having read through that document, we wish to confirm 

our agreement with the content of that report in its entirety. 

 

SNH’s response and its soon-to-be-published Wild Land Report are not yet available and 

we reserve the right to comment further once these are issued. 

 

For all the reasons noted in this response, we consider wpd’s application to be contrary to 

HWLDP Policy 67 and the application should be refused. 
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2 Material considerations (Points of objection) 

 

2.1 Adverse impact on tourism.  

The community across a broad area in this part of the Highlands is economically dependent on 

tourism and tourism will inevitably be damaged if this development is approved. The proposed 

development lies within a Scottish Natural Heritage Zone 2 area, is 1.5 kilometres from Glen 

Affric National Nature Reserve, 2 km from Tomich Conservation Village, 2 km from the 

Strathglass Special Area of Conservation, 2 km from a designated Site of Special Scientific 

Interest, 2.5 km from a designated Special Protection Area for Golden Eagles and National 

Scenic Area. This would be an outrageous location for a 120 metre high industrial 

development perched on the upper slopes of a prominent hill. 

The coach parties and other tourist groups who make up a significant proportion of the tourist 

traffic (and tourist spend) in the Great Glen are, by and large, not the tourists who visit 

Strathglass and the three glens (Affric, Cannich and Strathfarrar). None of the three glens is a 

through route that is open to passing trade and the three glens are tied together by Strathglass. 

This area is a destination chosen by visitors for its remoteness and its wild natural beauty. It is 

a tourist hub with an estimated 100,000 to 200,000 visitors each year and many previous and 

regular visitors have vowed that they will not return if this development goes ahead. A twenty 

per cent drop in tourist numbers would, by our calculation, mean a loss of revenue of between 

£1 million and £2 million per annum for the immediate area. 

2.2  Amenity value. 

 

A very high percentage of the Strathglass population consists of people working in or 

associated with tourism and people who have moved to the area to enjoy its remote and 

peaceful environs. The proposed development will have a significant adverse impact on both 

livelihoods and residents’ way of life. 

 

The estimated 100,000 to 200,000 annual visitors to the area come to enjoy its scenic nature, 

its walks and climbs, its heritage, its remoteness and its tranquillity. All would be substantially 

adversely impacted by the proposed industrial development. The only roads into the area are 

from the east and north east and, as already noted in 2.1 above, the area is a tourist destination 

rather than a tourist through-route which makes the local economy particularly fragile 

 

2.3 Cumulative impact. 

 

Strathglass has already been blighted by the Beauly-Denny pylon line and, from some views, 

the more distant Corrimony wind farm. The proposed development features structures that are 

22% higher than the Corrimony turbines and which will also be much closer to Strathglass, 

Glen Affric and the villages of Cannich and Tomich. The proposed turbines are 2.1 times the 

height of the tallest Beauly-Denny pylons.  
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The argument put forward by the applicant and the landowner (citing the Beauly – Denny     

power-line) that the area is already damaged so it will not matter if they damage it some more 

is perverse. If something precious is damaged you do not use that as an excuse or reason to 

damage it some more. The argument is also ill-conceived. The Beauly-Denny power line was 

an upgrade and replacement for an existing line that had been in place a long time before the 

various parts of the area received designated or protected status. Although the new line is much 

larger and more prominent than the old line, it did not represent a net addition as the old line 

was decommissioned and removed as part of the project. The Beauly-Denny line upgrade was 

a regrettable but essential development. Wpd’s proposed development is certainly not essential 

and would be an industrialisation step too far. 

 

2.4 Heritage. 

 

Tomich Conservation Village has one of the highest concentrations of Listed Buildings of any 

village in Scotland. It is a special area for global interest groups as diverse as the Clan Chisolm 

Society and Golden Retriever Owners Clubs from across the globe. The 11 metre high 

monument to Winston Churchill’s aunt, Lady Tweedmouth, that currently stands proud and 

clear atop Beinn Mhor would be surrounded and totally dwarfed by the proposed turbines. 

 

 
The Tweedmouth monument, Beinn Mhor 

 

2.5 Impact of construction traffic. 

  

A major part of the attractiveness of the Tomich area, to residents and visitors alike, is that it is 

remote and has limited accessibility for commercial traffic. The construction phase of the 

proposed development will involve widening and strengthening large stretches of local roads 

and tracks, thereby destroying part of the area’s heritage and charm. There is also serious 

concern that older properties in Tomich village, which are constructed on less robust 

foundations than more modern properties, could be permanently damaged by the movements 

of heavy construction traffic through the village. Most of these are Listed Buildings. 

 

The proposed volume of heavy construction traffic moving directly through the villages of 

Cannich and Tomich will inevitably pose serious safety risks to residents and visitors alike. 

The roads are narrow and, on the short stretches where there are pavements, the pavements are 

narrow and on one side only. The gate into the playground of Cannich Bridge Primary School 
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is little more than one metre from the road. The immediate area has parked cars and local 

traffic movements related to the school and to the shop and bar/restaurant that are located 

beside the school. Putting a lot of heavy construction traffic along this stretch of road would be 

totally irresponsible and an accident waiting to happen.  

 

The restrictions that were imposed on construction traffic movements through Cannich and 

Tomich associated with the Beauly to Denny pylon line must also be applied to this proposed 

development. 

 

  2.6 Precedent. 

The Forestry Commission website states “Glen Affric is a very special place and has been 

described as 'the most beautiful glen in Scotland'. It contains one of the largest ancient 

Caledonian pinewoods in Scotland as well as lochs, moorland and mountains.”  

Strathglass has long been recognised as one of the most scenic areas of Scotland. Glen Cannich 

and Glen Strathfarrar are areas of breath-taking beauty that provide access to some of the 

wilder and more remote areas of Scotland. 

 

There are already two further wind farm proposals for Strathglass waiting in the wings (both 

on a larger scale) and the precedent for a wind farm anywhere in Strathglass or the three glens 

must not be established. If Highland Council and/or the Scottish Government can approve an 

industrial wind farm in such a special area, then nowhere in the country will be safe from these 

industrial developments.  

 

2.7 Proximity to residential properties. 

 

As the crow flies, there are more than fifty residential properties and holiday homes within a 

2Km radius of the proposed development and twenty nine of these are classed as Listed 

Buildings. Noise pollution, visual pollution and the potential and unknown impact on drainage 

and water courses are major issues for both residents and residential visitors (tourists). 

 

2.8 Visual impact. 

 

Despite the developer’s assertions to the contrary these giant structures will be clearly visible 

from much of Strathglass and Glen Affric, particularly from the higher elevations frequented 

by both tourists and locals. The proposed massive turbines would only be 1.5 km from, and in 

full view of, one of the entrances to the National Nature Reserve and National Scenic area. An 

industrial development on this scale has no place in an area that has been described by the 

Forestry Commission Service as one of the jewels in Scotland’s tourist crown. 

 

As detailed in Appendix I, all seven of the proposed turbines would be visible from ten of the 

thirteen local Core Paths and all or some of the turbines would be visible from more than 42% 

of the Core Paths’ total distance of 96.6 kilometres. 
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2.9 Wildlife impact 

 

The proposed development site is currently a wild and unspoiled environment despite the 

proximity of the Beauly- Denny power transmission line. No matter what the developer may 

allege to the contrary, the industrial development of 104 hectares of this land and the large 

number of heavy construction traffic movements through the area over an extended period will 

inevitably have a significant adverse impact on flora and fauna. Plants, mammals (including 

bats), birds, reptiles and insects, including rare and protected species, will be disrupted and 

damaged. 

 

As noted in the Planning Application, badgers, pine martens, otters and bats are all evidenced 

in the construction area and flight activity of golden eagles, osprey, merlin, peregrine, snipe 

and greenshank has been recorded over the proposed site. The latter has been rated of high 

significance but there is no meaningful plan offered by the developer for mitigation. 
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3 Visualisations 

 

3.1 Tourist route. View from the road to Glen Affric near the ‘Entrance’ sign welcoming visitors 

to the National Nature Reserve looking towards Beinn Mhor and overlooking an iron-age hill fort 

to the west 

 

 

 

3.2 Tourist route. View from the Comar-Dog Falls section of the Affric-Kintail trail looking 

towards Beinn Mhor and overlooking the Grade A Listed Fasnakyle Power Station 
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3.3 Tourist route. View returning to Tomich from Plodda Falls car park.  

 

 

3.4 View from Knockfin 

 

These photographs were taken 1.5 metres from ground level using a Nikon D300 body fitted with 

a fixed 50mm F1.8AFD lens. The turbine images were digitally superimposed to scale. 

 

Established forests will initially mitigate some of the potential visual impact of the proposed 

turbines but much of the pine forest in the area is mature and due or overdue for felling. This is 

therefore only a temporary mitigation. 
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Planning Application inaccuracies and shortcomings 

Expert advice and input 

The applicant’s representative stated during public discussions and presentations that all the 

various impact studies and assessments had been carried out by appropriate third party experts and 

professionals. However, much of the information in the formal Planning Application is presented 

on the applicant’s letterhead with an absence of acknowledgements and this makes it impossible to 

know which of the conclusions represent expert opinion and which of those conclusions are simply 

the developer’s selective interpretation. 

We also consider that the applicant has placed an over-reliance on desk assessments as opposed to 

in-depth field work, particularly given the environmentally sensitive nature of the site and the 

surrounding area. 

Environmental Statement – Volume 2 – Sections 8 & 9 – Ecology and ornithology. 

A cursory review of the developer’s plans to mitigate the impact of the development upon wild life 

which is resident on, or visits, the site would suggest that the wild life’s interests have been 

protected. However, though the ecological studies are reasonably extensive it is apparent that they 

only refer to legally protected species that a desk-top survey has revealed may be present on the 

site (presumably because of the legal implications should they or their habitat be damaged). All 

other species are overlooked, even though there is widespread evidence of their presence e.g Vol. 

5, appendix 8.2 reveals photographic evidence of peat disturbed by deer. The conclusion is then 

reached that the impact of the development on these receptors is ‘negligible /minor adverse’. This 

seems to be a perverse conclusion when it is considered that most species have not even been 

surveyed. 

Similarly, as noted above, ornithological surveys only consider legally protected species of birds 

and a similar perverse conclusion is reached. 

Notwithstanding the previously noted limitations of these ornithological surveys, it is also 

apparent that they do not comply with Scottish Natural Heritage guidelines
1
. The surveys were 

conducted within a 12 month period whist the SNH advises that a minimum period of two years is 

required for an accurate and representative survey.  

We agree fully with the letter submitted to Highland Council Planning by David Holloway dated 3 

June 2014 which concludes, inter alia, that “There has clearly been a failure to thoroughly assess 

the impacts of the development on local bird species and their habitats as required by SNH 

guidelines”.   

As noted under ‘Volume 2 – 13 - Traffic and transport’ below, there are significant shortcomings 

regarding a full structural survey of the preferred access route. Any remedial work undertaken to 

the carriageway and its verges (and it is likely to be substantial) will also have implications for 

                                                           
1
Scottish National Heritage – Guidance, May 2014  - Recommended bird survey methods to inform impact 

assessment of onshore wind farms.  
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wild life, flora and fauna present alongside the road. The plight of these species has not even been 

considered, let alone mitigated against.  

Summary. 

The construction of the proposed development will entail, for a period of nine months, the creation 

of a 104 hectare building site on a plot of wild land hitherto used for cattle and sheep grazing and 

which is surrounded by a variety of designated and non-designated nature reserves and 

conservation areas. As necessary precursors to the erection of the turbines, 3.85 km of road 

surface, seven hard standings, seven turbine plinths and associated infrastructure require 

construction from over 24000 m
3 

of stone, sand and concrete and 385 tonnes of steel 

reinforcement. To enable the on-site distribution of these materials to their point of use will require 

in excess of 4200 HGV and construction plant movements across the entire site. 

Regardless of the developer’s mitigation plans, it is simply not credible that this level of activity 

can be undertaken with ‘negligible’, ‘minor adverse’ or ‘not significant’ implications for both 

residential and transient bird and wild life. However robust the methodologies and however 

extensive the surveys, if the conclusions arrived at are not credible then either or both must be 

fundamentally flawed.  

 

Environmental Statement Volume 2 – Section 12 – Socioeconomics and tourism. 

The applicant selectively quotes extensively from a Glasgow Caledonian University survey
2
 and a 

Visit Scotland paper
3
 to demonstrate that tourists either approve of, or are ambivalent toward, 

wind farms. The conclusion is then asserted that tourist visit behaviour would be unlikely to be 

affected by this development. However, the fact that both papers reveal that a significant minority 

(25% and 18.5% respectively) of those surveyed would deliberately avoid visiting an area where a 

wind farm had been constructed is ignored.  Similar results, recording visitor disaffection with 

wind farm developments have been recorded in other, contemporary surveys
4
. There is also 

evidence
5
 of a rising trend of disaffection that appears set to continue as the number of similar 

developments increases exponentially and their novelty value wears off.  

Repeated references are made to both national and regional planning policies and guidelines, 

published by the Scottish Government and Highland Council respectively, regarding the 

importance of tourism for the economy. The applicant has made use of this advice to consider the 

socio-economic implications of this development by researching the potential effects for the 

Highland Council area, Aird and Loch Ness ward, and the zone within a 15 km radius of the site. 

Whilst he has identified that the tourism / hospitality industry is the largest employer (24.9% of the 

working population in Aird and Loch Ness ward), he has failed to recognise fully the economic 

                                                           
2
 Riddington et al, Glasgow Caledonian University et al, 2008 – The economic impact of windfarms on Scottish 

tourism. 
3
 Visit Scotland Insight Dept., 2012 – Wind farm consumer research topic paper. 

4
 Prof. A. Trewavas, University of Edinburgh, 2013  –  Public perception of wind farms.  

5
 Mountaineering Council of Scotland, 2014 – Wind farms and changing mountaineering behaviour in Scotland. 
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implications for the south-west Strathglass locality because of an over emphasis on the national 

and regional consequences. 

Because a comprehensive consideration of the unique geographical location of south-west 

Strathglass, its means of access, its visitor expectations and  local economy have not been 

undertaken the developer’s consultants  ‘professional judgement’ and conclusions must be 

questioned. For example, within vol. 12-2, ‘Issues identified during socio-economic consultation’, 

a local  respondent has advised that 18000 people visit his caravan / camp site each year. Based 

upon an average spend of £40 per person, this implies an annual benefit to the local economy of 

£720,000. A 10% fall in visitor numbers would entail a loss to the local economy of £72,000 and, 

very likely, undermine the viability of the business itself. However, the developer has determined 

that ‘no action is necessary’. Other respondents’ concerns are similarly dismissed.  

In mitigation of this development, the applicant continually refers to the previously consented 

Corrimony wind farm and Beauly – Denny power transmission line. The inference is that a 

precedent has been set and that this development will therefore have a less noticeable impact on 

the visual appeal of the landscape. However in reality, the proposed development will aggravate 

the already blighted visual amenity and will further contribute to the perceived industrialisation of 

the unique rural landscape.   

Summary. 

The fact that the proposed development may have little or no impact on visitor numbers to 

Urquhart Castle and other attractions adjacent to Loch Ness, between Inverness and Fort 

Augustus, is not in dispute. However, the high-volume coach and other group tourist trade that 

provides a high proportion of the tourist spend in the Great Glen is not the tourist trade that the 

Strathglass economy is dependent on. If a full and proper Local Tourist Impact Assessment had 

been undertaken it would have clearly identified all key tourist receptors in Strathglass, the 

financial implications for the local economy, tourist/visitor demography and interests and key 

tourist visit decision criteria. It would have highlighted the fragile nature of the Strathglass tourist 

economy and the fact that even a small decline in visitor numbers would have a devastating effect 

upon the overall local economy.  

The applicant’s conclusion that there would be a ‘low/no’ effect for the impact of the proposed 

development upon the local economy is clearly incorrect. On a national economic scale, this 

proposed 21Mw wind farm is of little significance or effect but, on a local scale the negative 

implications are of huge significance to residents and tourists alike, and far outweigh the potential 

benefits to the developer, the landowner, the wider economy or the environment. 

 

Environment Statement – Volume 2 – Section 13 - Traffic and transport. 

Though the ES makes it clear that the north section of the A831 is the preferred route for the 

delivery of sand, stone and aggregate, there is no evidence that even a rudimentary road traffic 

survey has been conducted on this extensively single tracked road.  
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The road traffic surveys that were conducted, on the A831 (south section),  C1110 (north section) 

and U1423, took place during August 2013, the height of the local tourist season within which, 

local anecdotal evidence suggests, traffic levels increase by 100%. This has had the effect of 

doubling the baseline traffic flow, thereby significantly reducing the apparent effect of the 

construction traffic numbers.   

The ES is concentrated upon the preferred route chosen for the delivery of  abnormal industrial 

loads via the A831 (south section), C1110 (south section), U1423 and U1391. There is no 

evidence that the impact of construction traffic on the C1110 (north section), through Cannich 

village, has been considered at all.  

Appendix 13.2 (Construction traffic profile) reveals that 3066 OGV2 movements (66% of all 

OGV2 movements) will not take place on public roads. However, it is not clear how many 

vehicles will be required to undertake these movements, or how often and by what route, they will 

access the construction site.   

Notwithstanding the shortcomings outlined in above, the Route Survey Report has identified a 

number of Points of Interest along the route (A831 south section, C1110 south section, U1423 and 

U1391) where substantial engineering works will be required to facilitate the route’s use by 

abnormal industrial loads. Though the extent of these works are unclear until a full structural 

survey of the carriageway, it’s verges and associated structures is undertaken, it is clear that any 

remedial work required will necessitate an extensive program of road closures and diversions 

where there are few or no alternative access routes. Such remedial work will entail the use of even 

more HGVs and construction plant, adding to the previously highlighted construction traffic 

implications. Consideration of the likely effects of this remedial work, together with the associated 

implications for road safety, congestion and pollution and, consequences for residential amenity 

and visitor experience have been overlooked entirely by the developer.   

The Report has identified the need for roadside vegetation clearance, both  above and alongside the 

carriageway, to facilitate the passage of abnormal industrial loads. However, as with other 

preparatory work, the road traffic implications of this clearance are overlooked. 

The same issues equally apply to the under-surveyed C1110 (north section) and un-surveyed A831 

(north section).  

Whilst the ES acknowledges in Vol. 2-10 that a number of buildings adjacent to the U1423 in 

Tomich village are listed, it does not recognise the implications for their structural integrity with 

regard to the passage of at least 1890 HGVs passing within a few feet of their foundations. As and 

when a full structural survey of the carriageway is undertaken, buildings adjacent to the 

carriageway should also be included. It is understood that during the development of the Beauly – 

Denny transmission line, all SSE and Balfour Beatty vehicles were prohibited from entering 

Tomich village.  

The report makes no reference to the cumulative effect of the traffic and transport impacts of this 

development with regard to other proposed, or existing, developments. In particular, the ongoing 

Beauly – Denny project, which clearly involves a number of vehicle movements on the A831 

(north section), has been completely ignored. 
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Summary. 

The surveys undertaken for the Environmental Statement - Traffic and Transportation are 

substantially incomplete. As a consequence, the conclusions reached by the developer regarding 

all aspects of the construction traffic/material transport impact assessment are at best misleading, 

and at worst, fundamentally flawed. This view is endorsed and substantially supported by the 

memorandum dated 20 May 2014 from Transport Planning, Highland Council to the Director of 

Planning and Development. 

Environment Statement – Volume 2 – Section 14 – Noise and vibration.  

Based upon evidence supplied by the turbine manufacturer, a noise survey conducted on wpd’s 

behalf by Hayes McKenzie Partnership and reference to HC planning guidelines, the applicant has 

concluded within the EIS that the impact of noise and vibration to receptors is ‘not significant’. 

However, an objective appraisal of the evidence provided reveals the following limitations and 

queries: 

 The only identified receptors appear to be a number of residential properties within a 3km 

radius of the development. Neither wildlife nor recreational users are identified as noise 

receptors within this EIS even though, based upon the noise contour map Fig 14.3, both 

will be present well inside the 45 dB contour.    

 Both the number and location of the sites chosen for background noise measurement is 

curious. Neither Kirkfield nor Coire Mor is the closest residential receptor. Table 14.4 

shows five properties as being between 120 and 220 metres closer to the nearest turbine. 

Contrary to the applicant’s claim, four of the residences that are closer to the site than those 

chosen are not involved with the wind farm. Furthermore, the Kirkfield location is adjacent 

to a burn that contributes a high background noise level during periods of high 

precipitation. Indeed, the readings obtained during 36% of the surveyed period have had to 

be manually excluded because of the noise from the burn.  

 The time of year chosen for the background noise survey, January, is not representative of 

the background noise throughout the year. Periods of higher temperature and lower 

precipitation are likely to result in lower noise readings. 

 Though the subjects of both infrasound and aerodynamic amplitude modulation are clearly 

referenced within Highland Council’s ‘Noise assessment guidance for wind farms’, and are 

acknowledged as such by the applicant within Table 14.2, Vol. 2-14, they are not 

specifically addressed within the survey. Neither do they appear to have been given due 

consideration in determination of the EIS conclusion. It is not clear whether this is due to 

the issues being discounted by the surveyor, the manufacturer warranting against these 

phenomena, the difficulties likely to be experienced in predicting the extent of these 

phenomena or a “we’ll cross that bridge when we come to it” attitude. 

 The noise generated during the construction phase of the development is dismissed as ‘not 

significant’ because it is determined that it will not exceed the statutory 65db(A) limit even 

though, from the developer’s own data, this is nearly double the baseline sound pressure 

level. 
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Summary. 

Irrespective of the efficacy of the applicant’s survey, predictions and conclusion, it is clear that due 

to both the construction activities associated with their erection, and their subsequent operation, 

these turbines will be the major source of noise in a hitherto quiet, rural landscape. In practice, the 

only effective mitigation of this pollution is distance from the source.  

It is apparent that the applicant has undertaken a minimal, basic survey, as required by the Local 

Planning Authority, and has ignored the possible wider implications for the local community, 

visitors and wild life. The understanding of the various types of noise pollution generated by wind 

farms is still an expanding and evolving science. In our view, a wind farm development of this 

scale located so close to so many residential properties merits a much more thorough 

understanding of the noise impact (including infrasound) on the community and on the personal 

health and well-being of the members of that community before the application can be seriously 

considered. 

Some further input and information regarding the various forms of noise pollution is provided in 

Appendix II. 
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Appendix 1 

 
 

Cannich and Tomich Core Paths Plan v Visibility of Beinn Mhor Proposed Wind Farm  

 

Path No Path Name/Route  Path  Length    % of Track    Turbines  

                 Type  (kms)        v  ZTV      Viewed 

 

IN02.01    Corrimony-Tomich Variation Track    0.3    0%            None 

IN05.01    Dog Falls / Coire Loch Circuit Track    1.8  38%          All 

IN05.02    Corrimony to Tomich by River Path/Track 10.7  50%          All 

      Enrick      

IN05.03    Eve’s Road Tomich Section Track/Path   5.0  90%          All 

IN05.04    Loch Beinn Mheadhoin Circuit Track  11.6    0%             None 

IN05.05    Guisachan Falls Circuit  Track    2.1  62%          All 

IN05.06    Loch Affric Circuit  Track  17.5    8%          1-3 

IN05.07    Allt Garbh to Tomich by Cougie Track  18.6  44%          All 

IN05.08    Beinn na Sparra Circuit  Track    8.6  73%          All 

IN05.09    Carn Fiarclach   Track    9.2  31%          All 

IN05.10    Hilton Lodge to Eve’s Road Track    2.3  82%          All 

IN05.11    Dog Falls to Comar  Track    7.0  96%          All 

IN05.12    Knockfin Track   Track    1.9                 96%              All 

   

              TOTAL   96.6 kms 

 

 

Summary 
The turbines will be seen from eleven of the thirteen Core Paths and ALL seven of the turbines 

will be viewed from ten of these.  

Of the total 96.6 kms of Core Paths, the turbines will be seen from an estimated 41kms (42.44%). 
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Appendix II 

Noise and vibration – Additional information 

Our concerns in respect of the noise measurement process are partially based upon the findings 

produced for the Sadberge Parish Council
6
 in Durham. The following excerpt is from an article 

produced by the Sadberge Parish Council. 

Conclusions: 

a. There is a phenomenon called aerodynamic modulation, which causes wind turbine noise 

to take on a loud “thumping” character and to become audible at considerable distance 

from the turbines; 

b. The noise is more noticeable and annoying than broadband noise of the same noise level; 

c. The Government is aware of the existence of aerodynamic modulation and therefore it 

could/should be an issue in planning applications; 

d. Monitoring as per recommendations in ETSU-R-97 is totally ineffective in protecting 

residents from aerodynamic modulation noise. This is simply because the specified 

descriptor ignores the noisiest 90% of each ten-minute measurement;  

e. It is not good to do these measurements at the closest noise-sensitive properties, as the 

aerodynamic modulation noise can be heard at considerable distances from a wind farm; 

f. Recommended noise levels per ETSU-R-97 will over-estimate the level of wind induced 

background noise near ground level. 

In this same context, the Renewable Energy Foundation concluded that the ‘Den Brook condition’ 

is straightforward and that this condition can be employed in a transparent and objective manner to 

demonstrate the existence of Excess Amplitude Modulation in wind turbine noise
7
. The Den Brook 

condition is named after the Den Brook Wind Farm, which was consented after application in 

2009 following a 2
nd

 public enquiry during which aerodynamic modulation was extensively 

discussed. The Inspector accepted that a planning condition to prevent excessive aerodynamic 

modulation noise was both necessary and reasonable. It is obvious from the wpd report that this 

issue was not considered in their noise survey. 

A paper produced by the Proceeds of Acoustics 2012
8
 highlights the fact that wind turbine noise 

limits, as stated in the EPA Guidelines, do not ensure adequate amenity protection in rural 

communities. It is again apparent that wpd has not taken this into consideration. 

A paper in August 2013 by Geoffrey Weller
9
 draws similar conclusions: 

 Aerodynamic modulation is a particular problem for neighbours of wind farms; 

 The original working group establishing the ETSU-97 stipulations ignored completely the 

significance of aerodynamic modulation to the people affected; 

                                                           
6
 Sadberge Parish Council, County Durham, UK – Noise from wind farms and EAM Planning Conditions 

7
 Renewable Energy Foundation; Information Note on Den Brook AM noise condition; Dr. Lee Moroney and Dr. John 

Constable; November 2011. 
8
 Proceeds of Acoustics 2012, Reasonable Noise Limit in Rural Areas; Kirsty Hansen, Nicholas Henrys, et al. 

9
 Proof of Evidence on wind farm AM noise by Geoffrey Weller, BSc, CEng, FIET. 
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 The problems caused to people by aerodynamic modulation have been amply demonstrated 

at various conferences and in technical papers and documented discussions. 

In addition to the adverse effects of aerodynamic modulation it is now widely recognised that the 

infrasound generated by wind turbines has been proven to have adverse physiological influences 

on the human body even though it is not audible to humans. The noise assessment for most wind 

farm applications is based only on the dB(A) weighting and this is increasingly recognised as an 

insufficient assessment. Richard James states that sound measured as dB(A) is biased towards 

1000Hz, the centre of the most audible frequency range of sound pressure
10

.  

The wpd application completely ignores any analysis of low frequency sound or infrasound which 

is in the range below 200Hz and is more appropriately measured as dB(C) for low frequency 

sound and dB(G) for infrasound. The World Health Organisation is very clear that when 

prominent low frequency components are present, noise measurements based on the “A” 

weighting are inappropriate
11

 

As far back as 1985 researchers found that the source of annoyance for residents living near a wind 

turbine was: “The impulsive infrasound and low frequency noise, which resonated within the 

building structures”
12

. 

All too often it is asserted by wind farm companies and others with vested interests, that it is only 

the audible thresholds which are to be considered and not the much lower infrasound perception 

thresholds. According to Salt, large wind turbines, as well as smaller ones, generate very low 

frequency noise (LFN) and infrasound below 20 Hz. The amount depends on the manufacturer of 

the turbine, the wind speed, the power output, the local topography and the presence of other 

nearby turbines
13

 

A report from P. Styles in 2005
14

 caused the MoD to ban wind farms within a radius of 31 miles 

from their Eskdalemuir Monitoring Station. In the report it was noted that infrasound travels great 

distances and that in Dumfries and Galloway, with its scattered rural community, it is simply not 

possible to maintain adequate separation between the existing rural population and such strong 

outputs of low frequency noise and infrasound. The Scottish Government has stated there should 

be a 2KM separation but this is a guideline and is not being enforced. This is obviously 

unacceptable and puts the health of individuals at risk. 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
10

 James, R.R.:”Review of Nosie Studies and related Material”, March 2011 
11

 Burgland,B; Linvall,T; Schwela, D.H.; Guidelines for Community Health, WHO, Geneva. 
12

 N.Kelly, Solar Energy Research Institute, Associated Wind Power Conference 1987, sponsored by the US Dept of 
Energy. 
13

 Salt. A.N. 1985, Wind Turbines can be hazardous to human health. 
14

 Styles, P.N., et al. Micro Seismic and Infrasound Monitoring of Low Frequency Noise and Vibrations from Wind 
Farms; Recommendations on the siting of wind farms in the vicinity of Eskdalemuir. Report prepared for the MOD in 
July 2005. 
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Appendix III 

Local businesses supporting GAFSN 

 
 

 

Abbi-s Crafty Ceramic Studio 

Alder Arts 

Alder Timber Preservation Ltd 

Ambrilo’s Coffee and Tea Shop 

Beauly Gallery 

Bearnock Country Centre 

Blacksmiths Cottage Self Catering 

Bunillidh Bed & Breakfast 

Bridgend House Bed & Breakfast 

Caberfeidh Bed & Breakfast 

Campbell Co - The Highland Tweed House 

Cannich Caravan Park 

Carnoch Farm Bed & Breakfast 

Cathian Ltd 

Cawdor Guest House 

Chestnut Villa Bed & Breakfast 

Chrialdon House Bed & Breakfast 

Chruachan Bed & Breakfast 

Clunebeg Lodge Country House and Lodges 

Clunebeg Restaurant 

Cnoc Hotel 

Corner on the Square Deli and Fruit Shop 

Courtyard Corner Crafts 

Craigrathan Bed & Breakfast 

Culligran Cottages Self Catering 

Customer Dynamics Consultancy 

Danaans Gift Shop 

Drumbuie Farm Bed & Breakfast 

Drumnadrochit Kennels and Cattery 

Dark Deer Croft 

Eagle Brae Highland Log Cabins 

Ffordes Photography 

Fraser Optical 

Ghillies Lair Restaurant 

Glassburn Cottage Self Catering 

Glen Affric Holiday Park 

Glen Café 

Glenkirk Bed & Breakfast 

Glen Rowan Guest House 

Glenurquhart Hotel and Bed & Breakfast 

Glenurquhart Lodges and Self Catering 

Great Glen Bed & Breakfast 

Greenlea Bed & Breakfast 

Guisachan Holidays Self Catering 

Highland Pet Supplies 

Highlands Unbridled 

Hillview Park Bed & Breakfast 

Home Farm Bed & Breakfast 

Invergordon Bus Tours 

Kerrow House Bed & Breakfast 

Kerrow House Self Catering  

Kilmorack Gallery 

Leask Racing Sleddog Adventures 

Loch Mullardoch Ferry Boat 

Loch Ness Clay Works 

Loch Ness Glamping 

Morlea Bed & Breakfast 

Morrisons Ironmongers 

Oops a Daisy  

1 Ord Wood Bed & Breakfast 

Patches Corner 

Priory Hotel 

Rosebank Bed & Breakfast 

Running the Highlands 

Seilebost Bed & Breakfast 

Shenval Bed & Breakfast 

Shimla Indian Restaurant 

Springburn Cottage Bed & Breakfast 

Springburn Cottage Self Catering 

Struan Lodge Self Catering 

Swallow Cottage Self Catering 

Teanassie Lodge Holiday Cottages 

Tomich Hotel 

Tramps Bed & Breakfast 

The Friary Fish and Chips 

The Glen Bed & Breakfast 

Tigh na Bruaich Bed & Breakfast 

Upper Glassburn Bed & Breakfast 

Vanessas Hairdressers 

West End Garage 

Wilderness Cottages  
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Appendix IV Testimonials 

 

Some one-page observations on wpd’s application from a small number of local businesses, long-

term residents and new arrivals are attached. 


