
FW: Dornoch Area CC / Kintradwell Wind Farm Application

murrayballoan@gmail.com <murrayballoan@gmail.com>
Wed 12/01/2022 09:18
To:  dornochareacommunitycouncil@hotmail.co.uk <dornochareacommunitycouncil@hotmail.co.uk>

2 attachments (3 MB)
Kintradwell Vp 14 Dornoch (THC).pdf; THC Report-KintradwellWF (marked up for Dornoch CC).pdf;

Item 12c
 

From: Diana Royce <diana@ballinreach.co.uk> 
Sent: 08 January 2022 19:11 
To: murrayballoan@gmail.com; dornochareacommunitycouncil@hotmail.co.uk 
Cc: community council <broracommunitycouncil@gmail.com>; Brora Community Council
<broracouncil@gmail.com> 
Subject: Dornoch Area CC / Kintradwell Wind Farm Applica�on 
Importance: High
 
 
Dear Mr Murray,
 
I am contac�ng you on behalf of Brora Community Council as their member charged with looking
a�er planning ma�ers and our responses.  The applica�on which concerns us is the Kintradwell Wind
Farm (Ref: 21/00826/S36) which was submi�ed last February at a �me when we were all
preoccupied with pandemic ma�ers.  I understand that your Community Council was consulted by
The Highland Council but no response was received perhaps because such things can easily slip past
our no�ce or your Council simply felt that it was not near enough to be of concern to your
community.
 
The applica�on is for 15 turbines of 149.9m and it is a Sec�on 36 applica�on so is being considered
by the Energy Consents Unit in Glasgow with The Highland Council ac�ng as a major consultee. 
Although over 20km from Dornoch, this proposal is on a site of high al�tude on the seaward facing
slopes of the coastal hills of East Sutherland.  As a result of their posi�on and the scale of the
proposed turbines, the distance from Dornoch and views from your beach, golf course and coastal
paths is not great in terms of the visual effect.  The turbines will be on the ridgeline and hill face
directly above Dunrobin Castle in the northerly views from Dornoch and Embo.  I have a�ached the
applicant’s visualisa�on of the view of the proposals from Dornoch. It gives some idea of the posi�on
but the photography and weather condi�ons somewhat underplay the true effect.  
 
The applica�on has now been considered by The Highland Council and they have received strong
objec�ons from Brora, Helmsdale & District, Rogart and Golspie Community Councils who are all
very concerned about the impact this proposal would have on the East Coast of Sutherland and our
coastal communi�es.  In December, The Highland Council published its report, which I have a�ached
for your reference.  One of their many concerns, and those of Nature Scot which are referenced
throughout the report, is the visual impact on Dornoch and your coastal fringe.  As it is a rather
lengthy report, I have taken the liberty of highligh�ng the sec�ons which refer to the an�cipated
impact on the Dornoch area.  It is the emphasis in this report of the predicted effect on Dornoch
which has prompted me to contact you.
 
The Highland Council have now objected in the strongest terms to the proposal which means that in
due course there will be a public inquiry to consider the applica�on.  Even at this late stage and in
view of the now clearly ar�culated concerns about the impact on Dornoch, I wonder if the Dornoch



Area Community Council would reconsider their decision not to respond to the applica�on.  Local
community council views always carry some weight par�cularly when it comes to Inquiries.  I hope
you will understand that I am contac�ng you not because we oppose wind energy projects but
because this par�cular wind applica�on will have a significantly adverse visual effect on the coastal
landscape of East Sutherland including Dornoch and Embo.  One of our other concerns is that if this
applica�on were to be approved it may open the flood gates to 4 previously rejected applica�ons on
our coastal hills which in turn would also compound the nega�ve impact on the northerly views from
Dornoch.
 
Should you decide to respond then I believe your email should be addressed jointly to the following
par�es;
Stephen McFadden – Consents Manager, Energy Consents Unit (Stephen.McFadden@gov.scot)
Dafydd Jones – North Area Planning Manager, THC (Dafydd.Jones@highland.gov.uk)
Peter Wheelan – Case Officer, THC (Peter.Wheelan@highland.gov.uk)
 
I would be grateful to know what you decide once you have had a chance to consider the ma�er.
 
Yours sincerely
 
Diana Royce
Brora Community Councillor
  
 
Ballinreach, Brora, Sutherland KW9 6LU
Tel: 01408 622094  M: 07770 746416
diana@ballinreach.co.uk 
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FW: Dornoch Area CC / Kintradwell Wind Farm Application

murrayballoan@gmail.com <murrayballoan@gmail.com>
Wed 12/01/2022 12:58
To:  'Lou Rollason' <dornochareacommunitycouncil@hotmail.co.uk>

Please a�ach this to the link to 12c along with the Brora CC’s email.
 
Many thanks
 
From: Neil Hampton <neil@royaldornoch.com>  
Sent: 12 January 2022 11:56 
To: Jerry Bishop <jerry.bishop@outlook.com> 
Cc: murrayballoan@gmail.com 
Subject: RE: Dornoch Area CC / Kintradwell Wind Farm Applica�on
 
Hi Jerry and Paddy
 
Here is the reply from the Council of Management:
 
While Royal Dornoch Golf Club supports the Net Zero ambi�on it objects to the proposed wind farm at
Kintradwell on two grounds:
 
1)            The visual impact of this development on the world-renowned Royal Dornoch Golf Club is significant
and so we are concerned that permi�ng this development would set a precedent for further wind farm
developments along the scenic coast of East Sutherland, which would reduce our a�rac�veness to visitors,
pu�ng income and jobs at risk.
 
2)            We take the view that payments to nearby communi�es will not compensate for the loss of visual
amenity associated with this development and the consequent loss of income from tourism. While Sutherland
produces far more power than it needs, 19% of households in our remote and rural areas are living in extreme
fuel poverty. The rela�vely small compensa�on paid by developers does not alleviate this significant social ill.
 
Best regards
Neil



 
HIGHLAND COUNCIL 

HANDLING REPORT FOR CASES RECOMMENDED FOR OBJECTION 

 

Report Title:  21/00826/S36: Renewable Energy Systems Ltd (RES) 

   Land 3450M North of Kintradwell Lodge, Brora 

 

 

Purpose/Executive Summary 

Description: Kintradwell Wind Farm - Erection and Operation of a Wind Farm in 
perpetuity, comprising of 15 No. Wind Turbines with a maximum blade 
tip height of 149.9m, access tracks, borrow pits, battery storage 
infrastructure, switching station, substation, control building, and 
ancillary infrastructure. 

Ward:   04 - East Sutherland And Edderton 

Development category: Section 36 Application 

 

Recommendation 

It is recommended that the Council RAISE AN OBJECTION to the proposal as set out in 
section 11 of the report. 
 

  



1. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

1.1  The Highland Council has been consulted by the Scottish Government’s Energy 
Consents Unit (ECU) on an application made under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 
1989 (as amended) for the construction and operation of Kintradwell Wind Farm and 
associated infrastructure. The application is for 15 wind turbines to be operated in 
perpetuity, with all turbines having a maximum blade tip height of 149.9m. The 
proposal has capacity to generate up to 63MW. 

1.2 Key elements of the development as described and assessed within the  
Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) include: 

• 15 wind turbines of 149.9m to blade tip (capable of generating up to 4.2MW 
each with a hub height of 91m and a rotor diameter of 117m); 

• turbine transformers (internal within the base of each tower); 

• turbine foundations, 20m x 20m with associated hard standing areas for 
cranes of 40m x 35m each;  

• 13.5km of on-site new access tracks of up to a 5m width with 9 localised 
passing places and 5 turning heads; 

• 5 watercourse crossings, where the new access track crosses a water course, 
4 of which would be new with an existing crossing to be upgraded; 

• energy storage compound (50m(l) x 40m(w) x 3m(h)) including 7x battery 
storage containers with a combined maximum storage capacity of 60MW; 

• underground cabling routed alongside access tracks linking the turbines with 
the onsite switching station (15m x 15m) and substation (78m(l) x 46m(W) x 
9.5m(h), plus parking; 

• one on site borrow pit (130m x 130m) to source aggregate for construction; 

• a temporary construction compound (80m x 50m), which would be used to 
locate the battery storage compound following completion of the wind farm; 
and 

• a temporary gatehouse compound (25m x 20m). 

1.3 The site access would be via a new junction on the A9 trunk road south of 
Kintradwell Farm cottage. 

1.4 A micro-siting allowance of 50m has been assumed within the EIAR for site 
infrastructure, tracks and the turbine location to accommodate unknown ground 
conditions. The applicant has also intimated that any micro-siting between 50m and 
100m would be subject of a planning condition requiring the prior written approval 
of the Planning Authority. This is not standard practice as this larger micrositing 
allowance could change the composition of the scheme. A micrositing limit of 50m 
is therefore expected to agreed with the Planning Authority, by condition, with 
micrositing to avoiding any areas of deeper peat, any higher elevations of ground, 
watercourse buffers, Ground Water Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems and cultural 
heritage assets. The final design of the turbine (colour and finish), aviation infrared 
lighting, ancillary electrical equipment, landscaping and fencing etc. are also 
expected to be agreed with the Planning Authority, by condition, at the time of project 
procurement. Whilst typical drawings for these elements are set out in the 
application, turbine manufacturers regularly update designs that are available, 
thereby necessitating the need for some flexibility on the approved design details. 



1.5 The wind farm has an expected operational life of 40 years, however, permission 
has been sought to operate the wind farm in perpetuity. As such, no further planning 
application would be required to determine any future re-powering proposal subject 
to this falling within the description and parameters of any forthcoming consent. If 
the decision is made to decommission the wind turbine, all components, and above 
ground infrastructure would be removed. Any such track or infrastructure foundation 
retention would however need to be agreed via a decommissioning method 
statement and would require a planning application at the time of decommissioning 
the remainder of the site. Any application for retention of such infrastructure will be 
determined in line with the development plan in place at that time. 

1.6 The applicant anticipates that the construction period will last 15 months with a 
Construction Environment Management Plan to be utilised throughout the 
construction period. 

1.7 Whilst public consultation for Section 36 applications is not mandatory, the applicant 
held a public exhibition to seek the views of the local community. This was held at 
Brora Scout and Guide Hall in September 2019.  The applicant raised awareness of 
this event by notifying Brora, Helmsdale and Golspie Community Council’s, by 
contacting elected local ward members, constituency MSP and MP,  placing 
newspaper adverts, distributing a newsletter and posters across Brora, Golspie and 
Helmsdale. Follow up meetings with individual local residents and business were 
also held between October 2019 and March 2020 with further correspondence with 
key stakeholders taking place during the Covid-19 pandemic, including the 
circulation of a second newsletter in July 2020. 

1.8 The applicant had intended to use the Council’s Pre-Application Advice Service for 
major developments, however, withdrew from this process prior to any meeting 
taking place. No further pre-application advice was sought.  

1.9 The application is supported by an EIAR and EIAR Further Environmental 
Information (EIAR FEI),  the contents of which has been informed through an EIA 
Scoping exercise in October 2019 with the Scottish Government’s Energy Consents 
Unit in consultation with other consultees including the Council. The EIAR contains 
chapters on: Planning Policy; Landscape and Visual; Cultural Heritage; Ecology; 
Ornithology; Geology, Hydrology and Hydrogeology; Traffic and Transport; Noise; 
Aviation; Socio-Economic, Recreation and Tourism, and Climate Change and 
Carbon Emissions, Schedule of Mitigation and Residual Effects. The application is 
also accompanied by a Planning Statement and Pre-Application Consultation 
Report.  

1.10  The EIAR FEI  contains updates to: Habitat Management, Carbon Balance, 
Ornithology, Noise, and Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) 
Visualisations to both NatureScot and the Highland Council requirements, including 
the provision of additional wireframes from Brora Golf Course. 

1.11 Variations: EIA FEI increases the extent of proposed compensatory peatland 
restoration, with further amendments for ornithological interests made within the 
associated outline Habitat Management Plan.  



2.               SITE DESCRIPTION 

2.1 The site is situated to the west of the A9, with the nearest proposed turbine being 
approximately 7.7km to the north of Brora, 11km to the west of Helmsdale and 12km 
north east of Golspie. The wind farm site extends to approximately 2,680ha with the 
built development occupying around 9.5ha. The site rises steeply from 20m AOD in 
the south to 545m AOD at Càrn Garbh in the north. The southern section of the site 
abuts the A9, the Far North railway line, power lines and scattered dwellings and 
farm buildings. The ground on which the turbines sit varies between approximately 
405m AOD up to 536m. The site comprises open raised moorland which is situated 
east the neighbouring wind farm of Gordonbush which is at a lower elevation. 

2.2 Settlements in close proximity include Brora, as well as the scattered smaller 
settlements on its outskirts including: Achrimsdale, East Clyne, Dalchalm, Greenhill, 
Clynelish, West Clynelish, and Doll to the south. The more immediate area within a 
distance of 5km of the nearest turbine is sparsely populated with residential 
properties being located at Clynemilton and Crackaig. 

2.3 Part of the site contains the Loth Gorge Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) 
albeit that this designation is distant form the development being 3.3km to the 
nearest turbine and would not be subject to any direct impacts. With the exception 
landscape interests which are considered further below, there are no other natural 
heritage designations within the site. Other natural heritage designations with 
potential connectivity to the site within a 5km radius study area for Special Areas of 
Conservation (SAC)s and, SSSIs, as well as Special Protection Areas (SPA)s within 
a 20km radius study area include: 

Special Areas of Conservation 

• Moray Firth (140m south east of site access) 

• Caithness and Sutherland Peatlands (4km north west) 

Sites of Special Scientific Interest  

• Ballinreach Coastal Gorges (1.4km north east of site access) 

• Coir’ an Eoin (4km north west) 

• Carroll Rock (4.6km west) 

Special Protection Areas 

• Moray Firth (140m south east of site access) 

• Caithness and Sutherland Peatlands (4km north west) 

• Lairg and Strath Brora Lochs (11.7km west) 

• East Caithness Cliffs (13.6km north east) 

• Dornoch Firth and Loch Fleet (15.5km south west) 

• Strath Carnaig and Strath Fleet Moors (18.9km south west) 

2.4 A number of cultural heritage assets of national status also exist within a 10km 
radius study area. These include: 12 scheduled monuments, 25 listed buildings and 
Dunrobin Castle Inventory Designed Landscape with theoretical visibility. 

2.5 The site is drained by two main surface water catchments, the Loth Burn and 
Kintradwell Burn. The Loth Burn drains the north and eastern extent of the site and 



the Kintradwell Burn drains the south and western extent of the site. The River Brora 
catchment, including the Allt Smeorail sub catchment, is located immediately north 
west of the site with no development being proposed in this surface water 
catchment. The site has been subject to a Ground Water Dependant Terrestrial 
Ecosystem (GWDTE) assessment which concludes that areas of potential GWDTE 
at the site are not sustained by groundwater but by surface water. 

2.6 The bedrock geology underlying the site is classified as predominantly Devonian 
age sandstones and conglomerates which is overlaid by Glacial Till. The Till is 
absent at higher elevations, where either bedrock is shown at surface or peat is 
shown to overlie bedrock. The majority of the proposed turbine locations have been 
identified as Class 1 – Priority Peatland Habitat peatland on the NatureScot Carbon 
and Peatland Map of 2016 with wetland heath and blanket bog being the dominant 
habitats. Peat probing has been undertaken which has identified typical peat depths 
of between 0.5m to 4.0m across the site.  

2.7 A variety of valued habitats are present across the application site. The EIAR 
reported the results of the surveys for bats, otter, reptile and fish. The surveys, both 
desk and on site, identified that the site has the potential habitat, both within the site 
and around it, to attract these species. Surveys have been carried out which identify 
the site (including its immediate surrounds) is frequented by a varied range of birds, 
including Golden Eagle, Golden Plover and Merlin. 

2.8 As set out in the Scottish Landscape Character Types Map produced by NatureScot, 
the proposed development is set relatively centrally within the extensive Rounded 
Hills – Caithness and Sutherland Landscape Character Type (LCT), with part of the 
site access falling within Coastal Crofts and Small Farms LCT which follows the 
eastern coastline.  

2.9 The most valued landscape designation which would be adversely affected is the 
regional landscape designation, SLA9: Loch Fleet, Loch Brora and Glen Loth. The 
proposal is within the central and north eastern area of this special landscape area. 
The proposal does not directly fall within any other landscape designation or any 
Wild Land Areas with other nearby landscape interests and designations within a 
35km radius study area being: 

National Scenic Areas 

• Dornoch Firth (23km south west) 

Special Landscape Areas 

• The Flow Country and Berriedale Coast (10km north east) 

• Ben Klibreck and Loch Choire (18km north west) 

• Ben Gram and Loch Nan Clar (18km north) 

Wild Land Areas 

• 35 - Ben Klibreck - Armine Forest (4km north west) 

• 36 - Causeymire Knockfin Flows (8km north east) 

• 39 - East Halladale Flows (33km north east) 

2.10 The key recreational interests in this area are mountaineering, walking, cycling, 
golfing and birding. There are a number of tourist and cycle routes in the area, 



including the North Coast 500 (A9), The John O’ Groats Trail which follows the 
eastern coastline, as well as other low level walking routes including paths 
surrounding settlements which form part of the Core Path Network. Some higher 
level accessible walks and bike trails are also available in the area including those 
around Ben Bhraggie west of Golspie. 

2.11 When assessing a wind turbine proposal, consideration of similar developments in 
proximity of the proposal for cumulative effects is required. The list below sets out 
the operational / under construction, consented and in planning projects that the 
applicant took into consideration in their cumulative assessment at 1 October 2020 
which was based on a 35km study area with turbines of a tip height above 50m, or 
any turbines between 50m and 80m which lie over 10km from the site: 

 Operational and Under Construction 

• Gordonbush (2km west) 35 turbines, 110m to tip  

• Gordonbush Extension (3km west) 11 turbines, 149.9m to tip  

• Kilbraur (8km south west) 19 turbines, 115m to tip  

• Kilbraur Extension (11km south west) 8 turbines, 125m to tip  

• Lairg Estate (27km south west) 3 turbines, 100m to tip 

• Beatrice (32km north east offshore) 84 turbines, 178m to tip 

• Buolfruich (34km north east) 15 turbines, 62m to tip 

Consented 

• Braemore (35km south west) 18 turbines, 126m to tip 

In Planning (Application or Appeal) 

• South Kilbraur (12km south west) 7 turbines, 149.9m to tip 

• Lairg II (27km south west) 10 turbines, 149.9m (3 no.) and 180m (7 no.) to tip 

2.12 In addition to the above, but not specifically referenced in the applicant’s 
assessment, is the June 2019 consented Moray West Wind Farm (32km north east 
offshore) 85 turbines, 265m to tip. The location of this offshore wind farm has 
however been detailed in EIAR Figure 6.9, being shown as an operational wind farm. 
The southern extent of this offshore wind farm would be located directly east of the 
proposed Kintradwell Wind Farm. 

3. PLANNING HISTORY 

3.1 25.09.2019 19/03792/SCOP: Kintradwell Wind 
                            Farm proposal 

EIA Scoping 
Consultation 
Response 
Issued 

4. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

4.1 Advertised: EIA Development  

Date EIA Advertised: Edinburgh Gazette (19 February 2021), The Herald (19 
February 2021) and the Northern Times (19 February 2021) and (26 February 
2021). 

 



Date EIA FEI Advertised: Edinburgh Gazette (20 August 2021) and the Northern 
Times (20 August 2021). 

Representation Deadline: 27 September 2021 

 Representations Received 
by The Highland Council:  

245 (207 objections, 38 in support) 

 Representations Received 
by the Energy Consents 
Unit: 

256 (239 objections, 17 in support) 

4.2 Material considerations raised in objections are summarised as follows: 

• Adverse landscape and visual impact, particularly on the Loch Fleet, Loch Brora 
and Glen Loth SLA, due to turbines being situated on high ground dominating 
the coastline, not respecting the existing character of wind farm development in 
this area, other related infrastructure including the access track; 

• Adverse visual impacts during hours of darkness due to visible aviation turbine 
lighting requirements for low flying training areas; 

• Adverse impact on tourism and associated economic impact; 

• Adverse impact on recreational assets; 

• Adverse impact on built heritage; 

• Adverse impact on wildlife (including ornithology); 

• Adverse impact on habitats, loss of peatland and peat slide risk; 

• Lack of socio-economic benefits 

• Disputed carbon savings and payback period; 

• Adverse transportation impacts; 

• Adverse impact on wild land areas; 

• Impact on proposed Flow Country UNESCO World Heritage Site; 

• Noise impact; 

• Adverse aviation impacts; and  

• Information submitted with the application not being of sufficient quality, 
inclusive of visualisations not being prepared to THC’s standards. 

4.3 Material considerations raised through representations of support for the 
development are summarised as follows: 

• Climate change benefits (including need for renewable energy); 

• Limited visual impact; 

• Socio-economic benefit;  

• Ease of access; and 

• Potential for enhancement to local road improvements to mitigate impacts of 
development. 

4.4 The following matters raised in representations are not material planning 
considerations: 

• Insufficient grid capacity to optimise existing wind farms operation at present; 

• Priority should be given to offshore generation and other forms of renewables; 

• Lack of Scottish or local need for more electricity generation; 

• The development being at risk of wildfires; 



• Community benefit; 

• Resurrection of other previously refused wind farms along the hills facing the 
eastern coastline; 

• Constraints payments; 

• Property devaluation; and 

• Representations not corresponding between those recorded in ePlanning and 
on the Energy Consents Unit websites. 

4.5 All letters of representation received by the Council are available for inspection via 
the Council’s eplanning portal which can be accessed through the internet 
www.wam.highland.gov.uk/wam. Those representations received by the Scottish 
Government’s Energy Consents Unit can be accessed via 
www.energyconsents.scot. It should be noted that some representations have been 
submitted to both The Highland Council and Energy Consents Unit. 

5. CONSULTATIONS 

5.1 Brora Community Council object to the application. Reasons given included visual 
impact on the scenic coastline of East Sutherland with the proposal resulting in 
significant visual effects for residents to the south and west, as well as from the A9, 
Brora Heritage Trail, Brora Golf Course, beach, caravan park and core paths. It 
notes that both visible and infrared lighting may be required, adding further visual 
impacts. It states that it opposes such developments within the Special Landscape 
Area (SLA), with the coastal hills being a vital part of the setting of Brora and its 
scenic attraction, with the development diminishing the scenic value of the entire 
area. It considers that the pattern of development to date has excluded development 
which impinges on the SLA, coastal settlements and the A9 transport corridor, and 
considers that this pattern should be upheld. It notes the that the area is host to two 
other large wind farms already and although they have seriously affected the beauty 
of Strath Brora. It considers the existing developments are the areas contribution 
towards renewable energy targets. It considers this proposal to be much higher and 
more prominent, resulting in an untidy development across the SLA hills and an 
unacceptable additional cumulative impact. It notes that the extent of visual impacts 
will be wide ranging, evidenced by Viewpoint 16 (Dornoch Bridge) showing the 
development dominating the eastern coastline, which would be similar if not clearer 
from in and around Tain, including from the A9 9 Tain By-pass – the welcoming 
gateway viewpoints north towards East Sutherland. Concerns are also expressed 
on the negative impact on tourism and the local economy. It also has concerns with 
construction traffic disruption, damage to local roads and considerable physical 
measures to enable blades to pass through Brora, which was recently experienced 
for Gordonbush’s extension when traffic volumes were low during Covid-19. Such 
impacts could affect emergency services servicing the area and may influence if 
tourist chose to stop in the settlement. Other concerns relate to: the proposed point 
of access, the visual impact of the lengthy access track, peat impacts, ornithological 
impacts, employment benefits being short term, and wind farm constraints 
payments. Overall it considers that this development is not in the right location, 
resulting in a number of extremely adverse effects. 

5.2 Golspie Community Council object to the application. It considers the proposal to 
be unacceptable. It considers that the proposal will impact on the ridgeline of the 
hills in the SLA and coastline between Helmsdale and Loch Fleet which will be 

http://wam.highland.gov.uk/wam/
http://www.energyconsents.scot/


visible for many miles. It considers the development will adversely affect the beauty 
of the environment leading to adverse socio-economic impact for both Brora and 
Golspie.  

5.3 Helmsdale and District Community Council object to the application. It notes that 
they do not oppose wind energy in general, or the established wind farms at Kilbraur 
and Gordonbush, as well as the expanding Moray Firth Offshore Wind Farm. It notes 
that the proposal is entirely within the SLA and have visibility across a large parts of 
the Strath of Kildonan in the northern part of their district, an area it notes is very 
popular for fishing in the quiet and solitude of the strath. It recognises that many 
people enjoy these unspoilt hills, glens, beaches, but also acknowledge the 
employment benefits associated with the construction of wind farms and that some 
residents support wind farms. It cites a previous poll within Helmsdale District on the 
former second proposed West Garty Wind Farm in 2015 with 55% being against 
and 41% being in favour of that proposal. It notes the road network is fragile with 
turbine deliveries causing lengthy delays, which could affect emergency services 
servicing the area. 

5.4 Rogart Community Council object to the application. It considers that windfarms 
receive substantial constraint payments for not generating and this proposal will 
place a further burden on the taxpayer. It considers that when viewed from Rogart, 
the elevation of the proposal creates a further sense of encirclement, particularly 
from the heights of Rogart, where is considers that it effectively joins up Gordonbush 
(and extension) and Kilbraur. It suggests that Sutherland already contributes to 
renewable energy production. It raises concerns with loss of peatland, referencing 
the bid for peatland within the Flow Country being promoted as a potential UNESCO 
World Heritage Site. It considers the proposal to industrialise the host SLA and not 
enhance it. Traffic disruption is also a concern and anticipates that offshore is the 
future for renewables in the north of Scotland. 

5.5 Creich Community Council were consulted and did not respond. 

5.6 Dornoch Community Council were consulted and did not respond. 

5.7 Lairg Community Council were consulted and did not respond. 

5.8 Access Officer does not object to the application. It explains that during operation 
of the windfarm that the site will be accessible to the public whereby recreational 
access rights apply, including access via the proposed new site access junction. It 
advises that gates and fences require to be publicly accessible, with provision of 
side pedestrian gates during the initial construction period. It requests that such 
measures are secured by a condition through the provision of a Recreational Access 
Management Plan.  

5.9 Contaminated Land Team do not object to the application. It states that their 
records indicate that a number of areas within the application boundary have historic 
uses which may have resulted in land contamination including a Smithy at [292138 
: 907336]; Borrow pits at [293878 : 909724] and further Borrow pits and a Sheep 
wash at [294375:910356]. From the information provided as part of the application, 
the proposed development infrastructure would not appear to materially change the 
risk of potential contamination, and a contaminated land condition which requires 
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further investigation is not recommended for this application. 

5.10 Development Plans Team does not object to the application. It confirms the 
pertinent Development Plan policies and supplementary guidance documents which 
are relevant in the determination of the application. It confirms that in relation the 
Council’s Spatial Framework, part of the site and certain turbines fall within Group 
2: ‘Areas of Significant Protection’, with remaining areas falling within Group 3: 
‘Areas with Potential for Wind Farm Development’. It confirms that the Group 2 
features present are Carbon Rich Soils, Deep Peat and Priority Peatland Habitat 
(CPP) and Loth Gorge SSSI. It also confirms the other landscape, natural heritage 
and wild land interests in the surrounding area, as well as non spatial framework 
constraints. It also highlights that the development would extend visibility of 
windfarm development within the Dornoch Firth NSA and consideration should be 
given to cumulative impacts with the consented Moray West offshore wind farm. It 
also notes that planning permission is sought in perpetuity and the principle of this 
does not raise any policy concern given that areas identified for wind farms should, 
as per Scottish Planning Policy, be suitable for use in perpetuity, a point 
acknowledged in OWESG Para 4.66. It also provided policy support for the energy 
storage aspect of the proposals, however, questioning if the level of detail provided 
for this aspect is sufficient to assess the environmental effects of its provision. 
Potential developer contribution requirements are also outlined should these be 
required in respect of transport, green infrastructure, water and waste and public 
art. 

5.11 Environmental Health Officer does not object to the application following the 
submission of additional information. It initially raised an objection due to the lack of 
assessment being provided for the proposed substation, however, this was 
subsequently withdrawn given the EIAR FEI confirmed that the substation would not 
result in any significant adverse effect on any nearby residential receptor. That said, 
precautionary substation plant equipment noise ratings and operational noise limits 
are recommended to be conditioned. It also notes that the submitted operational 
noise assessment for the turbines demonstrates that maximum predicted noise 
levels are 25dB LA90 which is well below the ETSU simplified standard of 35dB 
LA90. In addition, cumulative levels, taking into account wind farms at Gordonbush 
and Kilbraur, still come under the 35dB LA90 limit. The applicant has suggested a 
condition of 35dB for this development however, it would not be appropriate to allow 
a limit which is so much higher than the predicted level. As such, a standard 
windfarm condition is advised restricting levels to no more than 2dB above predicted 
levels as per EIAR Table 12.10. It also advises that construction noise would likely 
have an impact on properties close to the proposed site access, with standard 
operating hours therefore to be upheld. A condition is also advised for the applicant 
to provide details of the proposed mitigation to protect the private water supply 
serving Kintradwell Lodge and Keepers Cottage and of the intended water quality 
monitoring program. 

5.12 Flood Risk Management Team do not object to the application and have not 
provided any comment. 

5.13 Forestry Officer do not object to the application. It notes that the proposal would 
not affect any significant trees or woodland. 



5.14 Historic Environment Team do not object to the application. It considers the 
EIAR’s cultural heritage chapter to be comprehensive and with mitigation it will be 
possible to limit impacts on the historic environment to an acceptable level. Specific 
mitigation includes the demarcation, protection of known sites and areas, excavation 
of assets directly impacted and watching briefs in other areas. Any assets that will 
be impacted should be fully excavated in advance of the construction phase, with 
the methodology informed by sample evaluation. It has no objection providing that 
the EIAR mitigation set out in EIAR section 7.8 and 7.10 is agreed. 

5.15 Transport Planning Team do not object to the application. It acknowledges that 
access is to be taken directly onto the Trunk Road network with transport impacts 
being mainly being a matter for Transport Scotland to consider. It recommends 
conditions or a Section 96 wear and tear agreement under the Roads Scotland Act 
agreement to secure: a construction traffic management plan; details of the 
proposed construction material sources, expected traffic generation and distribution 
identifying any local council maintained roads affected and proposed mitigation; 
assessment of roads, bridges, culverts and other affected structures along the route; 
and an Abnormal Load Traffic Management Plan. 

5.16 Consultations Undertaken by The Scottish Government’s Energy Consents 
Unit 

5.17 Aberdeen International Airport do not object to the application. It notes that the 
proposal is outwith their consultation zone. 

5.18 British Horse Society do not object to the application. It promotes and provides 
further information on equestrian access. 

5.19 BT do not object to the application. It do not foresee any potential problems to the 
radio network. 

5.20 Crown Estate Scotland do not object to the application. It is not affected by the 
proposal. 

5.21 Defence Infrastructure Organisation do not object to the application. It states that 
the proposal falls within Low Flying Area 14 used for low flight training where 
turbines would cause physical obstruction. Conditions are therefore required to 
secure aviation safety lighting and data to chart the structures. The MOD initially 
required both 25cd visible and infrared lights for cardinal turbines, with permitter 
turbines being marked by either 25cd visible or infrared lights. However, having re-
considered this requirement are now intent upon the perimeter turbines having 
infrared lights or infrared beacons. 

5.22 Fisheries Management Scotland do not object to the application. It states that the 
proposal falls within the Kyle of Sutherland District Salmon Fishery Board, and the 
catchment of the Kyle of Sutherland Fisheries Trust. It provides links to guidelines 
for further advice. 

5.23 Highlands and Islands Airport do not object to the application. It notes the 
proposal does not affect the safeguarding area for Wick Airport. 



5.24 Historic Environment Scotland do not object to the application. It notes that of the 
six scheduled monuments assessed, the proposal’s impact would be adverse and 
minor in significance. As per EIAR Figure 7.3, Turbine T15 would be visible between 
the hills for Druim Dearg and Creag a’ Chrionach. While this does not significantly 
impact the setting of Carradh nan Clach, two standing stones (SM1775), it 
recommends that the applicant explore options to reposition T15 and lessen this 
visual impact. 

5.25 Ironside Farrar (Peat Landslide Hazard Risk Assessment) do not object to the 
application with its response comprising a Stage 1 Checking Report audit 
undertaken on behalf of the Scottish Government Energy Consents Unit. It 
concludes that much of the applicant’s assessment is sound, requiring only minor 
revisions and clarifications to be set out within EIAR FEI. 

5.26 Joint Radio Company do not object to the application. It does not foresee any 
potential problems based on known interference scenarios. 

5.27 Loth Residents object to the application. Its response has been reported as a 
representation to the application under Section 4 of this report with its material 
considerations raised having been considered and captured by the summary 
provided within that section. 

5.28 NATS Safeguarding do not object to the application. It notes that the proposal does 
not conflict with its safeguarding criteria. 

5.29 NatureScot do not object to the application based on landscape and visual 
interests. It does however identify that due to the prominent siting of this proposal, 
it would result in a range of significant adverse landscape and visual effects. The 
turbines would create a visually complex and poorly designed array which would 
neither relate to the existing pattern of wind farms nor the underlying character of 
the landscape. These effects would be difficult to mitigate by a smaller and/or fewer 
turbines scheme. Whilst the landscape and visual effects are significant, they are 
not considered to significantly affect the wider, regional distinctive character of this 
part of Sutherland. It also considers the cumulative landscape effects of the 
development in combination with other consented developments, which should 
include offshore wind farms that are not included in the EIAR. It notes that the 
offshore wind farms make a considerable change to the landscapes of this 
seaboard, and that all consented and built out wind farms are set back form the 
transition in character to the coastal seaboard, and either sit more within the upland 
moorland or lie within the sea. In this context, the cumulative impact of this proposal 
would be detrimental and significant with the proposal not achieving compatibility 
with existing or consented and in planning wind farms in this area. It finds that the 
proposal would also give rise to significant adverse visual impacts, in particular from 
the settlement settings of Brora and Dornoch. In terms of wild land interests, it notes 
that the proposal will be extensively visible across the neighbouring Ben Klibreck – 
Armine Forest Wild Land Area 35 and would result in some significant adverse 
effects on its sense of sanctuary and solitude, however, due to the influence other 
existing wind farms, overall, the wild land area’s qualities would not be significantly 
adversely affected. Similarly, it finds that the proposal would not have a significant 
effect on the strength of wild land qualities for the nearby Causeymire Knockfin 
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Flows Wild Land Area 36. 

5.30 NatureScot also do not object to the application based on ornithological interests. It 
initially agreed with the EIAR’s ornithology assessment findings for species with the 
exception of golden eagle. It noted the absence of vantage point surveys covering 
turbines T1, T2, T3, T5 and T6 which is a shortfall of the EIAR and that collision risk 
has been underestimated. It considers that the most significant impact of the 
proposal is the possible displacement of golden eagle leading to the abandonment 
of territory EA1, and considers that the EIAR should have also been based on the 
worst case scenario with the additional loss of the neighbouring territory EA2. The 
potential loss of both territories would result in 77% (24 territories from 31) being 
occupied, which would remain above the 66% threshold for the Natural Heritage 
Zone to remain in favourable conservation status. Its latest response to the EIAR 
FEI acknowledges that the proposed increase in size if the Habitat Management 
Areas may help mitigate impacts with the abandonment of one territory, however, it 
still recommends that, in order to reduce impacts on golden eagle event further, 
turbines within 2km of the EA1 nest site be removed or relocated. 

5.31 NatureScot also do not object to the application based on peat and peatland 
interests. It considers that from a habitat perspective it should be possible to build a 
wind farm of this scale on the proposed site. To achieve this, it advises: pre-
construction additional detailed peat and habitat surveys with avoidance of habitats 
through micrositing; double the blanket bog restoration proposed within the outline 
Habitat Management Plan; and introduction of firebreaks to adjacent areas of 
muirburn. It notes in response to the EIA FEI that they welcome the commitment 
made to further botanical and peat surveys, and to increase the size of the Habitat 
Management Areas. 

5.32 RSPB Scotland do not object to the application. It raises concern with any 
forthcoming consent in perpetuity, strongly advising that any consent for such a 
large scale wind farm to be temporary in order to monitor and review the impact of 
the proposal in light of the information available at the time. It notes that the EIA 
does not assess in perpetuity impacts. It notes concern with the loss of one or two 
golden eagle territory as a result of this proposal and in-combination impacts with 
other developments. It advises that turbines be removed to create a 2km radius of 
the territory centre (nest) in order to reduce the golden eagle collision and 
displacement impact. Problematic turbines include 7 turbines: T1, T2, T4, T12, T13, 
T14 and T15. In addition, Turbines T1, T2, T3, T5 and T6 are also not covered by 
vantage point surveys and it advises that these should be removed (equating to 10 
turbines in total being recommended for removal). It also supports the EIAR FEI 
increase in size of the Habitat management Areas, in addition to the areas identified 
to improve eagle foraging. It advises that: some areas be identified for bog 
restoration remain located within 500m from infrastructure; that deer require long 
term management which may affect bog restoration and mitigation for upland 
waders; and timing of habitat management mitigation measures required to be 
planned to ensure least disturbance to breeding golden eagles. 

5.33 Scottish Forestry do not object to the application. It notes that the proposal would 
result in the loss of 0.02ha of woodland and therefore doesn’t request any 
compensatory planting. 



5.34 Scottish Water do not object to the application. It notes the proposal may affect 
their existing assets but would not affect any Scottish Water drinking water 
catchment areas. It provides advice that it would not support surface water drainage 
connections to the public sewer network. 

5.35 SEPA do not object to the application. It recommends conditions are applied relating 
to: float all tracks over peat greater than 1m in depth; finalise the Peatland 
Management Plan to specifically identify how peat disturbance for turbines T9, T10, 
T12 and T15, and the borrow pit, has been further reduced; micrositing onto deeper 
areas of peat; adherence to a finalised Habitat Management Plan which shall deliver 
no less than 131.87ha of peatland and habitat improvement works, as outlined for 
the four Habitat Management Areas; watercourse crossings designs; adherence to 
EAIR water environment mitigation measures; borrow pit restoration at the end of 
the construction phase and a Finalised Decommissioning and Restoration Plan. 

5.36 Transport Scotland do not object to the application. It requests larger scale 
preliminary design drawing of the site access junction at 1:500 and notes that before 
work commences, a full technical approval process is required to agree the detailed 
design of the access. It requests conditions to secure details of the site access to 
the trunk road, the final abnormal road route, any traffic management required to be 
undertaken by a quality assured traffic management consultant, and wheel washing 
facilities. 

6. DEVELOPMENT PLAN POLICY 

6.1 The following policies are relevant to the assessment of the application: 

 Highland Wide Local Development Plan 2012 

 28 - Sustainable Design 
29 - Design Quality & Place-making 
30 - Physical Constraints 
31 - Developer Contributions 
51 - Trees and Development 
53 - Minerals 
54 - Mineral Wastes 
55 - Peat and Soils 
56 - Travel 
57 - Natural, Built & Cultural Heritage 
58 - Protected Species 
59 - Other important Species 
60 - Other Importance Habitats 
61 - Landscape 
63 - Water Environment 
64 - Flood Risk 
65 - Waste Water Treatment 
66 - Surface Water Drainage 
67 - Renewable Energy Developments 

• Natural, Built and Cultural Heritage 

• Other Species and Habitat Interests 

• Landscape and Visual Impact 



• Amenity at Sensitive Locations 

• Safety and Amenity of Individuals and Individual Properties 

• The Water Environment 

• Safety of Airport, Defence and Emergency Service Operations 

• The Operational Efficiency of Other Communications 

• The Quantity and Quality of Public Access 

• Other Tourism and Recreation Interests 

• Traffic and Transport Interests 
68 - “Community” Renewable Energy Developments 
69 - Electricity Transmission Infrastructure 
72 - Pollution 
73 - Air Quality 
77 - Public Access 
78 - Long Distance Routes 
 

 Caithness and Sutherland Local Development Plan 2018 (CASPlan) 

6.2 No policies or allocations relevant to the proposal are included in the adopted Local 
Development Plan. It does however confirm the boundaries of Special Landscape 
Areas within the plan’s boundary. 

 Onshore Wind Energy Supplementary Guidance, Nov 2016 (OWESG) 

6.3 The document provides additional guidance on the principles set out in HwLDP 
Policy 67 - Renewable Energy Developments and reflects the updated position on 
these matters as set out in Scottish Planning Policy (SPP). This document forms 
part of the Development Plan and is a material consideration in the determination of 
planning applications. The document includes a Spatial Framework, which is in line 
with Table 1 of SPP. The document also contains the Loch Ness Landscape 
Sensitivity Study and the Black Isle, Surrounding Hills and Moray Firth Coast 
Caithness Sensitivity Study. Whilst this does not cover the site or its immediate 
surroundings, it does cover land further north in Caithness at and beyond Dunbeath 
Castle, and to the south beyond the Dornoch Firth. Although the application site falls 
out with the Landscape Sensitivity Appraisals, its key routes and gateways affected 
by this application include: the A9 Trunk Road and NC500, Railway - the Far North 
Line, and National Cycle Network -1, as well as Portmahomack, and Tarbat Ness / 
Wilkhaven Point. 

 Other Supplementary Guidance 

6.4 The following Supplementary Guidance also forms a statutory part of the 
Development Plan and is pertinent to the determination of this application: 
 

• Developer Contributions (Nov 2018) 

• Flood Risk & Drainage Impact Assessment (Jan 2013) 

• Highland Historic Environment Strategy (Jan 2013) 

• Highland's Statutorily Protected Species (Mar 2013) 

• Highland Renewable Energy Strategy & Planning Guidelines (May 2006) 

• Managing Waste in New Developments (Mar 2013) 

• Physical Constraints (Mar 2013) 

• Special Landscape Area Citations (Jun 2011)  



• Standards for Archaeological Work (Mar 2012) 

• Trees, Woodlands and Development (Jan 2013) 
 

7. OTHER MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS 

 Policy Discussion Documents and Non-Statutory Planning Guidance 

7.1 The Highland-wide Local Development Plan is currently under review and is at Main 
Issues Report Stage. It is anticipated the Proposed Plan will be published following 
publication of secondary legislation and National Planning Framework 4. Until the 
replacement plan reaches Proposed Plan stage, it is not a material consideration in 
the determination of this application. 

7.2 In addition, the Council has further advice on delivery of major developments in a 
number of documents. This includes Construction Environmental Management 
Process for Large Scale Projects (Aug 2010) and The Highland Council 
Visualisation Standards for Wind Energy Developments (Jul 2016). 

 Scottish Planning Policy, Other National Guidance and Policy 

7.3 Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) advances principal policies on Sustainability and 
Placemaking, and subject policies on A Successful, Sustainable Place; A Low 
Carbon Place; A Natural, Resilient Place; and A Connected Place. It also highlights 
that the Development Plan continues to be the starting point of decision making on 
planning applications. The content of the SPP is a material consideration that carries 
significant weight, but not more than the Development Plan, although it is for the 
decision maker to determine the appropriate weight to be afforded to it in each case. 

7.4 SPP sets out continued support for onshore wind. It requires planning authorities to 
progress, as part of the Development Plan process, a spatial framework identifying 
areas that are most likely to be most appropriate for onshore wind farms as a guide 
for developers and communities. It also lists likely considerations to be taken into 
account relative to the scale of the proposal and area characteristics (Para. 169 of 
SPP). 

7.5 Paragraph 170 of SPP sets out that areas identified for wind energy development 
should be suitable for use in perpetuity. This means that even though a consent may 
be time limited, the use of the site for wind energy must be considered as, to all 
intents and purposes, a permanent one. This matter is considered in the Planning 
Appraisal - other material consideration section of this report, however, given that in 
this case planning permission is sought in perpetuity, the implication of this is that 
operational effects should be considered permanent, and the magnitude of change 
would not be diminished at the end of the wind farm’s operational life with turbines 
to be repowered, potentially without the necessity for obtaining a new planning 
permission. 

7.6 Other Relevant National Guidance and Policy includes: 

 • National Planning Framework for Scotland 3, NPF3 

• Scottish Energy Strategy (Dec 2017) 

• Historic Environment Policy for Scotland (HEPS, 2019) 



• PAN 1/2011 - Planning and Noise (Mar 2011) 

• Circular 1/2017: Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations (May 2017) 

• PAN 60 – Planning for Natural Heritage (Jan 2008) 

• 2020 Routemap for Renewable Energy (Jun 2011) 

• Onshore Wind Energy (Statement), Scottish Government (Dec 2017) 

• Siting and Designing Wind Farms in the Landscape, SNH (Aug 2017) 

• Wind Farm Developments on Peat Lands, Scottish Government (Jun 2011) 

• Energy Efficient Scotland Route Map, Scottish Government (May 2018) 

• Assessing Impacts on Wild Land Areas, Technical Guidance, NatureScot (Sep 
2020) 
 

8. PLANNING APPRAISAL 

8.1 As explained, the application has been submitted to the Scottish Government for 
approval under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 (as amended). Should 
Ministers approve the development, it will receive deemed planning permission 
under Section 57(2) of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as 
amended). While not a planning application, the Council processes S36 applications 
in the same way as a planning application as a consent under the Electricity Act will 
carry with it deemed planning permission. 

8.2 Schedule 9 of The Electricity Act 1989 contains tests in relation to the impact of 
proposals on amenity and fisheries if the applicant is a licence holder. It is 
understood that the applicant is not a licence holder for this site.  These tests should: 

• Have regard to the desirability of preserving natural beauty, of conserving 
flora, fauna and geological or physiographical features of special interest and 
of protecting sites, buildings and objects of architectural, historic or 
archaeological interest; and 

• Reasonably mitigate any effect which the proposals would have on the 
natural beauty of the countryside or on any such flora, fauna, features, sites, 
buildings or objects. 

 Determining Issues 

8.3 This means that the application requires to be assessed against all policies of the 
Development Plan relevant to the application, all national and local policy guidance 
and all other material considerations relevant to the application. 

 Planning Considerations 

8.4 The key considerations in this case are: 
 
a)  Development Plan 
b) Onshore Wind Energy Supplementary Guidance 
c) National Policy 
d) Energy and Economic Benefits 
e) Construction 
f) Roads, Transport and Access 
g) Water, Flood Risk, Drainage and Peat 



h) Natural Heritage (including Ornithology) 
i) Built and Cultural Heritage 
j) Design, Landscape and Visual Impact (including Wild Land Areas) 
k) Noise and Shadow Flicker 
l) Telecommunications 
m) Aviation 
n)  Other Material Considerations 

 Development Plan 

8.5 The Development Plan comprises the adopted Highland-wide Local Development 
Plan (HwLDP), Caithness and Sutherland Local Development Plan (CASPlan) and 
all statutorily adopted supplementary guidance. If the Council is satisfied that the 
proposal is not significantly detrimental overall then the application will accord with 
the Development Plan. 

 Highland-wide Local Development Plan 

8.6 The principal HwLDP policy on which the application needs to be determined is 
Policy 67 - Renewable Energy. HwLDP Policy 67 sets out that renewable energy 
development should be well related to the source of the primary renewable resource 
needed for operation, the contribution of the proposed development in meeting 
renewable energy targets and positive/negative effects on the local and national 
economy as well as all other relevant policies of the Development Plan and other 
relevant guidance. In that context the Council will support proposals where it is 
satisfied they are located, sited and designed such as they will not be significantly 
detrimental overall, individually or cumulatively with other developments having 
regard to 11 specified criteria (as listed in HwLDP Policy 67). Such an approach is 
consistent with the concept of Sustainable Design (HwLDP Policy 28) and aim of 
SPP to achieve the right development in the right place; it is not to allow 
development at any cost. 

 Caithness and Sutherland Local Development Plan 

8.7 The Caithness and Sutherland Local Development Plan does not contain any 
specific land allocations related to the proposed development. It does however 
confirm the boundaries of Special Landscape Areas within the plan’s boundary. 
HwLDP Policies 28, 57, 61 and 67 seek to safeguard these regionally important 
landscapes. The impact of this development on landscape is primarily assessed in 
the Design, Landscape and Visual Impact (including Wild Land) section of this 
report. 

 Onshore Wind Energy Supplementary Guidance (OWESG) 

8.8 The Council’s OWESG is a material consideration in the determination of planning 
applications. The supplementary guidance does not provide additional tests in 
respect of the consideration of development proposals against Development Plan 
policy. However, it provides a clear indication of the approach the Council towards 
the assessment of proposals, and thereby aid consideration of applications for 
onshore wind energy proposals. 



8.9 The OWESG contains a Spatial Framework for wind energy as required by SPP. 
The majority of the proposed turbines (11 turbines) fall within a Group 2 - Areas of 
significant protection, with the remaining 4 turbines being located within Group 3 - 
Areas with Potential for Wind Farm Development. The Group 2 features present in 
the vicinity of the turbines are Carbon Rich Soils and Deep Peat and Priority 
Peatland Habitat (CPP). CPP is a nationally important mapped environmental asset 
that indicates where the resource is likely to be found with a detailed peat 
assessment being required to guide development away from the most sensitive 
areas and help inform potential mitigation. The development has therefore sought 
to avoided areas of deep peat wherever possible, with mitigation being proposed to 
improve peatland across the wider estate to be delivered through an outline Habitat 
Management Plan. 

8.10 Further, the OWESG approach and methodology to the assessment of proposals is 
applicable and is set out in the OWESG Para 4.16 - 4.17. It provides a methodology 
for a judgement to be made on the likely impact of a development on assessed 
“thresholds” in order to assist the application of HwLDP Policy 67. The 10 criterion 
will be particularly useful in considering visual impacts, including cumulative impacts. 
An appraisal of how the proposal meets with the thresholds set out in the criteria is 
included in Appendix 3 of this report. 

 National Policy 

8.11 SPP sets out continued support for onshore wind. Notwithstanding the overarching 
context of support, SPP recognises that the need for energy and the need to protect 
and enhance Scotland’s natural and historic environment must be regarded as 
compatible goals. The planning system has a significant role in securing appropriate 
protection to the natural and historic environment without unreasonably restricting 
the potential for renewable energy.  National policies highlight potential areas of 
conflict but also advise that detrimental effects can often be mitigated or effective 
planning conditions can be used to overcome potential objections to development. 

8.12 Criteria outlined within SPP for the assessment of applications for renewable energy 
developments include landscape and visual impact; effects on heritage and historic 
environment; contribution to renewable energy targets; effect on the local and 
national economy and tourism and recreation interests; benefits and dis-benefits to 
communities; aviation and telecommunications; development with the peat 
environment, noise and shadow flicker; and cumulative impact. A number of criteria 
are set out in SPP against which proposals for onshore wind energy development 
should be assessed (para 169). These criteria are primarily reflected in HwLDP 
Policy 67 (Renewable Energy). A failure against one of these criteria does not 
necessarily mean that a development fails as all these criteria must be given 
consideration. 

8.13 At the time of submission of the application, Scottish Planning Policy 2020 was in 
force and it is recognised that following the successful legal challenge that this no 
longer applies and the wording of Scottish Planning Policy reverts to that set out in 
Scottish Planning Policy 2014 (SPP). SPP Paragraph 28 outlines a presumption in 
favour of development that contributes toward sustainable development where the 
Development Plan is more than five years old. Despite HwLDP Policy 67 (and the 



HwLDP as a whole) pre-dating the current SPP, the considerations it identifies are 
broadly consistent with those identified in SPP Paragraph 169. Whilst there are some 
differences in their scope and emphasis, the conclusions drawn against both SPP 
Paragraph 169 and HwLDP Policy 67 would be broadly similar. Further in 
considering the presumption in favour of sustainable development, consideration 
must be given to whether the proposal conflicts with the principles contained within 
SPP Paragraph 29. This is considered further in this report. If the proposal conflicts 
with the principles set out in SPP Paragraph 29 then the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development would not apply. 

8.14 As a statement of the Government’s approach to spatial planning in Scotland, 
National Planning Framework 3 (NPF3) is a material consideration that should be 
afforded significant weight in the planning balance. NPF3 considers that onshore 
wind has a role in meeting the Scottish Government’s targets to achieve at least an 
80% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, and to meet at least 30% 
overall energy demand from renewables by 2020, including generating the 
equivalent of at least 100% of gross electricity consumption from renewables. It is 
however noted that these targets have been superseded by the provisions of The 
Climate Change Act 2019 (As Amended). 

8.15 The Scottish Government published, Scotland’s Fourth National Planning 
Framework Position Statement in November 2020. The position statement clearly 
sets out that the current NPF3 and SPP remain in place until NPF4 is adopted by 
Ministers. It goes on to set out that the Position Statement provides an idea of the 
direction of travel in the preparation of the NPF4, and states that it “is not, in itself, a 
document setting out policy. Statements in this Position Statement as to what the 
content of a revised National Planning Framework will contain should be read in that 
context.” (page 4). It can be afforded limited weight, particularly because the status 
of NPF3 and SPP has not changed. The Position Statement provides general 
support for delivery of renewable development through the introductory statements 
and key opportunities set out in the Position Statement. The Position Statement 
includes a proposal for a “Plan for Net-Zero Emissions”. It is of note that the Scottish 
Government expects that the Global Climate Emergency should be a material 
consideration in considering applications for appropriately located renewable energy 
developments (page 9). This continues to support the aim of the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development, achieving the right development in the right 
place; not allowing development at any cost. 

8.16 A number of publications relating to national energy policy have been published by 
the Scottish Government. None indicate a relevant distinct policy change. Most 
relevant to this application are as follows: 

• Scottish Energy Strategy: The future of energy in Scotland (Dec 2017); 

• On-shore Wind Policy Statement (Dec 2017); 

• Scottish Government, Securing a Green Recovery on a Path to Net Zero: 
Climate Change Plan 2018–2032 – update, December 2020; 

• Committee on Climate Change, The Sixth Carbon Budget, The UK’s Path to 
Net Zero. (including Policy and Methodology) December 2020; 

• National Audit Office, Net Zero Report, December 2020; and 

• HM Government, Energy White Paper, Powering our Net Zero Future, 
December 2020. 



8.17 Further to the above, in late 2019 the Scottish Government’s targets for reduction in 
greenhouse gases were amended by The Climate Change (Emissions Reduction 
Targets) (Scotland) Act 2019. This sets targets to reduce Scotland's emissions of all 
greenhouse gases to net-zero by 2045 at the latest, with interim targets for 
reductions of at least 56% by 2020, 75% by 2030, 90% by 2040. 

8.18 The statements of continued strong support relating to onshore wind contained 
within these documents are acknowledged. Support for onshore wind is anticipated 
to meet with the continued aspiration to decarbonise the electricity network, enable 
communities to benefit more directly in their deployment and to support the 
renewables industry and wider supply chain. Larger, more optimal turbines are 
anticipated as is the expectation that landscapes already hosting wind energy 
schemes will continue to do so beyond the lifetime of current consents/permissions. 
However, it is also recognised that such support should only be given where justified. 
The Onshore Wind Policy Statement sets out the need for a more strategic approach 
to new development that acknowledges the capacity that landscapes have to absorb 
development before landscape and visual impacts become unacceptable. With 
regard to planning policy, these statements largely reflect the existing position 
outlined within NPF3 and SPP, a policy framework that supports development in the 
justified locations. In addition, it must be recognised that the greenhouse gas 
reduction targets and the targets in the Energy Strategy are related not just to 
production of green energy but also related to de-carbonisation of heat and 
transportation. 

8.19 The Scottish Government published Onshore Wind Policy Statement Refresh 2021: 
Consultative Draft in October 2021. This set out that onshore wind remains vital to 
Scotland’s future energy mix and that we will need additional onshore wind energy 
toward the target of net zero. In doing so it was clear that additional capacity is not 
at any cost and it needs to be balanced and aligned with protection of natural 
heritage, native flora and fauna. The document also highlights the challenges and 
opportunities faced by the deployment of additional onshore wind energy capacity 
as well as consulting on a target of an additional 8-12GW of onshore wind energy 
capacity being delivered. Importantly it notes that the matter of landscape and visual 
impacts of onshore wind development remains an evolving area. As part of this 
evolution, it considers that while decisive action to tackle climate change will change 
how Scotland looks, Scotland’s most cherished landscape are a key part of natural 
and cultural heritage and must be afforded the necessary protection. 

8.20 The Highland Council recognise the Scottish Government’s declaration of the 
climate emergency and related biodiversity crisis and have indeed also declared a 
climate and ecological emergency, but the response to this and manner in which any 
changes will feed through is yet to be established. The updated Climate Change 
Plan and the NPF4 position statement give an indication of the direction of policy but 
without suggestion of any lessening of protection for the environment. In the 
meantime, it is appropriate that existing and established policy continues to apply. 

 Energy and Economic Benefits 

8.21 The Council continues to respond positively to the Government’s renewable energy 
agenda. Nationally onshore wind energy in the 1st quarter of 2020 had an installed 



capacity of 8.357GW, with a further 4.266GW under construction or consented. 
Highland onshore wind energy projects as of 1 January 2021 had an installed 
capacity of 1.852GW; with a further 0.189GW under construction and 0.485GW 
consented. Onshore wind in Highland therefore account for around 22% of the 
national installed onshore wind energy capacity, falling to around 20% when 
considering all installed, under construction and consented schemes combined. 
However, there is also a further 1.326GW of onshore wind farm proposals currently 
in planning pending consideration in Highland, and 1.7GW of off-shore wind when 
accounting for all installed, under-construction or consented schemes around the 
coast of Highland. 

8.22 While Highland Council has effectively met its own target, as previously set out in 
the Highland Renewable Energy Strategy, it remains the case that there are areas 
of Highland capable of absorbing renewable developments without significant 
effects. However, equally the Council could take a more selective approach to 
determining which wind energy developments should be supported, consistent with 
national and local policy. This is not treating targets as a cap or suggesting that 
targets cannot be exceeded, it is simply a recognition of the balance that is called for 
in both national and local policy. 

8.23 Notwithstanding any impacts that this proposal may have upon the landscape 
resource, amenity and heritage of the area, the development could be seen to be 
compatible with Scottish Government policy and guidance and increase its overall 
contribution to the Government, UK and European energy targets, with the 
development having the potential to generate up to 63MW of electricity. 

8.24 Based upon a fossil fuel mix in the electricity grid, the applicant anticipates that 
114,000 tonnes of carbon could be displaced by the development per year. There 
will however also be carbon losses as a result of the development, including those 
related to turbine manufacture and impact on peat. These losses would equate to a 
total of approximately 127,000 tonnes of carbon. Through additional peatland 
restoration measures proposed in EIAR FEI, these predicted losses would be 
marginally reduced to 113,000 tonnes. As a result, the anticipated that the estimated 
carbon payback period for the development would be reduced from in the order of 
1.1 years, to 1.0 year, again based on a fossil fuel mix, with the proposal reported 
by the applicant to have a significant beneficial effect on climate change mitigation. 

8.25 The proposed development anticipates a construction period of 15 months, with the 
development proposed to be operated in perpetuity. Such projects can offer 
investment/opportunities to the local, Highland, and Scottish economy including 
businesses ranging across construction, haulage, electrical and service sectors. 

8.26 There is also likely to be some adverse effects caused by construction traffic and 
disruption. Representations have raised the economic impact that turbines may have 
on tourism. These adverse impacts are most likely to be within the service sector 
particularly during the construction phase when abnormal loads are being delivered 
to site. 

8.27 The assessment of socio-economic impact by the applicant identifies that the 
development is unlikely to have a significant adverse impact on tourism. The 
applicant notes that there will be economic benefits to the local community and 



economy arising from the community benefit fund and additional expenditure in the 
local economy. This is disputed within certain representations. The applicant’s EIAR 
states that the capital cost of the project is expected to be £79.2m, of which 9% 
(7.1m) is expected to be spent in North Highlands with the applicant offering the right 
of first refusal to locally based plant contractor, Edward Mackay, which has resulted 
in certain representations in support for the development being received. 
Additionally, around 17% (£13.3m) of the capital expenditure would be expected to 
be spent in Highland and 40% (£31.8m) in Scotland. The operational and 
maintenance cost would be around £2m per annum, equating to a spend of £60m 
over the applicant’s stated illustrative 30 year period, of which 43% would typically 
be spent in Highland (£24m). In summary, the development represents an 
investment of at least £37.3m for the Highland economy, excluding £18.5m of non-
domestic business rates over an illustrative 30 year period and excluding community 
benefit funds. 

 Construction 

8.28 It is anticipated that the construction period for the development would take 15 
months. Working hours on site would usually be restricted to be 07.00 – 19.00 
Monday to Friday, 07.00 – 12.00 on Saturday with no Sunday of Bank Holiday 
working. Some flexibility is normally granted at turbine erection stage and electrical 
fit out. Such activities involve specialist labour and are weather dependent and 
generally do not involve activities which generate impacts beyond the site boundary. 

8.29 The project anticipates the deployment of a Construction Environmental 
Management Document (CEMD) in association with the successful contractor 
engaged. This should include site-specific environmental management procedures 
which can be finalised and agreed through appropriate planning conditions. Such 
submissions are expected to be “plan based” highlighting the measures being 
deployed to safeguard specific local environmental resources and not simply re-state 
best practice manuals. Due to the scale of the development SEPA will control 
pollution prevention measures relating to surface water run-off via a Controlled 
Activities Regulations Construction Site Licence. 

8.30 In addition to the requirement for submission and agreement on a CEMD, the Council 
will require the applicant to provide a financial bond with regard to final site 
restoration (restoration bond) in the event of non-wind turbine operation and to 
provide a Construction Traffic Management Plan (CEMP) for the use of the local 
road network. 

8.31 Developers have to comply with reasonable operational practices with regard to 
construction noise so as not to cause nuisance. Section 60 of the Control of Pollution 
Act 1974 sets restrictions in terms of hours of operation, plant and equipment used 
and noise levels etc. and is enforceable via Environmental Health. 

8.32 The applicant has based the EIAR assessment on a micro-siting allowance of 50m. 
Micro-siting is acceptable within reason to address unforeseen onsite constraints. 
Anything in excess of 50m may have a significant effect on the composition of a 
development. Further if matters are identified during the application stage which 
require movement of infrastructure, it is considered that this is best addressed during 
the application stage rather than relying on micro-siting. The Planning Authority 



therefore expects that a micro-siting limit of no more than 50m to be conditioned, 
with micrositing to avoiding any areas of deeper peat, any higher elevations of 
ground, watercourse buffers, Ground Water Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems and 
cultural heritage assets. 

8.33 Should the development be granted consent, a Community Liaison Group should be 
set up to ensure that the community council and other stakeholders are kept up to 
date and consulted before and during the construction period. 

 Transport and Access 

8.34 The applicant has highlighted the expected impact of this development, particularly 
through the construction phase, with the Port of Entry likely to be the Port of Cromarty 
Firth, Invergordon. The turbines would then travel from the port to site via the A9 
trunk road and a new site entrance proposed to the south of Kintradwell Farm 
cottage. The EIAR also highlights the possibility of the Port of Nigg to be used as the 
Port of Entry, with this not altering the findings of the assessment. The EIAR’s 
transport assessment has assessed the worst case scenario that all construction 
aggregate would be imported to site with concrete being batched off-site and arriving 
in mixers for immediate pouring. It is however possible, based on the results of 
further assessment, that a reasonable quantity of materials could be sourced on-site 
via the creation of a borrow pit and therefore transport impacts would be reduced 
from those assessed. 

8.35 It is anticipated that the total vehicle movements (including HGVs) across the entire 
construction period would be around 25,300 (this includes journeys to and from the 
site), of which around 16,000 would be HGV movements. The maximum traffic flows 
would occur during month 9 of the programme. During this peak month 93 HGV and 
39 car and minibus / light goods vehicle movements are predicted per day. As a 
result of increased vehicle movements, given the capacity of the existing road 
network, the applicant’s Transport Assessment has found that there would not be 
potential significant effects experienced by users of the A9. That said the 
development would still increase traffic volumes on the A9 through Brora and 
Golspie. During construction neither total or HGV traffic flows are predicted to 
increase by more than 30% and therefore no significant effects are predicted. This 
threshold for HGV flows would however been exceeded if the development were to 
take place concurrently with the construction of South Kilbraur. This exceedance 
relates to the A9 south of Brora, however, such cumulative effect is still assessed as 
being minor and adverse and not significant. The applicant proposes a range of 
mitigation such as the formation of a Community Liaison Group and the delivery of 
a Construction Traffic Management Plan. In principle this type of mitigation is 
accepted subject to detailed consideration of the plan in due course. 

8.36 Both Trunk Road Authority and the Council Transport Planning Team has confirmed 
that development traffic can be accommodated on the road network, subject to 
conditions relating to the technical specification of the finalised site access junction, 
as well as the requirement for a legal agreement to address “wear and tear” 
provisions. These will be consistent with current best practice. These need to 
highlight potential cumulative impacts arising with other major developments, and 
need to consider the use of connecting link roads beyond the trunk road network 
once the requirement for and source of aggregate has been identified. The 



conditions are to secure: 

• A Construction Traffic Management Plan for approval and implementation as 
agreed highlighting all mitigation / improvement works required for general 
construction traffic and abnormal load movements, including the timing of such 
works and appropriate reinstatement / restoration works. 

• An un-laden trial run between the Port of Entry and the site access will be 
required in liaison with the police and both roads authorities.  

• Structural assessment of bridges, culverts and any other affected structures 
along the route in consultation with the Council’s Structures Team. 

• Community liaison to ensure the project construction minimises impact on the 
local community, that construction traffic takes place outwith peak times on the 
network, including school travel times, and avoids identified community events. 

• All traffic management being undertaken by a quality assured contractor. 

8.37 Representations have also raised concern with the design and layout of the 
proposed onsite track access, questioning if the gradient of the track would ultimately 
require its realignment and widening, with resultant additional visual impacts, 
particularly as the track is cut into the rising hillside. Section 3.7 of the EIAR 
Technical Appendix 10.1 : Peat Landslide Hazard and Risk Assessment explains 
that wherever possible, the following principle should be adopted:  

“Track gradients are to be maintained that the recommended gradients from the wind 
turbine supplier, typically shallower than 1 v: 8 h to facilitate access by the large 
specialist vehicles for both construction and transport of the wind turbine 
components. The maximum acceptable gradients are usually defined by the 
appointed wind turbine manufacturer.” 

The assessment’s associated Figure 6: Slope Plan, also provides details at a 1: 
30:000 scale of the access track’s alignment and the gradients to be navigated, 
presented in degrees. Much of the middle section of the track is reported to be in 
excess of a 12 degree slope. This is however a section of the existing hill track which 
is to be utilised and upgraded with the existing track following the alignment of the 
Kintradwell Burn, with the track to be located low down in a valley between the 
hillsides. Elsewhere, the vast majority of the new sections of proposed track covering 
the lower and upper sections of the route appear to be no greater than 12 degrees 
(or a 1 v: 8 h). Whilst track widening and re-profiling may therefore be necessary 
along sections of existing track to be upgraded, these works would not be in 
immediate proximity to the A9 and do not appear to be highly visible. It is therefore 
considered that the track’s alignment as shown would be deliverable without 
extensive cornering, albeit that scope would remain for micrositing to overcome any 
localised constrints. 

8.38 The site, like most land in Scotland, is subject to the provisions of the Land Reform 
(Scotland) Act 2003. There are paths running through and around the site and the 
wider area is rich in opportunities to access the outdoors. There will be a need to 
restrict access to the site during construction works at key times. Where and when 
feasible however existing tracks should be made available for public use during the 
construction phase. Access tracks to the proposed development should be 
accessible to a wide variety of users. Large pedestrian gates and by-pass gates 
adjacent to cattle grids should all be “easy open” accesses. All other gates within the 
application boundary should similarly be unlocked to responsible access takers. To 



ensure access is provided throughout the construction period and that enhanced 
recreational access opportunities are provided during the operational phase, a 
Recreational Access Management Plan will be required by planning condition. This 
will also be required to include details of signage to be included on the site to warn 
users of the paths within the wind farm of any hazards such as maintenance or 
potential ice throw during winter. 

 Water, Flood Risk, Drainage and Peat 

8.39 The EIAR is clear that a Construction Environmental Management Document / Plan 
(CEMD) will be in place to ensure that potential sources of pollution on site can be 
effectively managed throughout construction and in turn during operation; albeit 
there will be fewer sources of pollution during operation. The CEMD needs to be 
secured by planning condition. This will ensure the agreement of construction 
methodologies with statutory agencies following appointment of the wind farm 
balance of plant contractor and prior to the start of development or works. 

8.40 In order to protect the water environment a number of measures have been 
highlighted by the applicant for inclusion in the CEMD including the adoption of 
sustainable drainage principles, and measures to mitigate against effects of potential 
chemical contamination, sediment release and changes in supplies to Ground Water 
Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems. This includes setbacks from water courses, 
employment of an Ecological Clerk of Works and undertaking a programme of 
baseline water quality and quantity monitoring surveys prior to construction, and 
thereafter during construction and operation of the wind farm. 

8.41 The site infrastructure is not considered to be at risk of flooding. There are 5 
watercourse crossings within the development. It is proposed that any watercourse 
crossings are designed to accommodate a 1 in 200 year flood event plus and 
allowance for climate change. It is considered that that crossings should be either 
single span bridges or bottomless culverts. Further, the development proposes the 
use of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) to attenuate run off and filter out any 
potential pollutants. Details of the SuDS plan can be secured by condition to allow 
final assessment by SEPA and the THC Flood Risk Management Team. 

8.42 The wider site is home to potential Ground Water Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems 
(GWDTEs). The applicant has identified that the proposed development does not 
encroach on any areas of GWDTE of specific value or which are groundwater 
dependant, if existing surface water flow paths are maintained so that existing 
habitats are sustained. The implementation of good construction practices will never 
the less be required to be implemented on site and a GWDTE protection plan brought 
forward in the CEMD to ensure existing groundwater and surface water flow paths 
are maintained. 

8.43 The development is located in areas classified as Class 1 deep peat, which is 
present across elevated area of the site. An outline Peat Management Plan has been 
prepared with over 2,500 peat probes haven been taken across the site to identify 
the depth of peat and impacts of the proposed development on the peat resource. 
The resultant information has been used to inform the site layout which has sought 
to avoid areas of deep peat where possible, with 7 turbines being located on peaty 
soils and 8 turbines on peat of less than 1.4m in depth, with all sections of access 



tracks to be floated (2.2km) on peat depths over 1m. The applicant has advised that 
advised that approximately 70,500m3 of peat would be disturbed to facilitate 
construction with all of this to be reused on site for re-instatement purposes, with 
around a third to be used for re-instatement of the proposed borrow pit and the rest 
to be temporarily stored on site pending use in decommissioning. 

8.44 A Peat Landslide Hazard and Risk Assessment has been submitted as part of the 
EIAR and have helped to inform the proposals. The applicant’s risk assessment 
identifies that the site is of low risk to peat instability, although there are some areas 
of medium and high risk which have been subject of further investigation. Subject to 
micro-siting and the deployment of mitigation measures, these areas can be 
considered as an insignificant risk. These findings have been subject of independent 
third party review undertaken on behalf of the Scottish Government’s Energy 
Consents Unit which has concluded that these findings are largely sound, requiring 
only minor revisions and points of clarification. The finalisation of these documents, 
will be secured through the CEMD condition. 

8.45 A finalised Habitat Management Plan is proposed to be developed, based upon the 
outline Habitat Management Plan submitted as part of the EIAR. This will include 
areas of peatland restoration (blanket bog and wet heath) across the site. Locations 
with degraded peat have been identified within the upper parts of the site and within 
proximity to proposed infrastructure which are proposed to be restored with the 
introduction of suitable management measures and monitoring. NatureScot initially 
considered that the blanket bog restoration measures were insufficient to 
compensate for the habitat losses likely to be incurred, advising that these areas be 
at least doubled in size. Four Habitat Management Areas were proposed for blanket 
bog and wet heath, totalling in extent around 48ha, within which the area to be 
restored is approximately 35ha. This would have been less than the 39ha area of 
loss. 

8.46 The EIAR FEI therefore revises the extent of the proposed restoration provision, 
increasing the areas of all four Habitat Management Areas from 48ha to 132ha, 
covering degraded peatland within the landowner’s estate, albeit with some localised 
areas in good condition. Given that some of the area within this increase area would 
be peatland in good condition and the limited information presented within the EIAR 
FEI to quantify precisely what is achievable within this enlarged area, it is important 
not to regard all of this 132ha being in need of restoration and instead, it may be 
more beneficial to condition a measurable minimum area of degraded peatland to 
be restored within the site should Scottish Ministers wish to secure this by planning 
condition. The EIAR FEI considers that the amended proposal would now result in 
an environmental effect that would be medium beneficial and significant under the 
EIA regulations. Without knowledge of the precise extent of restoration to be 
undertaken, this conclusion is disputed, albeit that it would be reasonable to assume 
that the amended proposal could at least achieve a neutral or minimum position of 
net gain which would not be significant in terms of the EIA regulations. Neither SEPA, 
NatureScots or RSPB’s latest consultation responses to the EIAR FEI provides any 
further analysis of the proposals or state if they agree that these would result in a net 
positive, beneficial effect or otherwise. 

8.47 There are 3 known private water supplies within 1km of the proposed development, 
1 of which has a pathway with the development being located in the same surface 



water catchment area and the proposed track access being adjacent to the spring 
source. This supply serves two estate properties, Kintradwell Lodge and Keepers 
Cottage, and a condition advised for the applicant to provide details of the proposed 
mitigation to protect this private water supply, as well as the intended water quality 
monitoring program. 

8. 48 Given the large number of watercourses across the site, water quality will require to 
be managed through the construction, operation and decommissioning phases of 
the development. This can be secured by condition, with the final scheme being 
developed in consultation with THC, SEPA, and the relevant fishery boards. 

 Natural Heritage (including Ornithology) 

8. 49 With the exception of the Loth Gorge Site of SSSI, which is nationally important for 
supporting upland birch woodland, the site does not overlap any nature conservation 
designation. It is however adjacent to and in proximity of a number of sites 
designated as important for natural heritage at local, national or international level. 
This notably includes the nearby Moray Firth SAC and marine SPA located east of 
the site access, with its qualifying features being subtidal sandbanks and bottlenose 
dolphins, as well as the Caithness and Sutherland Peatlands SPA and Ramsar site, 
and the Caithness and Sutherland Peatlands SAC. The Caithness and Sutherland 
SPA is designated for populations of breeding birds including: black throated diver; 
common scoter; dunlin; golden eagle; golden plover; hen harrier; merlin; red-
throated diver; short eared owl; wigeon; wood sandpiper and greenshank. The 
Caithness and Sutherland Ramsar site is designated for blanket bog; breeding bird 
assemblage; dunlin; and greylag goose. The SAC is designated for: acid peat-
stained lakes and ponds; clear water lochs with aquatic vegetation and poor to 
moderate nutrient levels; marsh saxifrage; blanket bog; depressions on peat 
substrates; otter; very wet mires; and wet heathland with cross-leaved heath. 

8.50 The applicant’s EIAR does not identify any likely significant effects on any of the 
aforementioned SPAs, or on any more distant SPA. As such, a Habitats Regulations 
Appraisal (HRA) to inform an appropriate assessment was therefore not carried out 
by the applicant. As there is potential connectivity with these designated sites, the 
requirements of the Conservation (Natural Habitats, and c.) Regulations 1994 as 
amended (the “Habitats Regulations”) apply. Consequently, Scottish Ministers will 
be required to consider the effect of the proposal on the qualifying features of these 
sites before it approves any application (commonly known as Habitats Regulations 
Appraisal). To help inform this assessment, it is noted that the EIAR findings in 
relation to SPA qualifying species have not been disputed by NatureScot with the 
exception of golden eagle. For this species, the applicant’s findings that the 
development would not have a significant effect was initially disputed by NatureScot, 
recommending the removal of turbines from within 2km of a nest site. NatureScot’s 
further consultation response on ornithology sets out that they acknowledge that the 
increase in size of the HMAs may help mitigate impacts on golden eagle and note 
that the NHZ 5 population would remain in favourable conservation status with the 
abandonment of one territory. However, NatureScot still consider there is an 
opportunity for the Applicant to reduce potential impacts to golden eagle even further 
and still recommend that turbines within 2km of the EA1 nest site are removed or 
relocated. No amendments to the proposal’s layout have since been made and 
therefore Scottish Ministers will still need to consider if the proposal will have a likely 



significant effect on golden eagle which is a qualifying feature of the Caithness and 
Sutherland SPA. 

8.51 RSPB raise similar concerns but do not object to the application. That said, they do 
however recommend the removal of most of the proposed turbines from the site due 
their adverse effect on golden eagle, with the proposal considered to result in the 
loss of one or two of their territories. RSPB also raises concern with any forthcoming 
consent in perpetuity, strongly advising that any consent for such a large scale wind 
farm to be temporary in order to monitor and review the impact of the proposal in 
light of the information available at the time. The Planning Authority share these 
concerns with being explained within the other material considerations section of this 
report. 

8.52 In relation to SACs, given the proposal’s proximity and aquatic connectivity via the 
watercourse network to the Moray Firth SAC and marine SPA, a HRA to inform an 
appropriate assessment is also required to ensure that the integrity of the Natura 
sites will be maintained. A shadow HRA has been provided within EIAR Section 8.7 
to assist Scottish Ministers in undertaking their assessment. This concludes that 
although there is risk of contamination to freshwater habitats which could lead to 
reduced habitat quality and prey availability in the mariner environment, these risks 
are not significant, with the proposed works being a more benign nature that much 
of the highway and other works ongoing throughout the catchment which flow into 
the Moray Firth. A such, the applicant’s assessment concludes that the proposal 
would not have any significant effect on the integrity of the SAC and condition of the 
qualifying features. Again, this is a matter for Scottish Ministers to determine through 
undertaking the HRA. 

8.53 In relation to the Caithness and Sutherland SAC, and other nearby SSSI, any 
potential adverse impacts arising from the proposal have been scoped out due to 
the nature of these designations and the separation distance from the proposed 
infrastructure. 

8.54 The site has been subject of an ecological survey undertaken in 2019, including a 
protected mammal survey, bat survey, fish survey and an extended National 
Vegetation Classification survey. The protected mammals survey found signs of otter 
activity, although these were all within the riparian habitats along the lowest reaches 
of the Kintradwell Burn and the Loth Burn and located considerable distance from 
proposed infrastructure. Although no impacts are anticipated on protected mammals, 
appropriate mitigation and best practice construction methods are proposed in order 
to ensure no impacts are experienced by these species. Bat activity was recorded at 
very low levels across the higher areas of the site with activity being concentrated at 
lower levels away from the proposed access track, resulting in bats being scoped 
out of any further assessment. Fish were also scoped out of further assessment as 
the Kintradwell Burn and the Sletdale Burn which the main development site drain 
into have been found to not support salmon, though trout and non-salmonid fish 
species were found to be present. The sensitivity of the watercourses as an aquatic 
habitat is fully acknowledged, but the proposed mitigation measures inherent in the 
design of the wind farm and pollution prevention measures to be secured through 
the CEMD would safeguard these interests. 



8.55 The main natural heritage effects, excluding ornithology interest, would therefore 
relate to the proposal’s direct and indirect effect on wet heath and blanket bog. These 
losses are however proposed to be compensate for through the peatland restoration 
provisions set out within the outline habitat management plan covering a 132ha area 
of the site, which are reported to result in a medium beneficial and significant effect 
under the EIA regulations. 

8.56 In relation to ornithology, with mitigation measures set out within the outline Habitat 
Management Plan, in addition to the disputed impacts on golden eagle, the proposal 
would also have a minor adverse and not significant impact on golden plover and 
merlin. Key to these findings is the successful implementation of the Habitat 
Management Plan which in relation to ornithological interests proposes: 

• the reduction / ceasing of muirburn practice in two areas to encourage 
vegetation recovery/re-establishment to improve golden eagle prey habitat 
and therefore prey availability; 

• management of grazing so that a diverse sward and shrub level can be 
created, thereby providing suitable nesting habitat for waders, grouse and 
potentially raptors including merlin, away from turbines; and 

• removal of carrion from within the site: removal or burying of deer carrion from 
within 500m of the turbines, potentially relocating them within eagle habitat 
management areas (with this distance having increased from 200m through 
the EIAR FEI as advised by RSPB), thereby reducing the collision risk for all 
eagles present. 

8.57 Through the finalisation of the Habitat Management Plan, the Planning Authority 
expects that further consideration be given to introducing firebreaks for both 
ornithological interests, but also in the interest of muirburn and wildfire management 
across the wider site, with suitable mitigation also to be set out within the CEMD. 

8.58 Overall, it is recognised that there will be adverse impacts on natural heritage as a 
result of the proposed development both through the construction and operations 
phases of the development. There is, as with other successfully accommodated wind 
farm development in Highland, workable and practical mitigation that can be put in 
place through planning conditions to minimise the environmental effects. As 
previously highlighted, the matter of ornithological impacts remains outstanding and 
will require to be considered by Scottish Ministers. 

 Built and Cultural Heritage 

8.59 Forty sites of cultural heritage significance have been identified within the application 
site. This includes features of medium sensitivity including: burial cairns of prehistoric 
date, Bronze Age settlement remains, Iron Age settlement sites, a chapel and 
cemetery of medieval date and post medieval abandoned settlements and 
townships. Other features of high sensitivity include three WWII crash aircraft crash 
sites which are afforded legislative protection under the Protection of Military 
Remains Act 1986. The applicant’s assessment also considers there to be moderate 
to high probability that additional buried and unrecorded remains of archaeological 
significance may survive in the area, mostly restricted to the south eastern slopes 



between Kintradwell Farm and Lothbeg.  

8.60 The layout of the proposal has been designed as far as possible to avoid direct 
effects on heritage assets within the site, although two assets of medium sensitivity 
will be directly impacted. These relate to the proposed access track crossing an area 
of post medieval settlement remains (buildings, structures and field clearance 
cairns), and an area of clearance remains (clearance cairns, boundary walls and a 
possible structure) of buildings and other structures, field walls and clearance cairns. 
An Archaeological Programme of Work (APoW) for the evaluation, preservation and 
recording of any archaeological and historic features affected by the development, 
including a timetable for investigation, is therefore required. Any assets that will be 
impacted should be fully excavated in advance of the construction phase, with the 
methodology informed by sample evaluation. The Council’s Historic Environment 
Team are content providing the EIAR mitigation set out in section 7.8 and 7.10 is 
agreed. Following mitigation, the overall impact is assessed in the EIAR to be minor 
and not significant, which is acceptable with the Planning Authority expecting the 
proposed mitigation to be secured by planning condition. 

8.61 A number of cultural heritage assets of national status also exist within a 10km radius 
study area. These include: 12 scheduled monuments, 25 listed buildings and 
Dunrobin Castle Inventory Designed Landscape with theoretical visibility. The EIAR 
finds that the proposal would not have any significant adverse effects on the setting 
of any of these assets in the wider area. Whilst these findings are not disputed, 
Historic Environment Scotland’s consultation response identifies that the proposal 
would have an adverse minor impact upon six scheduled monuments. Whilst not 
warranting an objection, it also recommends that options are explored to reposition 
turbine T15 to lessen its visibility between the hills for Druim Dearg and Creag a’ 
Chrionach, in order to reduce its visual impact on the setting of Carradh nan Clach, 
two standing stones (SM1775). This suggestion would appear not to have been 
taken forward with no alterations to the proposed site layout set out within in the 
EIAR FEI. 

8.62 Representations received have also raised concern with the proposal adversely 
affecting the setting of the Ben Bhragaidh Monument to First Duke of Sutherland 
(Listed Building 7063), located 13km south with visibility of the development from the 
monument being best represented by VP12 (Ben Bhraggie) with the monument 
being visible alongside the proposed development in coastal views, best represented 
by VP14 (Dornoch, Coastal Footpath near Royal Dornoch Golf Club). Given the 
prominence of this local landmark of cultural heritage significance in a regional 
context, the applicant’s EIAR includes this monument despite this falling beyond the 
applicant’s 10km outer study area.  

8.63 The applicant’s assessment states that the development would have a negligible 
magnitude of change on the baseline setting of the monument, which would remain 
a prominent feature in the coastal landscape and views from the monument both 
inland and along the coast would be unaffected by the proposed development. It sets 
out that visitors would still be able to understand and appreciate the monument within 
its setting, with the proposal having at worst a minor adverse impact. The applicant’s 
findings in relation to the proposal’s negligible magnitude of change on the setting of 
the monument is disputed. Whilst not directly comparable, the applicant’s LVIA visual 
assessment for VP12 (Ben Bhraggie) identifies the development to have a medium 



magnitude of change, resulting in a moderate level of effect, albeit that this is 
deemed by the applicant not to be significant, with the Planning Authority not 
reaching the same conclusion with there likely to be a significant adverse effect.  

8.64 Despite this possible conflict in assessment scoring within the applicant’s EIAR, 
given that the monument’s orientated away from the site, looking out towards the 
sea and stunning panoramic views along coastline, it is agreed that there is sufficient 
separation distance to still interpret and appreciate the monument and its setting 
when visiting its location. What is more of a concern, is that the proposed 
development would diminish its prominence as a local landmark feature in coastal 
views, with the scale of the proposed turbines being comparable with the scale of 
the monument in the landscape. This is best represented in the 50mm photomontage 
provided from VP14 (Dornoch, Coastal Footpath near Royal Dornoch Golf Club), 
which shows the scale of the proposed turbine towers at this viewing distance to be 
of a comparable scale to this monument, with the monument being 30m in height 
and the distant turbine bases, which are circa 13km further in the distance, having a 
hub height of 3 times this at 91m. As a result, the development would be competing 
for attention in coastal views, with the turbine’s moving blades drawing more 
attention away from the monument which would no longer appear as prominent in 
the landscape. The significance of this from a cultural heritage perspective has 
however not attracted any concerns from Historic Environment Scotland, and as 
such, no definitive conclusion on this matter has been reached with this being a 
matter which would warrant further consideration by Scottish Ministers. 

 Design, Landscape and Visual Impact (including Wild Land Areas) 

8.65 A total of 18 viewpoints (VP) across a 35km study area have been assessed with 
regard to landscape and visual impact. These viewpoints are representative of a 
range of receptors including residents, recreational users of the outdoors and road 
users. The expected bare earth visibility of the development can be appreciated from 
Figure 5-1: ZTV with Viewpoints in the EIA Report. A further 7 viewpoint wireframes 
have also been assessed which specifically relate to wild land areas and special 
landscape areas. 

8.66 Following the submission of the EIAR and undertaking a review of the LVIA, 
concerns were raised by both the Planning Authority, NatureScot and Brora 
Community Council in relation to the quality of the baseline photography which was 
undertaken in poor weather conditions in January 2020, with the resultant 
photomontages produced being of insufficient quality for assessment. Accuracy 
concerns were also raised with the focal length and proportions of the 
photomontages. Further information was therefore sought by the Planning Authority 
to enable an assessment to be undertaking, including additional mono chrome 
photomontages for two viewpoints and the provision of three additional wireframes 
from the coast taken from Brora Golf Course. A refreshed set of LVIA visualisations 
where therefore provided within the EIAR FEI which has enabled the Planning 
Authority to complete the assessment of the application. 

8.67 In assessing the proposal, a further deficiency was identified in that the 
photomontages produced do not appear to have rendered in any associated project 
infrastructure such as the connecting access tracks, ancillary buildings and the 
proposed site borrow pit. This would be most apparent in shorter distance views, 



particularly from Viewpoint 4 (Beinn Dhorain) which should have visibility of the 
onsite borrow pit. As the applicant’s LVIA has assessed the development to have a 
major adverse effect on this receptor, no further information deemed necessary as 
this would not have altered this conclusion, albeit that the photomontage underplays 
the magnitude of change. 

8.68 In reviewing EIAR Figure 6.23 – Blade Tip ZTV up to 35km with viewpoints, a minor 
error in the viewpoint numbering has also arisen with VP6 (Hope Hill) being shown 
in the location of VP7 (Track to Ben Armine Lodge). This is noted in the event that 
any fieldwork is undertaken by any interested party. 

8.69 The methodology for the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) is 
sufficiently clear, being generally in accordance with the Guidelines for Landscape 
and Visual Impact Assessment Third Edition (GLVIA3), with the assessment’s 
methodology being provided within EIAR. This methodology has been used to 
appraise the assessment provided and to come to a view on what combination of 
effects on the sensitivity of receptor and magnitude of change are leading to a 
significant effect. 

8.70 In the assessment of each viewpoint, the applicant has come to a judgement as to 
whether the effect is significant or not. In assessing visual impacts in particular, it is 
important to consider that the viewpoint is representative of particular receptors i.e. 
people who would be at that point and experiencing that view of the landscape not 
just in that single view but in taking in their entire surroundings. 

8.71 A key consideration in the effects on receptors of wind energy development is the 
sequential effect when travelling through and area on the local road network both by 
individuals who live and work in the area and tourists. Those travelling scenic routes, 
whether designated as such or not, have a higher sensitivity to views. While a driver 
of a vehicle is likely to be concentrated on the view immediately in front, passengers 
have a greater scope for looking at their surroundings. In addition, the area is 
regularly frequented by cyclists. As such it is considered that road users are usually 
very high sensitivity receptors. 

 Siting and Design 

8.72 The site has a predicted wind resource but is located entirely within the Loch Fleet, 
Loch Brora and Glen Loth SLA. The site does not fall within any other area 
designated for landscape quality or cultural heritage. Part of the site does also 
contain the Loth Gorge SSSI albeit that this designation is distant form the 
development and would not be subject to any direct impacts nor is it designated for 
its visual or landscape value. The proposed turbine locations maintain a setback for 
at least 3.5km from nearby residential properties. The site is also located relatively 
close to the existing road network, with a new access and junction to be formed off 
the A9 south of Kintradwell Farm. The applicant has identified a potential local grid 
connection via the existing 132kv overhead electricity line running through the site 
located close to the site access and the A9, albeit that this connection does not form 
part of the planning application and would require its own assessment. That 
assessment must consider the cumulative effect of the grid connection with the wind 
farm development. 



8.73 The applicant considers that the site is suitable for development due to: having high 
wind speeds, being remote from residential receptors and having relative ease for 
the delivery of turbine components. The applicant’s stated design principles have 
focuses on maximising wind yield and spacing between turbines, avoiding deeper 
peat, important habitats of significant conservation value, maintaining a setback from 
watercourses, avoiding or minimising adverse effects on the setting of cultural 
heritage interests, including preserving military crash sites, maintain ornithological 
buffers, compatibility with other wind farms, and avoiding inconsistent turbine 
spacing, outliers and overlapping from key views.  

8.74 From the initial site feasibility layout, a significant number of turbines were removed 
for ornithological interests with a further 5 turbines having been removed to limit 
landscape and visual impacts with turbines having been removed from the summit 
of Col-bheinn being closes to visual receptors to the south east and the ridge line to 
the north. A further 2 turbines were also removed to avoid the need for visible 
aviation lighting with the access track layout having been altered to reflect the 
findings of the Peat Slide Risk Assessment. 

8.75 The development will predominantly be viewed from the south from coastal 
settlements, recreational routes and transport corridors northbound, best 
represented by VP1 (Doll), VP2 (Lower Brora), VP3 (Victoria Road (A9), North Brora, 
VP14 (Dornoch), VP15 (Portmahomack) and VP16 (Dornoch Firth Bridge(A9)). A 
range of summits across the south west would also have visibility including VP11 
(Ben Horn) and VP12 (Ben Bhraggie), with visibility also extending extensively inland 
westward across a sparsely populated area, such as from VP7 (Track to Ben Armine 
Lodge) with the development also influencing eastbound users of the Brora to Rogart 
local road, represented by VP8 (near Sciberscross) and VP9 (near Dalreavoch). 
Visibility to the north is however more contained with the proposal being highly visible 
at a short distance, VP4 (Beinn Dhorain), with longer distance visibility extending to 
the north west, VP17 (A897, Kinbrace) and VP18 (B871). 

8.76 There are two operational wind farms within 9km of the site. 1.5km to the north west 
lies Gordonbush wind farm and its extension that comprise 46 turbines (35 turbines 
110m to tip, and 11 turbines 149.9m to tip respectively). 8.5km to the south west lies 
Kilbruar including its extension (19 turbines 115m to tip, and 8 turbines 125m to tip 
respectively. A further extension to this wind farm, South Kilbraur is also in planning 
(at appeal at the time of writing) comprising 7 turbines at 149.9m to tip. The scale of 
the proposed turbines would therefore be akin to the most recent extension to 
Gordonbush and match those undergoing appeal at South Kilbraur. The underlying 
topography of these sites are not however comparable, with the site being at a 
significantly higher elevation with turbines being positioned between 405m AOD up 
to 536m AOD (T1) (refer to EIAR Table 2.2) which are up to 135m higher than those 
at Gordonbush (sited at up to 400m AOD) and substantially higher than those built 
out at Kilbruar (sited at up to 300m AOD) and those proposed at South Kilbruar (sited 
at up to 250m AOD). 

8.77 The planning history of the surrounding area has also been examined with previous 
wind farm applications at West Garty and Gartymore, located further to the north 
east before Helmsdale having been refused, as well as Navidale wind farm located 
slightly further north along the eastern coast beyond Helmsdale. Further inland there 
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have also been refusal of wind farms, namely Balnacoil to the west of Gordonbush 
and Tressady to the west of Kilbraur. This planning history is beneficial to 
understanding the extent of wind farm development pressure experienced in recent 
years across this wider area, although it is not clear from the applicant’s submission 
how, if at all, this may have informed the current proposal. The applicant has 
however stated that the proposal does not undermine any mitigation associated with 
any proposed wind farm. 

8.78 The pattern of consented wind farm development is turbines which are set back from 
eastern coastline situated more inland, largely hidden from settlements and 
transportation corridors. The consented turbines in the surrounding area are 
comparably better contained, situated lower down in the landscape and not sky lining 
from surrounding viewpoints. Existing turbines are also mostly of a reduced scale, 
laid out in more compact clusters with closer turbine spacing. Despite the proposal’s 
close proximity to Gordonbush, the proposal is of an entirely different character and 
does not easily read as an extension from many of the surrounding viewpoints. It is 
not therefore considered that the development has been appropriately designed to 
integrate with the pattern of existing wind farm development or addresses the 
landscape and visual constraints of the area. 

 Landscape Impact 

8.79 There are several aspects to consider in determining whether this development 
represents an acceptable degree of impact on landscape character, including: 

• impacts on the Landscape Character Type (LCT) as a whole and on neighbouring 
LCTs; 

• direct impacts on landscape designations; 

• compliance with the OWESG as it relates to Landscape Sensitivity; and 

• impacts on surrounding landscape designations. 

8.80 The proposed development is set relatively centrally within the extensive Rounded 
Hills – Caithness and Sutherland LCT, with part of the site access falling within 
Coastal Crofts and Small Farms LCT which follows the eastern coastline. The SNH 
2019 Landscape Character Assessment describes the Rounded Hills LCT as having, 
but not being limited to, the following key characteristics:  

• “Rolling hills forming broad, subtly rounded summits but with some more 
pronounced hills also occurring, these often featuring steeper slopes along 
the coast or where truncated by deep glens. 

• Scarcely settled with a largely uninhabited interior and widely scattered crofts 
and farms on lower slopes adjoining straths and farmed landscapes. 

• Wind farms located in more accessible and generally lower rolling hills, either 
close to extensive forestry or the high voltage transmission line aligned 
broadly parallel to the south-east Sutherland coast. 

• Convex character of hill slopes limiting distant visibility and views of the hill 
tops when travelling through the landscape. 

• Views into the interior of the hills very restricted. 

• Strong sense of wild character can be experienced within the more remote 



and little modified parts of this landscape” 

8.81 The LCT’s stated Landscape Character Description makes specific reference to wind 
farms noting: “Wind farm development is present within parts of this landscape 
character type, being generally associated with the more subtly undulating and lower 
hills set within the interior of these uplands.” 

8.82 The site access’s Coastal Crofts and Small Farms LCT key characteristics include, 
but are not limited to,: “Highly visible landscape, seen from major roads and, on the 
east Sutherland coast, the railway” and “Complex visual composition of views 
tending to focus on the detail of houses, field patterns and crops, yet with the wider 
context of backdrop hills and sea adding diversity.” 

8.83 The applicant considers that the host Rounded Hills – Caithness and Sutherland 
LCT to be of high value, of be medium to high / high susceptibility of to change and 
of high sensitivity. For the access track and related infrastructure close to the A9, the 
host Coastal Crofts and Small Farms LCT is regarded to be of medium value, high 
sensitivity to change and of high to medium sensitivity. Due to the open and elevated 
nature of the proposed development, construction and operational effects are 
regarded by the applicant to result in major to moderate adverse significant effects 
on the Rounded Hills – Caithness and Sutherland LCT out to a distance of 4km.  

8.84 Elsewhere, moderate and significant effects are reported by the applicant to occur 
between 5km and 9km to the south of the site within the linier Coastal Crofts and 
Small Farms LCT. Beyond 5km visibility gradually intensifies surrounding the 
settlement of Brora which would result in a moderate level of effect which the 
applicant finds to result in a significant effect due to the proximity to the site, albeit 
that other parts of the is LCT would remain unaffected to the east and north east. 
Similarly, indirect moderate but significant adverse effects are reported for 5km to 
8km within the adjacent Sandy Beaches and Dunes LCT, with such effects being 
contained to a 3km stretch along Brora’s beach. No other significant adverse impacts 
have been reported by the applicant beyond this distance or for any other nearby 
LCT. 

8.85 In appraising the EIAR LVIA’s findings, the extent of significant impacts are however 
contested, particularly for Rounded Hills – Caithness and Sutherland LCT with 
significant effects expected to occur beyond a distance of 5km. Notably significant 
impacts would occur across this LCT within ‘Area B’ as defined by the applicant, 
refer to EIAR Figure 6.5 Landscape Character Types within 20km. This area lies to 
the south west of the proposal where there would be extensive visibility of the wind 
farm, including from Viewpoint 11 (Ben Horn). Similar significant impacts would also 
arise across the northern half of this LCT ‘Area D’, represented by Viewpoint 12 (Ben 
Bhraggie) which was not considered in detail in the LVIA due to the visibility being 
limited to higher ground only. 

8.86 The applicant considers that for Area B the magnitude of effect is reduced to ‘medium 
to low’ due to the LCT already being influenced to some degree by Kilbraur Wind 
Farm located within the north western part of the LCT, as well as Gordonbush Wind 
Farm, with the resultant impact being moderate to minor and not significant. Our 
assessment has found that although these areas would share visibility with existing 
wind farms, this should not materially alter the magnitude scoring for the proposed 



development due to the LCT’s description clearly explaining that wind farms are 
associated with the undulling and lower hills set within the interior of these uplands. 
Although there is a degree of influence from existing wind farms across this LCT 
area, this is relatively moderate in comparison to the extent of wind farm visibility 
proposed. The proposal also introduced turbines within a natural break in the 
landscape, the upland hills which separate the lower inland wind farms from the 
coast. While Landscape Character Areas 135 B and D are physically remote and 
divided from 135A by intervening character types, the experiential quality of the 
landscape at higher elevations is of a visually continuous upland landscape 
environment, which is significantly affected by the proposal. The magnitude of LCT 
change across Area B and Area D is therefore regarded by the Planning Authority to 
be moderate and significant out to a distance of 15km.  

8.87 Although NatureScot does not contest the EIA’s LCT findings, they do not consider 
that it adequately captures the degree of effect the proposal would have on the 
reginal character of the East Sutherland Coast. NatureScot explain that the Rounded 
Hills LCT create an upland backdrop which physically and visually contains the more 
settled lower lying coastal strip. Whilst the wind farm is located in the Rounded Hills 
LCT (which is of lower sensitivity and has a greater potential to accommodate 
development) its proximity to, and influence on, the narrow coastal shelf LCTs 
(Coastal Crofts LCT and Small Farms LCT), which are of high sensitivity and have 
little potential to accommodate development of this scale, makes this site challenging 
for siting large scale turbines. There is therefore an inherent landscape sensitivity of 
this Rounded Hills LCA to the proposed development of large scale vertical 
structures, in particular where this LCA abuts a much lower lying and narrow 
geographic extent of landscape character. This relationship between a narrow 
corridor of land, strongly defined by inland hills to the west, and open sea to the east, 
is distinctive at the regional scale within Scotland and the experience of this 
landscape is dominated by the character of both.  

8.88 NatureScot’s findings are consistent with the Planning Authority’s, that existing wind 
farm development to date strongly relates to and is contained within the Rounded 
Hills LCA and do not impose upon the coastal strip. The proposal, as well described 
by NatureScot, would be an incongruous addition to the landscape, as the turbines 
would neither relate to the existing wind farms, or are of a suitable scale to fit in with 
the more sensitive coastal strip, as demonstrated by VP12 (Ben Bhraggie) and VP14 
(Dornoch, Coastal Footpath near Royal Dornoch Golf Club). NatureScot therefore 
find that the proposal would have a significant adverse impact on the character of 
the sensitive coastal strip, which due to the prominent siting of the proposal would 
be difficult to mitigate by a smaller and/or fewer turbines scheme. In assessing the 
application, the Planning Authority have reached the same conclusion. 

8.89 The most valued landscape designation which would be adversely affected is the 
regional landscape designation, SLA9: Loch Fleet, Loch Brora and Glen Loth. The 
proposal is within the central and north eastern area of this designation. The proposal 
does not directly within any other landscape designation or any Wild Land Areas. 

8.90 The Loch Fleet, Loch Brora and Glen Loth SLA is an area of rolling moorland hills, 
punctuated by a series of southeast orientated glens, straths and lochs, and edged 
to a narrow strip of farmed coastal shelf running along the shoreline. The character 
of this area is distinguished by its composition of contrasting landscape features – 
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the contrasting landform, landcover and landscape pattern that empathise the 
distinction of each other. Its special qualities include: ‘historic features’, ‘accessible 
yet secluded glens and lochs’ and ‘an integrated combination of landforms’. The first 
two qualities are largely self explanatory with the third being explained as: 

• “The combination and juxtaposition of the rolling moorland hills, linear glens, 
the coastal shelf and tidal basin creates a diverse yet connected landscape 
composition which is experienced in sequence when travelling along the A9 
and from the railway. 

• Many small, often linear, settlements lie to the north west of the A9, strung 
along the footslopes of the interior hills, and these enjoy panoramic views out 
to sea. In contrast the larger settlements just outside the SLA boundary but 
visible from within it. 

• There is a strong contrasts between the expansive open forms of the 
moorland hills, the narrow, enclosed and intimate forms of the glens and 
straths, the linear coastal fringe with its extensive sea views and the intimate 
wooded enclosure of the Loch Fleet tidal basin. 

• The locally dominant ridgeline of Ben Bhraggie overlooking Loch Fleet and 
lower lying coastland is overlooked by the monument to the Duke of 
Sutherland which acts as a focal feature within the southern part of the SLA.” 

8.91 The SLA’s sensitivity to change which are of specific relevance to this proposal 
include, but are not limited to: 

• “Additional large scale features could, in combination with the existing wind 
turbines and overhead electricity line to the west of the SLA, could diminish 
the perceived scale of the hills and their qualities of wildness and tranquillity. 

• Additional features within the moorland hills could appear to compromise the 
simplicity of the existing land cover and landform shape. 

• Additional access tracks within the moorland hills could contrast to its simple 
cover, by introducing dominant lines and reduce its sense of remoteness”. 

8.92 Again, as reported in EIAR Appendix 6.4, the applicant’s assessment underplays the 
extent of significant adverse effects arising across this SLA. It considers that much 
of the SLA would have either no view of the turbines, or only minor views of at a 
distance, within a much wider overall panorama. It concludes that these would 
extend to 4km from the site with the landscape as a whole remaining attractive and 
legible. In assessing the proposals, the Planning Authority has not reached the same 
conclusion. 

8.93 Whilst the proposed development would not introduce ‘new’ effects to areas of the 
SLA that do not already experience visibility of wind farms, the cumulative impact 
and horizontal spread will strengthen the influence currently experienced. This would 
lead to wind energy development sweeping over the landform and flowing from 
inland across towards the coastline, becoming a defining element in the view. When 
viewed from summits and higher ground within the SLA, the localised landscape 
character would be heavily influenced turbines. 

8.94 The development would give rise to significant adverse impacts within the SLA, 



particularly from higher elevations, and would have a significant adverse effect on its 
special qualities, thus undermining the SLA’s overall integrity. This integrity test is a 
particularly tough test to fail, but given the severity of effects at representative 
viewpoints, including VP4 (Beinn Dhorain), VP11 (Ben Horn) and VP12 (Ben 
Bhraggie), and the degree to which receptors’ views towards the SLA from receptors 
at a lower elevation, (including from the A9 and costal settlements of Brora, Doll and 
Dornoch), would be detrimentally affected, it would be challenging to reach any other 
conclusion. This is of particular concern given that it is the coastal transitional views 
towards the SLA which as of such importance, where the juxtaposition between the 
rolling moorland hills and coastal shelf can be appreciated, with the introduction of a 
prominent large scale wind farm diminishing the perceived scale of the hills and their 
qualities of wildness and tranquillity. 

8.95 The OWESG provides strategic considerations that identify sensitivities and 
potential capacity for wind energy development. These are called Landscape 
Sensitivity Appraisals. This includes the Loch Ness Landscape Sensitivity Study and 
the Black Isle, Surrounding Hills and Moray Firth Coast Caithness Sensitivity Study. 
Although the proposal falls out with this Landscape Sensitivity Appraisal, it lists key 
views and routes which may be affected by this Development. The study identifies 
key routes to be: the A9 Trunk Road and NC500, Railway - the Far North Line, and 
National Cycle Network -1, as well as Portmahomack, and Tarbat Ness / Wilkhaven 
Point. A key view is also described as being from Portmahomack looking westwards 
into Dornoch Firth NSA and northwards to Sutherland coastal hills. It states that: 
‘The curving shore and juxtaposition of coastal settlement designated landscape are 
seen in context with a foreground of either Portmahomack and Balnabruach. with 
sea and distant hills creates a valued and picturesque scenic composition’. Whilst 
the application site falls out with the Landscape Sensitivity Appraisal, its content 
remains part of the Development Plan with its defined key views and routes to be 
considered in the determination this application. 

8.96 Given the scale and prominence of the development, and duration in views from the 
A9 northbound through Brora, covering a 6.5km stretch of the route between 3.5km 
and 10km of the nearest turbine out to beyond Doll, it is considered that the 
development would detract from existing views and the scenic composition of the 
Loch Fleet, Loch Brora and Glen Loth SLA. To date, wind farm development has 
taken place away from settlements located along the eastern coastline, with wind 
farms being located further inland and in areas which are better screened by 
intervening raised topography. The proposal would break this pattern and does not 
respect this established relationship, introducing stark new moving features in the 
landscape, particularly for receptors in Brora and Dornoch, with adverse impacts 
upon longer distance key views towards the hills above Brora, also occurring from 
Portmahomack. Longer distance views from the A9, between 20km and 35km 
northbound would also be affected, particularly from the Dornoch Bridge, albeit that 
these impacts would be sufficiently mitigated by distance. 

8.97 The application is seen to conflict with the criteria in the OWESG, and in turn HwLDP 
Policies 57, 61, and 67 as it relates to the landscape. This is due to the siting of the 
proposed turbines within an elevated part of the SLA, close to the coastline, which 
is highly visible from key routes and key views. 
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8.98 Adverse landscape impacts, below those being regarded as significant in EIA terms, 
would also arise across other neighbouring landscape designations. These include: 

• The Dornoch Firth NSA, whilst the western area will have little or no visibility, 
the eastern area including the approach to and surrounding Viewpoint 16 
(Dornoch Firth Bridge) will have visibility albeit that the proposal does not 
occupy the more valued parts of views from the NSA; and 

• The Flow Country and Berriedale Coast SLA, Ben Klibreck and Loch Choire 
SLA and Bens Gram and Loch Nan Clar SLA, with the proposal being viewed 
at distance generally from higher ground in part of the view where there is 
existing visibility of Gordonbush and or Kilbraur Wind Farms in the same 
broad location albeit that the proposed turbines sit higher on the skyline in 
many of these views, refer to EIAR Appendix 6.6 Wireframes B to F. 

 Wild Land 

8.99 No element of the proposed development is within a wild land area. The development 
will however be visible from three wild land areas: WLA 35 Ben Klibreck - Armine 
Forest (4km north west of the site), WLA 36 Causeymire Knockfin Flows (8km north 
east of the site) and WLA 39 East Halladale Flows (33km north east of the site). The 
general test considering the effects on wild land as set out in SPP Para 169 and 
reflected in HwLDP Policy 67 and the OWESG, is however relevant. The 
development will represent the introduction of a new human influence in the 
landscape to the south of these WLAs. 

8.100 The scope of the wild land assessment is limited to the closest two WLAs with the 
intervening distance and limited visibility justifying the lack of assessment for the 
other WLA which is accepted. The applicant’s assessment is provided at EIAR 
Appendix 6.5 and is reported to have followed best practice guidance: Assessing 
Impacts on Wild Land Areas - Technical Guidance (Consultative Draft) (SNH, 2017). 
It is noted that since the LVIA was completed NatureScot published the finalised 
guidance, but the applicant considered this to be broadly in line with the previous 
Consultative Draft. The Council are generally satisfied with the applicants’ 
methodology. 

8.101 The applicant’s assessment concludes that any adverse effect on either WLAs is 
deemed not to be significant. 

 WLA 35 Ben Klibreck - Armine Forest 

8.102 The applicant has assessed the sensitivity for the WLA as being medium to high. Its 
northern area is regarded to be high with the southern area being medium due to 
visual detractor being Gordonbush Wind Farm and 275kv line. The applicant 
considers that the proposal would have a moderate to minor effect on one of its 
special qualities, namely: WLQ1) ‘An awe-inspiring simplicity of landform and 
landcover and a perception of ‘emptiness’, so that the peatland often seems greater 
than it is’. Theoretical visibility of the proposed wind farm is reported to be replicate 
visibility from operational wind farms and therefore, the perception of emptiness is 
already influenced by other development in the WLA. That said, it is recognised that 
the proposal is on the skyline above or adjacent to Gordonbush and increases the 



perception of development on the WLA to some degree. Such effects are best 
represented within VP5 and VP6. 

8.103 Note that whilst there is commonality in the extent of the theoretical visibility of both 
Gordonbush Wind Farm and the proposal, as best presented at EIAR Figure 6.29, 
this does not detail to what extent both wind farms may be visible in terms of turbine 
numbers or height. What is clear however is that the proposal would be extensively 
visible across this WLA and the elevated sky lining nature of the proposal would have 
a greater magnitude of impact. As per Appendix 2, the Planning Authority consider 
that for VP5 and VP6 this would result in significant visual effects. Although such 
visual effects would occur, this quality of the simplicity of landform and a perception 
of ‘emptiness’ would still be well expressed within the interior of the WLA, such that 
the development would not have an overall significant adverse effect on WLQ1, with 
NatureScot reaching the same conclusion. 

8.104 All other effects on the WLQs are reported by the applicant to be at worst minor in 
nature. The is position is not disputed for WLQs 2, 3 and 4 however is disputed in 
relation to WLQ5: ‘A secluded, elevated and remote interior plateau shielded by an 
outer rim of hills, in which there is a strong sense of solitude, sanctuary and risk.’ 
The presence of the wind farm above the outer rim of hills would affect ‘the strong 
sense of solitude, sanctuary and risk’ with the magnitude of effect being underplayed 
by the applicant. NatureScot have however pointed out that existing wind farms 
outside of the WLA already currently limit the sense of solitude, sanctuary and risk, 
but the elevated positioning of this wind farm exacerbates the effects on sense of 
sanctuary and solitude. Whist the applicant has underplayed the magnitude of effect, 
both NatureScot and the Planning Authority conclude that such effects on WLQ5 
would be moderate but not significant given that this quality would still be well 
expressed, particularly within the interior of the WLA. 

8.105 Taking all these factors into consideration the applicant concludes that the proposed 
development would have some limited influence upon the WLQs, the other 
intervening detractors, additional impacts arising from the development would be 
limited. It has however been found that the proposal’s effects on certain WLQs have 
been underplayed, but all parties are in agreement that overall, the WLQs would not 
be materially affected. 

 WLA 36 Causeymire Knockfin Flows 

8.106 The applicant has assessed the sensitivity for the WLA as high with the effect of 
Gordonbush and overhead lines have less of an influence due to intervening 
distance. Again, the applicant has identified non-significant effect across WLQs 1-4, 
with the most severe being moderate to minor for WLQ1 ‘Awe inspiring simplicity of 
wide open peatland from which rise isolated, arresting, steep mountains’ and WLQ4 
‘Wide glens containing meandering rivers that limit access and are often the focus 
for isolated historic features. Rolling, interlocking hills in the south containing remote, 
sheltered glens with limited visibility.’ Theoretical visibility of the proposal is mostly 
limited to the south west where this overlaps with theoretical visibility of other wind 
farms in the surrounding area, and as such the simplicity of the landscape is already 
influenced by other development. 



8.107 Although visibility is described as being ‘far reaching’ by the applicant, the 
intervening distance of 15km and the wide panorama of the views available mitigate 
the reported magnitude of effect. In assessing these findings, the overall conclusion 
is not disputed, albeit as evidenced from Wireframes D and E, the development 
extending the horizontal influence of wind farm development from southward views 
from inland across the rolling hills towards the coastline. NatureScot are in general 
agreement with these findings, albeit that they remain uncertain as to why the 
applicant’s assessment fails to consider WLQ5: ‘Rolling, interlocking hills in the south 
containing remote, sheltered glens with limited visibility’ when this is the main area 
where visibility of the proposal extends. Nevertheless, they do not consider this WLQ 
to be significantly adversely affected with the Planning Authority having reached the 
same conclusion. 

 Visual Impact 

8.108 The Council considers visual impact using the criterion set out in Section 4 of the 
OWESG, with assessment against the criterion and view as to whether the threshold 
set out in the guidance is met or not, is contained in Appendix 3 to this report. 
Unsurprisingly, as visual impact assessment combines objective and subjective 
aspects through the application of professional judgement, there is a difference 
between the applicant’s assessment and the appraisal undertaken. The information 
in Appendix 2 and 3, combined with matters set out earlier in this report, explain the 
difference between the outcomes of the assessments. 

8.109 The applicant’s assessment draws upon the supportive elements of how the 
proposal could be viewed within the landscape. The ZTV demonstrates that the 
scheme will be extensively visible across a 35km study area, including from the south 
from several coastal settlements, recreational routes and transport corridors. 
Visibility is also extensive inland across large swaths of sparsely populated land, 
including summits across the south west and local roads used for land management 
and recreation. Visibility to the north is however slightly more contained with the 
proposal being highly visible at close range, with longer distance visibility extending 
to the north west, including from distant sections of the A897 and B871. 

8.110 The development would extend the theoretical visibility of turbines beyond that 
already experienced as a result of existing wind farm development in the area. This 
includes across sections of the A9 to the south of the site, throughout Brora and the 
smaller settlement of Doll where there are open views north towards the surrounding 
hills, and from further south interrupting more distant northern coastal views from 
Embo and Dornoch. The proposal would also introduce new wind farm visibility at 
close range out to around 7km across the coastal hills south of Helmsdale, with more 
isolated areas of new wind farm visibility further north and north west. 

8.111 Whilst this extension of theoretical visibility is geographically limited for a proposal of 
this scale, this is a reflection upon the presence of existing wind farms in close 
proximity further inland, and it must be recognised that to date these large and 
established wind farms have successfully avoided visibility from the more accessible 
parts of Highland’s coastline used by locals, tourists and communities across the 
north of Highland. Further it should be noted that in those areas where turbines are 
already visible, a ZTV cannot demonstrate any increase in intensity of wind energy 

alanmacdonald
Highlight



developments in a view from an area. This is particularly relevant given the elevated 
underlying topography of the site, increasing the extent of the proposal’s visibility in 
the landscape. 

8.112 The Zone of Theoretical Visibility contained in the EIAR indicates where the 
development would be theoretically visible within the 35km study area, however, 
visibility resulting in certain significant visual adverse effects will be predominantly 
concentrated within 15km radius, albeit that significant effects are also anticipated in 
longer distance coastal views out to around 25km. 

8.113 The EIAR includes a visual impact assessment from each of the 18 viewpoints, with 
most viewpoints considered to be used by receptors of high sensitivity and 
susceptibility to wind energy development, although it is acknowledged that not all 
receptors experiencing the development from all of the viewpoints would have a high 
sensitivity to the development.  

8.114 Two of the selected viewpoints, VP2 (Lower Brora) and VP13 (Viewing Point on 
Minor Road near Skelbo Castle) were however regarded to be used by receptors of 
very high sensitivity. As these are representative of points where people pause to 
enjoy the scenic composition of the view, these sensitivity levels are not disputed. 

8.115 Four viewpoints from the A897 and other minor roads were also assessed by the 
applicant as used by receptors of medium sensitivity and therefore less susceptible 
to wind energy development. In analysing each of the routes assessed as being of 
medium sensitivity, the approach taken is only agreed for VP10 (Craggie Beg) due 
to this single track road appearing to predominantly serve isolated remote properties 
and land with no evidence of regular use for recreation. This is however in contrast 
with nearby VP8 (Brora to Rogart Minor Road near Sciberscross) and VP9 (Brora to 
Rogart Minor Road near Dalreavoch) where during the site visit this route was 
frequently found to be used by recreational cyclists given its attractive quiet rural 
single track nature and the scenery available along this road which follows the 
shoreline of Loch Brora and along the strath floor next to the River Brora. This route 
is therefore regarded to used by receptors of high sensitivity and susceptibility to 
wind energy development. Similarly, this is also the case for VP17 (A897, Kinbrace) 
with this route being regularly used by tourists and for recreation, including by several 
cyclists and fisherman along the River Helmsdale and further north along the 
Halladale River. 

8.116 The aforementioned disputed sensitivity levels for certain receptors, leads to different 
conclusion from the applicant’s assessment. The applicant has found that the 
development would not have a significant adverse visual impact for users of the 
Brora to Rogart Minor Road. This is contested for both VP8 and VP9 taken from a 
distance of around 10.5km and 13.5km along this route. 

8.117 VP8 (Brora to Rogart Minor Road near Sciberscross) is taken from the elevated 
position on the road heading downhill towards loch Brora. The viewpoint has been 
taken where there is a break in roadside vegetation at a particularly striking point 
eastbound looking down the strath over the meandering River Brora, towards the 
focal pinnacle hill (Beinn Smeorail) which effectively marks the centre of the strath in 
the view and splits Gordonbush to the north and Kilbraur wind farm to the south. 
From here, the proposed turbines do not read as a natural extension to Gordonbush, 



with their contrasting character being skylining and distinctly separate from the 
contained wind farm development on the lower hill slopes within the strath. The 
proposal is disconnected, with turbines running horizontally at a higher level and 
spread out across the skyline with no definitive end point to the right hand side 
beyond the focal pinnacle hill. The applicant’s assessment acknowledges that 
proposal increases the influence of wind energy on the distant hills but fails to 
reference that the proposal would also increase the sequential cumulative impact of 
wind energy development along this route as one experiences Kilbraur and then 
Gordonbush either side of the strath. Instead, the applicant references the presence 
of exiting wind farms as a mitigating factor, reducing the magnitude of change in the 
view. This is not accepted as the siting of the proposal between these two wind farm 
results in the removal of an area of respite. In summer months road trees would help 
to limit visual effects to a certain degree. That said, the magnitude of change is still 
regarded to be high to medium given the sequential impact, the extent of horizontal 
spread, its, its lack of physical containment and lack of visual integration with the 
existing wind farm. This results in a major to moderate level effect which would be 
significantly adverse for users of this route at this point. 

8.118 VP9 (Brora to Rogart Minor Road near Dalreavoch) is taken 3km further back from 
the proposal, where views towards the site are more contained by the strath hillsides. 
Impact is mitigated by distance, but as per VP8, the proposal reads as a separate 
wind farm and draws more attention to wind farm development within the framed 
valley. The proposal does not respect the character of Gordonbush which is low 
down and back clothed, with the proposal sky lining and increasing vertical spread 
of wind energy development. This results in a medium magnitude of change and a 
moderate level of effect which is significant given the centre of the strath being the 
focus of the view whilst traveling eastbound. 

8.119 The applicant assessment concludes that significant visual effects would be limited 
to three receptors within a 8.5km radius. These relate to the settlements of VP1 
(Doll), VP2 (Lower Brora) and one summit, VP4 (Beinn Dhorain). The applicant has 
found the adverse level of visual effect to be major at Lower Brora and Beinn 
Dhorain, with receptors at Doll experiencing a moderate but significant level of effect. 

8.120 In analysing these findings, the applicant’s identified major effects are agreed 
between the parties with these impacts arising at Lower Brora due to 12 turbines 
being visible including 8 hubs. From Lower Brora, northern views towards the hills 
would be affected by a significant horizontal spread of wind turbines appearing partly 
on the horizon with these being of a substantial scale with many turbine towers being 
visible, dominating the edge of the hills. For the summit of Beinn Dhorain, the major 
effects are a result of the proximity of the turbines dominating the view to the south 
with the scale of the turbines appearing out of step with those previously consented, 
which can be best appreciated from the wireframes provided. For the scattered 
settlement of Doll, the applicant’s reported level of effect of moderate is considered 
to be slightly underplayed, with the level of effect being major to moderate. This has 
been increased due to the turbines appearing to dominate the steeply rising 
moorland hills, with 10 turbines and 6 hubs being visible. Turbines T8, T11, T12, T14 
and T15 are problematic with these highly prominent turbines having a strong 
influence in the northern view. Whilst other existing wind farms are located a similar 
distance away from this viewpoint, they are positioned at a lower elevation and are 



entirely out of view. The inherent mitigation in existing nearby wind farm’s siting and 
design would be unpicked by the proposed development, with its turbines being sited 
on much higher ground. This proposal does not therefore respect the existing pattern 
of wind farm development in this area. 

8.121 In addition to these 3 significant effects identified by the applicant, and the 2 
significant visual effects identified by the Planning Authority at VP8 and VP9 from 
the Brora to Rogart Minor Road, a further 7 significant visual effects have been found, 
bringing the total to 12 from the 18 selected viewpoints, representing two thirds of all 
assessed viewpoints which differs considerably from the applicant’s assessment. 

8.122 Of the 7 remaining additional significant effects, these comprise: VP3 (Victoria Road 
(A9), North Brora), five remote areas encircling the western side of the wind farm at 
a distance of around 10-15km, being VP5 (Creag Nam Fiadh), VP6 (Hope Hill), VP7 
(Track to Ben Armine Lodge), VP11 (Ben Horn), VP12 (Ben Bhraggie), and finally 
the more distant coastal settlement of Dornoch VP14 (Dornoch, Coastal Footpath 
near Royal Dornoch Golf Club). 

8.123 Receptors at VP3 (Victoria Road (A9) would experience the wind farm when 
travelling on the A9 northbound through Brora, covering a 6.5km stretch of the route 
between 3.5km and 10km of the nearest turbine out to beyond Doll. The development 
would detract from existing views towards the northern hills which are a focus for the 
settlement of Brora, and contributes significantly to the settlement’s sense of place. 
These hills are not however wild land, and have been influenced by human activity 
to a certain degree through land use such as commercial forestry and there is 
existing infrastructure such as hill tracks and overhead lines. Their attractive rolling 
character and composition from inland and down towards the coast is recognised 
with this area falling within the Loch Fleet, Loch Brora and Glen Loth SLA. This 
viewpoint’s sensitivity to change is therefore high which isn’t disputed between the 
parties. The magnitude of change is regarded by the applicant to be medium to low 
which is disputed and is instead, regarded to be high, resulting in a major significant 
adverse level of effect. From this viewpoint 10 turbines are visible, including 5 hubs, 
all of which are problematic rising above the skyline. The most problematic turbines 
are undoubtably those closest to the coast, T11 to T15, with T8 also being overly 
dominant. The most problematic turbine in this view is T13 which rises well above 
the others, appearing on the long flowing ridgeline, rather than behind it, despite the 
turbines being set back from the outer edge of the first line of hills. Given that these 
turbines would be directly in front of northbound receptor’s line of sight, the wind farm 
would be framed by the built up areas either side of the road and any mitigation 
offered by intervening deciduous trees would also be reduced in winter months. 
These intervening features, including built up areas within the settlement are overly 
relied upon in the applicant’s assessment, and it is strongly disagreed that the 
magnitude of change would be substantially reduced by the presence of existing 
other man made features in the foreground. 

8.124 Receptors at VP5 (Creag Nam Fiadh) would experience the development at a mid 
range of around 11km with the view already being heavily influenced by the presence 
of Gordonbush Wind Farm. From here, the applicant’s magnitude of change is 
disputed, with the proposals having a high to medium, rather than medium, 
magnitude of change, resulting in a major to moderate significant effect. Although 
this viewpoint best presents the proposal as a lateral extension to Gordonbush, it 
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quite clearly elevates the extent of wind farm development onto and over the skyline, 
with the proposal reading as a continuous flow of turbines over the landscape, with 
no containment. There are no physical features in the landscape along the ridgeline 
which would indicate suitable end points for wind farm development. This is in direct 
contrast to the design of the existing wind farms, coming up to the edge of the eastern 
ridgeline, but with no turbines breaching it, with wind energy development being 
contained to a lower elevation. The scale and clustering of turbines on the skyline 
also adds significant weight to this intrusion onto and over the raised plateau. 

8.125 Receptors at VP6 (Hope Hill) is another elevated remote viewpoint to the west of the 
site where receptors would experience the development from a similar distance to 
VP5. In this instance the applicant’s scoring of a medium magnitude of change, 
resulting in a moderate level of effect is agreed, but the applicant’s findings that this 
does not lead to a significant visual effect is disputed. Again, the applicant’s 
assessment is overly reliant upon the presence of the existing wind farm mitigating 
the level of effect of the development. From here, the proposal sites centrally within 
the horizontal spread of wind farm development but the additional height of turbines 
up on the plateau must increase cumulative visibility of wind farm development at 
this viewpoint and across the surrounding area. The substantial increase in the 
number of turbines breaking the skyline increases the weight and prominence of this 
wind farm cluster, with the proposed turbines on top of the plateau also introduce 
added depth giving the impression of more turbines being hidden beyond the ridge 
of the hill which is disconcerting. This effect is created by the ridgeline turbines being 
viewed at full height with several towers being visible, and a second stepped down 
row of turbines of a lower height appearing in the distance. 

8.126 Receptors at VP7 (Track to Ben Armine Lodge), located west of the site on a remote 
track, provide a slightly different view of the proposal experienced at a similar 
distance across this WLA. Again, the applicant’s reported magnitude of change of 
medium, leading to a moderate effect is not disputed, however, the resultant 
significance of effect is found to be significant. From here, this is another good 
example of the contrasting character of the proposed skylining development with the 
back clothed nature of Gordonbush, creating an uncomfortable continues and 
layered wind energy development pattern into the distance, as per VP5 and VP6. 
The addition of the proposed turbines is therefore considered to lead to a significant 
visual change in the view. 

8.127 Receptors at VP11 (Ben Horn), located further to the south west and being the 
highest peak in the area, would have excellent visibility of the proposed development 
at a distance of less than 10km. From here the applicant’s argument, that the 
proposed development would appear as an extension to any existing wind farm is 
strongly contested with the proposal clearly occupying a different raised space, close 
to, but still distinctly separate to Gordonbush. All existing turbines in this view are set 
below the skyline (excluding the odd blade tip) and the proposal is at a much higher 
elevation resulting in several turbines clearly breaching the skyline and interrupting 
views to towards the distant higher peaks of Creag Scalabsdale and Morven. The 
balance is also poor in their configuration with several clustered and stacking to the 
left hand side. The LVIA states that the impact is not significant due to the presence 
of Gordonbush and panoramic nature of the view. This doesn’t however explain what 
is the main focus of the view or what’s of interest. The proposed turbines are well 



spread out and horizontally cover a greater proportion of the view that all of 
Gordonbush and its extension. The turbines also occupy the higher ground and 
space which separates existing wind farm development from the sea, bridges this 
gap, and interrupts views towards the higher peaks in the view. For these reasons, 
again whilst the proposal has been found to give rise to a medium magnitude of 
change and moderate level of effect, this is judged to be significant. 

8.128 Receptors at VP12 (Ben Bhraggie), is another high peak in the area which would be 
adversely affected. Unlike other selected higher elevation viewpoints in the 
surrounding areas to the north, north west, west and south west, this is a much more 
popular summit due to being well served by several paths and is a very popular 
destination for both walkers and cyclists with its routes being promoted as mountain 
bike trails. This summit is also home to the Duke of Sutherland monument which 
overlooks the eastern coastline with the viewpoint being taken from higher ground 
just beyond the monument along a path which runs westwards where northern coast 
and northern hills are a focus of the view. From here, the context of the site can really 
be appreciated, with this viewpoint being located within the Loch Fleet, Loch Brora 
and Glen Loth SLA and provides coastal views overlooking settlements, coastal 
farmland and the rising moorland which then falls downwards towards the existing 
wind farms. From here, northern views are already affected by inland Kilbraur 
turbines to the north west, (3 tips and 2 hubs). These turbines are much closer to 
viewer with the mid distance Gordonbush turbines also influencing the northern view, 
however, these turbines are very well contained and low down in the landscape, with 
just the occasional turbine breaking the skyline. In contrast, most proposed 
Kintradwell turbines breach the skyline, and their visibility, scale and distance have 
a greater influence on this viewpoint that the existing Grodonbush turbines, which 
are set much lower down and are more inland. The scale of turbines would be 
substantially larger than Gordonbush due to the site’s raised topography. The 
proposal would undoubtedly ably have a cumulative impact and substantially 
increase horizontal spread, but this would be broken up by intervening high 
topography. Again, our assessment concurs with the applicant’s, that the proposal 
would have a medium magnitude of change, leading to a moderate level of effect, 
but the conclusion of this not being significant is contested, with this found to have a 
significant due this wind farm proposal’s increased horizontal spread across the hills 
towards the coastline interrupting a key aspect of the view. 

8.129 Receptors at VP14 (Dornoch, Coastal Footpath near Royal Dornoch Golf Club) 
would experience the development in distant northward coastal views, particularly 
users of the championship golf course playing northbound holes following the 
coastline. Despite the intervening distance of 23.5km, the proposals have been 
found to have a medium magnitude of change, rather that the applicant’s reported 
magnitude of change of medium to low. This leads to a moderate and significant 
impact which is unusual given the good separation distance. This is in part due to 
the proposed scale of the turbines and their positioning on elevated ground, raising 
the prominence of the turbines in the view. The proposed turbines are located 
centrally within the northern hills which are a focus of the coastal view. The most 
offending turbines are those closes to the coastline, T11,12,13,15 which would be 
highly visible with their prominence being heightened by back clothing. The visibility 
of the Duke of Sutherland Monument in the 50mm photomontage (refer to 
NatureScot visualisation AEI VP14, Sheet C, Dwg No. 19-1122.527) gives a good 
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point of reference to measure the scale of the proposed turbines at this viewing 
distance. From here the turbine’s bases would appear to be of a comparable scale 
to this monument, with the monument being 30m in height and the distant turbine 
bases, which are circa 13km further back, having a hub height of 3 times this at 91m. 
The horizontal spread of turbines rolling over two summits and positioning of the 
eastern turbines closer to the coastline views heightens the magnitude of change to 
medium, which given the sensitivity of the view, results in a moderate and significant 
level of effect. 

8.130 Beyond the agreed significant visual effects, it remains important to also consider 
other moderate, but not significant adverse visual effects. Of the remaining 6 
viewpoints, such moderate or moderate to minor (non-significant effects) are 
anticipated to occur at 4 viewpoints, with these findings being generally agreed 
between the parties. These relate to: 

• VP10 (Craggie Beg) taken just away from the Brora to Rogart Minor Road, 
where the medium, rather than high, sensitivity of the view, is the mitigating 
factor to avoid a significant effect; 

• VP13 (Viewing Point on Minor Road near Skelbo Castle) where 3 blade tips 
are visible on the horizon. From here the scale and height of these 
comparable to existing overhead line towers which are also visible in the 
vicinity on the horizon, but the turbine tips would flicker in and out of view; 

• VP15 (Portmahomack) where the proposal would be situated high above 
Brora. These hills are not however the main focus of the view from here which 
is arguably further to the west towards the Dornoch Firth National Scenic Area 
and whilst the site forms part of the wider designated landscape, the 
percentage of the day is the visibility that good (good weather days can also 
have haze) will be the limiting factor given the intervening distance of around 
27km; and 

• VP17 (A897, Kinbrace) the disputed sensitively level does not alter the 
resultant visual impact, which is agreed between the parties to not be 
significant albeit that the level of effect would be raised to moderate, but 
acceptable, given the limited magnitude of effect with only a limited of turbines 
being visible. 

8.131 It has been found that the development would be more visually prominent to highly 
sensitive receptors at select representative viewpoints than the applicant 
assessment has indicated, with this resulting in the identification of several additional 
significant adverse visual effects from 12 viewpoints identified by the Planning 
Authority, compared to just 3 being identified within the applicant’s assessment. The 
applicant’s visual impact assessment findings have therefore been largely contested, 
albeit that for several viewpoints there remains only a single step change in either 
the sensitivity of the receptor or magnitude of effect, resulting in a significant adverse 
effect. 

8.132 NatureScot’s assessment of the application reaches the same conclusion, noting 
that it is their view that the applicant’s assessment does not adequately reflect the 
degree of visual effects which would arise as a result of the proposal. They have also 
found that the proposed turbines would present as imposing features from the lower 
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lying settlements of Dornoch and Doll, but also those at a greater distance such as 
Dornoch at 23km. At higher elevations, they concur that that the poor siting of the 
proposal is apparent, with the proposal dominating the experience where currently 
existing wind farms appear to be contained within the much lower expansive 
moorland and views rise over above the turbines. Whilst not stated for every 
individual viewpoint, NatureScot consider that the proposal would introduce 
significant adverse visual impacts on a wide range of views, which include: the 
approach to, and views from the settlements of Doll, Brora and to a lesser extent 
Dornoch, with the proposal appearing as an obvious and uncharacteristic feature 
situated on relatively undeveloped hills which firm an intrinsic part of their landscape 
setting; panoramas obtained from locally important elevated viewpoints; and 
imposing upon views, and in some instances, dominating the experience within lower 
lying straths. 

8.133 In addition to the above, it is important to consider the context of the development in 
combination with other windfarm developments and assess the likely cumulative 
effects. Of particular importance is how wind energy developments relate to each 
other in design and relationship to their surroundings; their frequency when moving 
through the landscape, and, their visual separation to allow experience of the 
character of the landscape in between. In this instance, cumulative impacts of the 
proposed development in combination with existing wind farms has already been 
assessed as part of the applicant’s ‘solus’ assessment. Scope for additional 
cumulative effects therefore relates to the proposed development in combination with 
other consented wind farm schemes or those in planning or awaiting determination. 
This therefore captures the recently constructed Gordonbush Extension and South 
Kilbraur. Given however that both these schemes are extensions to wind farms 
already considered in the ‘solus’ assessment, the applicant’s assessment does not 
identify any further significant cumulative landscape or visual effects would not arise 
as a result of the proposed development. That is not to say that cumulative effects 
would not arise, but the applicant has pointed to these effects arising regardless if 
Kintradwell Wind Farm proceeds or otherwise, with the proposal only reinforcing 
these impacts should they arise. 

8.134 In considering this further, since the preparation of the EIAR’s LVIA Gordonbush 
Extension has now been built out and has been captured in the more recent 
photography used to create the EIAR FEI visualisations. The cumulative visual effect 
of this development is already therefore been captured in the more recent wireframes 
and photomontages which has not altered the findings of the EIAR LVIA’s initial 
visual assessment undertaken. In reviewing the scope for South Kilburar to be seen 
in combination with Kintradwell Wind Farm, this relates to a single viewpoint, VP14 
(Dornoch, Coastal Footpath near Royal Dornoch Golf Club) where South Kilbraur 
has been shown in the NatureScot visualisation. From here the extent of visibility of 
South Kilbraur would be limited to less than half a dozen blade tips which would 
flicker in view. These are however sufficiently distant from coastal views towards 
Kintradwell, and given the limited scale of South Kilbraur’s tips, would not cause any 
discernible cumulative effect. 

8.135 Another important consideration is the potential for additional sequential cumulative 
effects to arise with South Kilbraur. Scope for such effects to arise relate to receptors 
using the surrounding hills of VP6 (Hope Hill), VP11 (Ben Horn) and VP12 (Ben 
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Bhraggie), as well as for road users at VP8 (Brora to Rogart Minor Road near 
Sciberscross), VP9 (Brora to Rogart Minor Road near Dalreavoch) and VP10 
(Craggie Beg). For the visual receptors across these three hills, the sequential effect 
of developing both South Kilbraur and Kintradwell would result in a greater degree 
of wind farm influence, albeit in different angles of view. 

8.136 For VP6, the cumulative impact would result in a greater landscape impact across 
the Ben Kilbreck Armine Forest WLA, extending the horizontal spread of wind farm 
development vertically with Kintradwell and horizontally by South Kilbraur. For VP11 
the wind farms are almost at opposing directions meaning in one was to travel north 
east to south west or south west to north east, they would experience one or other 
wind farm on the decent, and both at the summit. Similarly, for VP12 Ben Bhraggie, 
its summit may experience visibility of both wind farms in norther and western views 
but not combined, with its lower slopes to the west also having theoretical visibility 
of both wind farms, with the dominant influence being from South Kilbraur due to 
proximity. 

8.137 Sequential cumulative effects would also occur on the Brora to Rogart Minor Road, 
VP8 and VP9, and off nearby adjoining accesses, such as VP10. Travelling in an 
easterly direction, the impact would again be intensified by the presence of South 
Kilbraur closer to Rogart, with a section of combined visibility of both South Kilbruar, 
Kilbruar and Kintradwell, as well as Gordonbush, resulting in this corridor being 
heavily influenced by wind farm development. No such effect cumulative effect would 
however occur as a result of the Kintradwell development in a westerly direction, 
albeit that sequential effects would still occur with visibility of Gordonbush, Kilbraur 
and South Kilbraur. 

8.138 In addition to onshore cumulative effects, the applicant’s assessment does not 
demonstrate any consideration for cumulative effects to arise due to the presence of 
offshore windfarms. Whilst Beatrice is listed in EIAR Table 6.20 as operational, the 
closer 2019 consented Moray West wind farm is not referenced, however, its location 
is shown in EIAR Figure 6.9 identified as an ‘operational wind farm’. The 
corresponding LVIA visualisations do not show this offshore consented scheme. 

8.139 Of the select representative viewpoints provided, the most affected views of the 
proposal in combination with Moray West Offshore Wind Farm would be from VP11 
(Ben Horn) and VP12 (Ben Bhraggie), where the closer 265m to tip offshore turbines 
would be seen alongside the proposed development as one experiences these 
panoramic views. The separation distance of around 32km between these schemes 
should be sufficient to give a degree of respite, however, the presence of both 
schemes would continue the horizontal flow of wind energy development from inland 
at a lower elevation, over the higher rolling moorland, interrupting views towards 
distant hills, down the coastline with wind turbines being visible out at sea. The 
interplay between the onshore and offshore developments would also not be 
confined to the summits, with sequential cumulative effects being experienced for 
users of the A9 and rail line transport corridors, as well as from coastal receptors 
further south such as Dornoch. 

 NatureScot have reached a similar conclusion and have identified that detrimental 
and significant cumulative landscape effects would arise once off shore wind farms 
are taken into account, stating that: ‘offshore wind farms make a considerable 

alanmacdonald
Highlight



material change to the landscapes of this seaboard’ and ‘Moray East has not been 
included in the LVIAs assessment of cumulative effects, however it is our view that 
this proposal will significantly alter the character of the seaboard.’ NatureScot explain 
that with the addition of Kintradwell this will intensify the presence of wind farm 
development along the coast further eroding the currently distinctive definition of 
smalls scale coastal strip contained by the backdrop of moorland, with the proposals 
not achieving compatibility with the existing, or consented and in-planning wind farms 
in the area. 

8.140 In summary, it has been found that cumulative effects would arise from several 
viewpoints and sequentially for users of the Brora to Rogart Minor Road. For 
recreational users of the hills in the surrounding area and this route, the applicant’s 
assessment fails to recognise these effects as being significant. This is contested 
with the assessment of the Planning Authority identifying ‘solus’ significant visual 
effects at all of these aforementioned cumulative receptors. Should both South 
Kibruar and Kintradwell proceed, this would result in an increased cumulative 
magnitude of change, and increased level of effect for all these receptors. This is 
predicted not to lead any notable change in the ‘solus’ assessment scoring for any 
of the hill top viewpoints. The sequential effects of wind farm development is also 
already a key factor in the ‘solus’ assessment for determining visual impacts for VP8 
and VP9, albeit that South Kilbraur would sequentially contribute to these visual 
impacts, with both developments, if built out, exacerbating the change in character 
of this area to one which is being progressively dominated by wind farm 
development. The addition of Moray West may also bring added in combination 
adverse cumulative effects for summits south of the site, including VP11(Ben Horn) 
and VP12 (Ben Bhraggie), as well as sequentially for users of the A9 and transport 
corridors, but also for residents and leisure attractions along the coastline of 
particularly Brora, where one may experience a degree of encirclement of wind 
energy development, but also further south at VP14 (Dornoch, Coastal Footpath 
near Royal Dornoch Golf Club). Again, the solus assessment has found the proposal 
to give rise to significant adverse effects across all of these receptors, with the 
addition of Moray West not making any material change to these findings. 

8.141 The applicant’s assessment has also considered the visual effects on settlements 
and residential receptors. The nearest larger settlements include Brora, Golspie and 
Helmsdale to the east, with visibility extending into Dornoch, Tain and 
Portmahomack to the south. Of these settlements, the ZTV is not showing any 
visibility of the proposal from either Golspie or Helmsdale. The closest and most 
affected larger settlement would be Brora, where the development would be a 
prominent new feature of the landscape in views looking north towards the hills. The 
LVIA concludes that there would be no significant adverse effects with the exception 
being Brora and its inland neighbouring settlement, Doll. These findings are agreed 
for these two settlement but assessment of the application has also identified 
significant effects for smaller settlements of Greenhill and Dalchalm located along 
Brora Golf Course to the south east, as well as from a much greater distance further 
south along the eastern coastal edges of both Embo and Dornoch. 

8.142 To date, wind farm development has taken place away from settlements located 
along the eastern coastline, with wind farms being located further inland and in areas 
which are better screened by intervening raised topography. This character and 
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pattern of established wind farm development has been upheld over the years with 
successive wind farm proposals having been refused along the north eastern 
coastline, both through decisions by the Planning Authority and by Scottish Ministers. 
The proposal would break this pattern and does not respect this established 
relationship, introducing stark new moving features in the landscape, particularly for 
receptors in Brora and Dornoch. Whilst visibility in northern views does not constitute 
literal encirclement of wind energy development, the extent of the proposal’s visibility 
and horizontal spread above Brora does contribute to perception of this settlement’s 
encirclement with many turbines, particularly T8, T11 to T15, being visually 
prominent in the majority of northern views from Brora, including its A9 central access 
northbound, as well as from many of its surrounding leisure attractions including its 
golf course, caravan park and beach. 

8.143 Returning to closer into the site, there are no residential properties within 2km of the 
proposed development and as such the applicant is not required to undertake a 
Residential Visual Amenity Assessment (RVAA). The applicant has however 
considered the impact for properties with theoretical visibility located between 2 to 
5km from the site, which include properties at Clynemilton and at Crackaig located 
to the south east, as well as for primary settlements beyond 5km which include 
several scattered groupings of properties north and north east of Brora, as well as 
Kildonan to the north on the A897. For all properties within 5km, the applicant has 
found that visibility would be limited to glimpses of blade tips only resulting in minor 
impacts. These findings are not contested. 

8.144 For other nearby primary settlements beyond 5km, those closes into the site would 
also have at worst glimpsing views of blade tips due to the intervening steep rising 
hills to the north. For those set slightly further back to the south east near the 
coastline including Dalchalm and Greenhill, mostly the rear of properties face the site 
with principal elevations facing the coastline. Here visibility of turbines, including 
more prominent turbines T13 and T15, are reported to cause a moderate to minor 
effect, with these being viewed above intervening landform. From the EIAR FEI 
wireframe provided along the adjacent Brora Golf Course, the most prominent 
turbines breaking the skyline are agreed to be T11 to T15, as well as the blades of 
T8. The impact however is greater further south away from the site, and the turbines 
are generally appear set back from the initial long flowing ridgeline, on the second 
tier in, and appear more distant over the hill. The exception to this is T13 which due 
to its scale and the extent of its base being visible makes it appear at the summit 
and not in the distance. The foot of the turbines and connecting tracks would however 
be hidden, but this turbine should have been repositioned further north and pulled 
back or deleted. The applicant’s findings are therefore contested, and it has been 
found that the proposal would result in a high to medium magnitude of change, and 
a major to moderate significant adverse effect on residents and visitors in and around 
Greenhill and Dalchalm. 

8.145 For receptors at Clynelish and West Clynelsh, including visitors to the distillery, most 
visibility should be limited to blade tips only, flickering in and out of view above the 
hills, however the further south one travels, more of problematic turbines T13 and T8 
come into view including their hubs. Overall, the applicant finds this to result in a 
medium to low magnitude of change, resulting in a moderate to minor level of effect 
which is not significant. These findings are not contested, with impacts and visibility 
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increasing as one travels southwards, which can be appreciated from VP1 (Doll), 
where significant adverse visual effects would occur. 

8.146 For Kildonan to the north on the A897, glimpses of turbines may be possible but 
much of this settlement is set within woodland along the River Helmsdale which 
would help to limit visibility. Based on this woodland being retained minor effects are 
reported by the applicant to arise. Such screening effects may be lost over time 
resulting in more of the turbines coming into view, however the intervening raised 
landform and viewing distance of around 8km helps to mitigate this impact, with up 
to 7 turbines and up to 3 hubs being theoretically visible across the settlement based 
on the ZTV. Further inspection of EIAR Figure 7.2 and the wireframe EIAR Figure 
7.8 taken from this broad location, better informs this position and given the limited 
extent of turbine blades that would be visible, with any hubs appearing the ridgeline 
of the hills, the applicants assessed magnitude of change is still agreed to be low, 
resulting in a minor adverse effect for receptors across this settlement. 

8.147 For all other primary settlements within 20km, the applicant’s findings that visual 
effects would be minor and not significantly adverse are not contested. 

8.148 Despite being over 20km away, significant adverse effects are anticipated to be 
experienced in Dornoch, particularly in northern coastal views from Royal Dornoch 
Golf Course, with this view also being akin to visibility along Embo’s eastern 
coastline, located slight further north. This is at odds with the applicant’s assessment 
which considers such effects to be at worst moderate to minor due to properties 
general orientation away from the proposed wind farm and for Dornoch due to 
intervening buildings and vegetation. This does not however fully capture how people 
use and enjoy these costal settlements, where the predominant focus is on the use 
and views obtained from their scenic coastline. The effects on these settlements is 
therefore regarded to be significant, represented by VP14 (Dornoch, Coastal 
Footpath near Royal Dornoch Golf Club) as previously set out. 

8.149 From further south visibility also extends across Tain and much of the Dornoch Firth 
estuary eastwards towards Portmahomack. The increased viewing distance 
however curtails the possibility for significant effects to arise from the southern side 
of the Dornoch Firth, however moderate impacts are still possible at times of good 
visibility. The OWESG Part 2b, lists key views as from Portmahomack looking 
westwards into Dornoch Firth NSA and northwards to Sutherland coastal hills. The 
application site falls out with the Landscape Sensitivity Appraisal: ‘Black Isle, 
Surrounding Hills and Moray Firth Coast, Caithness’ but this remains a Development 
Plan defined key view to be considered in the determination this application. Whilst 
the separation distance and scale of the proposed turbines are the limiting factors 
which are likely to avoid significant impacts at this range, the views towards the 
Sutherland hills are equally applicable along the shoreline further north at Dornoch 
and Embo where the proposals have been found to have a significant adverse visual 
effect. 

8.150 In summary, the impact upon settlements has been underplayed by the applicant 
with significant adverse visual effects arising at Brora, across its surrounding outlying 
settlements of Doll, Greenhill and Dalchalm, and along the coastal frontages of Embo 
and Dornoch. 
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8.151 The EIAR has also provided an assessment of the development’s effect on the 
amenity of transport routes, which in turn enlightens the assessment of the in-
combination effects in terms of how the development is experienced sequentially 
through the landscape. Whilst the application site falls out with the OWESG 
Landscape Sensitivity Appraisals, its key routes and gateways affected by this 
application include: the A9 Trunk Road and NC500, Railway - the Far North Line, 
and National Cycle Network -1, as well as Portmahomack, and Tarbat Ness / 
Wilkhaven Point. Whist not listed in the OWESG as such, another key route in this 
area includes the A897 from Melvich to Helmsdale. 

8.152 The EIAR has considered several transport routes, including all of the above, 
concluding that the development will not have a significant effect on any of these. 
This is contested, specifically for the A9 at Brora, which includes the NC500 and for 
the rail network along this section of the A9. Given the scale and prominence of the 
development, and duration in views from the A9 northbound through Brora, covering 
a 6.5km stretch of the route between 3.5km and 10km of the nearest turbine out to 
beyond Doll, it is considered that the development would have a significant adverse 
visual impact upon this route, detracting from existing views and the scenic 
composition of the Loch Fleet, Loch Brora and Glen Loth SLA. 

8.153 The proposal would also adversely affect the visual amenity of users of the rail 
network at this point, however, with the exception of the approach to Brora station 
northbound, the brevity of theoretical visibility from all other close and mid-range 
sections of the network would not result in significant effects elsewhere. Longer 
distance views may also be experienced from Tain and the south side of the Dornoch 
Firth, however these would be minor adverse due to distance. Significant adverse 
effects would therefore be limited to around 6.5km stretch before, within and after 
Brora with the rail line following the same broad alignment and being at the similar 
elevation to the A9. 

8.154 Recreational receptors have also been subject to assessment with a focus on 
walkers and cyclists. For this scheme this would include the John O’Groats Trail 
(stages 6 and 7), Highland Wildcat bike trails at Ben Bhraggie, the Brora village trail, 
three core paths (including Loch Brora – West Track, North Brora River and Brora 
Links, Dalchalm routes), Brora and Royal Dornoch golf courses, several beaches 
(Brora, Embo, Dornoch and Portmahomack) and various summits including 
representative selected recreational viewpoints for Beinn Dhorain, Creag nam Fiadh, 
Hope Hill, Ben Horn and Ben Bhraggie. 

8.155 The most significant adverse impacts would arise on the John O’Groats Trail for a 
2km stretch where major to moderate effects would arise at a distance of 6.5km to 
8.5km through Brora. Such effects would also occur for the Brora village trail, and 
major to moderate adverse effects are anticipated for Brora Links, Dalchalm routes, 
including for Brora Golf Course, particularly across the southern area of the course 
where there is increased visibility of the wind farm, which is also the case for users 
of Brora beach. Although significant effects for Embo beach, Royal Dornoch Golf 
Course (championship course) are reported by the applicant not to be significant, the 
magnitude of effect is regarded to be underplayed as reported for VP14 (Dornoch, 
Coastal Footpath near Royal Dornoch Golf Club), and the Planning Authority 
consider that northern costal views towards the hills would be significantly affected. 
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8.156 In contrast with the applicant’s assessment, of aforementioned five recreational 
summit viewpoints, all of these have been found to give rise to significant adverse 
effects. The applicant’s assessment comes to a different conclusion, considering that 
such effects would only arise at Beinn Dhorain which is the closest summit to the site 
at a distance of 3.7km. THC’s assessment has found that visual amenity from all 
other assessed summits at mid-range of up to 13km would be significantly adversely 
effected. It is therefore considered that the assessment of recreational receptors 
undertaken by the applicant does not give a fair account of the likely effects of the 
development. 

8.157 In summary, the visual impact of the proposal has been found to give rise to a 
number of significant adverse visual effects for transport corridors and recreational 
routes and leisure attractions. These include for users of the A9 and the rail network 
northbound around and through Brora, for recreational users of the John O’Groats 
Trail, the Brora village trail, Brora Links, Dalchalm routes, including Brora Golf 
Course, Brora beach, Embo beach and Royal Dornoch Golf Course (championship 
course), as well as across a series of hills within a 13km radius, and for eastbound 
road users, including walkers and cyclists, on the Brora to Rogart Minor Road. Given 
the relatively large margin of variation between both parties’ assessments, the 
applicant has been found to have materially underplayed the magnitude of the impact 
of the development and has under reported its wide ranging significantly adverse 
visual effects. 

 Noise and Shadow Flicker 

8.158 It is not anticipated that noise or shadow flicker would be a significant issue as a 
result of this development due to the distance between it and noise sensitive (non-
involved) properties. Initial concerns were raised regarding the operation of the 
proposed substation in proximity to a nearby residential receptor, however, these 
have since been overcome with the Planning Authority expecting precautionary 
substation noise limits and plant equipment ratings to be applied, as per 
Environmental Health’s 21 September 2021 consultation response. Additionally, 
whilst the applicant has suggested a wind farm operation noise limit condition of 
35dB for this development, the Planning Authority would expect that a condition 
restricting operational noise levels to no more than 2dB above predicted levels as 
per EIAR Table 12.10, be applied. Given the existence of other wind farm 
development in the surrounding area, it is considered appropriate to seek a 
cumulative noise mitigation and management scheme if an issue arises. By taking 
this approach, the Planning Authority will retain effective control over the potential 
noise impacts and have a suitable avenue for investigation should any noise 
complaints arise from the development. In terms of shadow flicker, it is not 
anticipated that this will be an issue for this development either individually or 
cumulatively given the location of the development in relation to properties. 

 Telecommunications 

8.159 No concerns have been raised in relation to potential interference with radio / 
television networks in the locality. A condition should nonetheless be sought to 
secure a scheme of mitigation should an issue arise. 
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 Aviation 

8.160 There are no unresolved objections with regard to aviation interests, with no 
outstanding concerns being raised. Should the proposal be granted permission, a 
condition can be applied to secure suitable mitigation in terms of infrared aviation 
lighting only and notification to the appropriate bodies of the final turbine position. 
Representations have raised concerns with the prospect of the development 
requiring visible aviation lighting, however, the Ministry of Defence’s consultation 
response helpfully confirms that any aviation lighting could be restricted to perimeter 
turbines with these having infrared lights or infrared beacons. 

 Other Material Considerations 

8.161 The applicant has sough permission to operate the wind farm in perpetuity. This 
deviates from common practice with consents now typically reflecting the turbine 
manufacture’s operational design life which in recent years has steadily increased 
from around 25 to 35 years. The applicant’s EIAR states that the turbine design life 
is now estimated at 40 years, albeit that the socio-economic section of the EIAR 
makes reference to typical non-domestic business rates expected to be generated 
for a 30 year period. This is not however considered to given rise to any significant 
change to the EIAR’s findings in terms of the scheme’s socio-economic benefits. 

8.162 In considering the appropriates of an in perpetuity consent, with the exception of 
RSPB, no other statutory consultee would appear to have highlighted any concern. 
Whilst the Highland Council’s Development Plans Team’s response highlights that 
the principle of this is broadly reflective of the approach to be taken in the 
determination of all wind farms, the Planning Authority do not support this proposal 
which could set a precedent for other energy proposals. Should Scottish Ministers 
be minded to consider any in perpetuity consent, this at the very least should make 
adequate provision for pause and review, requiring the undertaking of a further EIAR 
at regular intervals, similar to the Review of Old Mineral Permissions (ROMPs) for 
mineral sites. In doing so, the ability to curtail the extent of any wind farm’s re-
powering or removal of the wind farm must remain at the control of the Planning 
Authority / Scottish Ministers, without having to compensate the developer for any 
financial losses associated with future electricity generation. Similarly, the Planning 
Authority’s costs associated with the assessment of any updated EIAR should also 
attracted a proportionate application fee. As with other wind farm consents, it is 
therefore suggested to Scottish Ministers that any permission be time limited to a 
period no greater than 40 years, with any renewal or re-powering requiring a fresh 
EIAR, and assessment of the most up to date provisions of the Development Plan 
and government policy at that time. 

8.163 As with any wind farm, the Planning Authority would also request that any 
forthcoming permission includes a clear description of development which specifies 
the precise number of turbines to be developed, the maximum blade tip height, the 
rotor diameter and includes details of all associated ancillary infrastructure with such 
matters not be left to planning conditions, which could lead to scope for further re-
design or re-powering without requiring a full fresh consent. This matter is of 
particular importance should Scottish Ministers be minded to grant consent in 
perpetuity which is not supported by the Planning Authority. 



8.164 At the end of its operational life, usual decommissioning and restoration 
requirements should therefore be secured. If the decision is made to decommission 
the wind farm, all components, track access and associated infrastructure requires 
to be removed from the site. The Planning Authority also requires that any 
foundations remaining on site; the exposed concrete plinths would also be removed 
to a depth of 1m below the surface, graded with soil and replanted. Cables also 
require to be cut away below ground level and sealed. It would be expected that any 
new tracks or areas used for constructing the wind farm would be reinstated to the 
approximate pre-development condition, unless otherwise agreed with the Planning 
Authority. 

8.165 The EIAR makes reference to the temporary storage of suitable excavated in situ 
restoration materials, predominantly peat and peaty soils, however, vast areas of 
compensatory peatland restoration are also proposed. The requirement for and 
benefits associated with any direct peat placement to help restore degraded 
peatland should be considered further as part of the finalised Habitat Management 
Plan. To date this is only considered to restore the proposed onsite borrow pit and 
opportunities elsewhere should also be investigated. Any direct placement will 
however have implications for the delivery of the Decommissioning and Restoration 
Plan (DRP) for the site, a draft of which should be prepared alongside the finalised 
Habitat Management Plan. 

8.166 The requirements to decommission at its end of life is relatively standard and straight 
forward, with any request for re-powering to be considered with the submission of a 
relevant future application. It is important to ensure that any approval of this project 
secures by condition a requirement to deliver a draft DRP for approval prior to the 
commencement of any development and ensure an appropriate financial bond is put 
in place to secure these works. 

8.167 A finalised Decommissioning and Restoration Plan (DRP) for the site. reflecting best 
practice measures at its time of preparation, would also be required. The finalised 
DRP would be expected to be submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning 
Authority in consultation with NatureScot and SEPA no later than 12 months prior to 
the final decommissioning of the site. The detailed DRP would then be implemented 
within 18 months of the final decommissioning of the development unless otherwise 
agreed in writing with the Planning Authority. 

8.168 In relation to peat interests, The Peatlands Partnership have been progressing the 
case for the designation of the Flow Country as a World Heritage site since the late 
1990’s. The reason for seeking designation of the Flow Country as a World Heritage 
Site relate to the quality and extent of the blanket bog habitat. It is not possible, due 
to the lack of a formal designation along with supporting qualities / citations, at this 
stage to assess the potential impacts on any potential World Heritage Site resulting 
from any current adjacent or proposed developments. Inevitably this means that 
there is a risk that land use change prior to possible nomination and inscription may 
compromise areas which might otherwise have been included within the site 
boundary. However, the impacts on the habitats for which the Flow Country are 
known for have been assessed in the consideration of this application. 

8.169 Given the complexity of major developments, and to assist in the discharge of 



conditions, the Planning Authority seek that the developer employs a Planning  
Monitoring Officer (PMO). The role of the PMO, amongst other things, will include 
the monitoring of, and enforcement of compliance with, all conditions, agreements 
and obligations related to this permission (or any superseding or related 
permissions) and shall include the provision of a bi-monthly compliance report to the 
Planning Authority. 

8.170 In line with SPP, Highland Council policy and practice, community benefit 
considerations are undertaken as a separate exercise and generally parallel to the 
planning process. 

8.171 There are no other relevant material factors highlighted within representations for 
consideration of this application. 

 Matters to be secured by Section 75 Agreement 

8.172 None. 

9. CONCLUSION 

9.1 The Scottish Government gives considerable commitment to renewable energy and 
encourages planning authorities to support the development of wind farms where 
they can operate successfully and situated in appropriate locations. The project has 
the potential to contribute an additional 63MW of renewable energy capacity towards 
Scottish Government targets, as well as provide energy storage for up to 60MW, and 
make a meaningful contribution toward addressing climate change on the road to 
net zero. Further it would give an economic boost to the area, notably during the 
construction period. The applicant has also stated overall net benefits in terms of 
carbon reduction and peatland restoration, albeit based on the information provided, 
the Planning Authority have questioned the ability to ascertain if any such net 
beneficial peatland impacts would occur. As with all applications, the potential 
benefits of the proposal must be weighed against potential drawbacks and then 
considered in the round, taking account of the relevant policies of the Development 
Plan and Scottish Planning Policy. 

9.2 The application has attracted objections from four Community Councils with no other 
statutory consultees raising an objection. It has however also attracted a substantial 
number of objections from members of the public, with 501 representations having 
been received collectively across the Council and Scottish Government’s Energy 
Consents Unit, of which 89% are objections with many of the supportive comments 
being generated from a locally based contractor that has been offered the right of 
first refusal to supply balance of plant equipment for the proposed development. 

9.3 The location and scale of the development gives rise to a number of significant 
adverse effects, some of which are recognised by the applicant themselves in their 
assessment of the scheme. These significant effects are focused on visual impact 
and on the distinctiveness of landscape character in the area, which would be 
overwhelmed by the proposal with the wind farm, causing a detrimental significant 
adverse impact on the special qualities and integrity of the Loch Fleet, Loch Brora 
and Glen Loth Special Landscape Area which underlies the site. 



9.4 The location of the site, and its raised elevation, has also been found to cause some 
significant adverse effects on the neighbouring Ben Klibreck - Armine Forest Wild 
Land Area, namely its sense of sanctuary and solitude. Here the far reaching visibility 
of the development would extend across the vast remote areas of land to the north 
east, vertically extending the influence of wind farm development across the skyline 
above existing wind farms of Gordonbush and Kibraur which follow an established 
pattern of development, being located lower down in the landscape, surrounding 
Strath Brora. Due to the influence of other existing wind farms, overall, the wild land 
area’s qualities would not however be materially affected. 

9.5 The proposal shows disregard to the area’s established pattern of consented wind 
farm development, which includes turbines set back from eastern coastline situated 
more inland, largely hidden from settlements and transportation corridors by the 
intervening raised moorland extending across the Sutherland hills. The consented 
turbines in the surrounding area are comparably better contained, situated lower 
down in the landscape and not sky lining from surrounding viewpoints. Existing 
turbines are also mostly of a reduced scale, laid out in more compact clusters with 
closer turbine spacing. Despite the proposal’s close proximity to Gordonbush, it has 
an uncomfortable relationship with it being of an entirely different character and does 
not read as an extension. It is not therefore considered that the development has 
been appropriately designed to integrate with existing wind farm development or 
addresses the landscape and visual constraints of the area. 

9.6 As discussed in this report, this leads to significantly detrimental visual effects when 
viewed by residents, road users and recreational users of the outdoors. It has been 
found that the development would be visually prominent at 12 from 18 select 
representative viewpoints, where significant adverse visual impacts would arise. 
Such effects would occur across a series of hills within a 13km radius of the 
development, but also penetrating down to much lower elevations, the most 
adversely affected being receptors across the nearby settlements of Brora, across 
its surrounding outlying smaller settlements of Doll, Greenhill and Dalchalm, but also 
along the eastern coastal frontages of Embo and Dornoch out to a distance of around 
23km. 

9.7 Users of the connecting transport network and other recreational routes would also 
be significantly adverse effected, including the nearby section of the A9 (which also 
forms part of the NC500) and the rail network northbound around and through Brora, 
for recreational users of the John O’Groats Trail, the Brora village trail, Brora Links, 
Dalchalm routes, including Brora Golf Course, Brora beach, Embo beach and Royal 
Dornoch Golf Course (championship course), and for eastbound road users on the 
Brora to Rogart Minor Road, including walkers and cyclists. 

9.8 Given the relatively large margin of variation between both parties’ assessments of 
landscape and visual effects, the applicant has been found to have materially 
underplayed the magnitude of the impact of the development and has under reported 
its wide ranging significantly adverse effects. Insufficient regard has also been given 
in the applicant’s assessment to the cumulative and sequential visual effects of the 
scheme. 

9.9 Cumulative effects would arise from several viewpoints and sequentially for users of 
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the A9, the coastal rail network and for users of the attractive Brora to Rogart Minor 
Road. For recreational users of the hills in the surrounding area and this route, the 
applicant’s assessment fails to recognise these effects as being significant, 
particularly if South Kibruar and Kintradwell wind farms proceed, which would 
exacerbate the change in character of this area to one which is being progressively 
dominated by wind farm development.  

9.10 The addition of the consented offshore Moray West wind farm, located parallel to the 
proposed wind farm, would also introduce added in combination adverse cumulative 
effects for recreational receptors at summits south of the site, as well as sequentially 
for users of the A9 and east coast transport corridors, but also for residents and 
leisure attractions along the coastline, particularly at Brora where one may 
experience the perception of encirclement of wind energy development. Such in-
combination effects would be reduced from coastal settlements further to the north 
and south, however, would still occur at a greater distance, including from Dornoch’s 
leisure dominated coastline where the proposed development would be viewed 
alongside Moray West, resulting in wind energy development extending across the 
coastal, regionally important Sutherland hills out to sea. 

9.11 Over and above these significant and detrimental landscape and visual effects, the 
proposed development has also been found to give rise to adverse effects on 
ornithology. Despite the extensive mitigation measures set out to date, golden 
eagles would still be adversely affected, with the proposal leading to the loss of at 
least one territory. Consultees have advised that such affects could be avoided 
through the removal or repositioning of turbines, but these recommendations have 
not been taken on board. The visibility of the development may also compete with 
the scale and prominence of the culturally significant Duke of Sutherland monument, 
adversely affecting its setting in views from along the eastern coastline, albeit that 
such concerns have not been expressed by Historic Environment Scotland. 

9.12 The Council’s response to this application is considered against the policies set out 
in the Development Plan, principally Policy 67 of the Highland-wide Local 
Development Plan with its eleven tests which are expanded upon with the Onshore  
Wind Energy Supplementary Guidance. This policy also reflects policy tests of  other 
policies in the plan, for example Policy 28. This policy also draws in the range of 
subject specific policies as also contained within the HwLDP as listed in Section 6 
above. Whilst the application site is yet to be covered an OWESG Landscape 
Sensitivity Appraisal, and any strategic capacity for further wind energy development 
in the general area has not been identified to date, it has been found that for this 
particular site, there is no scope for a commercial scale wind farm; particularly not 
across the Sutherland hills which front the eastern coastline and are central and 
integral component of the Loch Fleet, Loch Brora and Glen Loth Special Landscape 
Area. 

9.13 Given the above analysis, the development has overall been found to give rise to 
certain benefits, however, it is considered that it would result in unacceptable 
significant and demonstrable adverse landscape effects which are found to be 
detrimental to the amenity of the area. As such, the application does not accord with 
the Development Plan. 
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9.14 Whilst the applicant has sought permission for operation of the development in 
perpetuity, given the lack of the appropriateness of the site for a wind farm, the 
Planning Authority strongly advise against this, with any forthcoming consent from 
Scottish Ministers advised to be time limited to ensure appropriate pause and review 
provision is made, with scope to decommission the development. 

9.15 Schedule 9 of the Electricity Act sets out what an applicant shall do in relation of the 
preservation of amenity. It is considered that the proposal has had limited regard to 
the desirability of preserving natural beauty and has not mitigated the effects of the 
development in relation to the effects on the natural beauty of the countryside. This 
is by virtue of the locations, siting and design of the wind farm, resulting in an 
unacceptable landscape and visual impacts which cannot be accommodated, 
particularly given that this area has already been subject to a substantial amount of 
wind energy development pressure, both further inland, as well as offshore, with the 
Sutherland hills above Brora offering an area of reprieve with its flowing rolling hills 
making an important contribution this area’s sense of place and special landscape 
character. 

9.16 All relevant matters have been taken into account when appraising this application. 
It is considered that the proposal does not accord with the principles and policies 
contained within the Development Plan and there are no material considerations 
which would lead to a different conclusion. 

10. IMPLICATIONS 

10.1 Resource: Not applicable 

10.2 Legal: Not applicable 

10.3 Community (Equality, Poverty and Rural): Not applicable 

10.4 Climate Change/Carbon Clever: The proposal has the ability to make a contribution 
toward the production of renewable energy. 

10.5 Risk: Not applicable 

10.6 Gaelic: Not applicable 

11. RECOMMENDATION 

11.1 It is recommended that the Council Raise an Objection to the proposal for the 
following reasons: 

 
 
1. The application is contrary to Policy 67 (Renewable Energy), Policy 57 (Natural, 

Built and Cultural Heritage), and Policy 61 (Landscape) of the Highland-wide 
Local Development Plan, the Onshore Wind Energy Supplementary Guidance, 
and Scottish Planning Policy as the development would have a significantly 
adverse impact on the integrity of The Loch Fleet, Loch Brora and Glen Loth 
Special Landscape Area, as well as having a significant adverse impact on the 
Rounded Hills – Caithness and Sutherland Landscape Character Type. This is 
by virtue of the location, siting and design with the proposed development have 



a significantly detrimental visual impact, due to the development dominating view 
within and across this upland area. 

 
2. The application is contrary to Policy 67 (Renewable Energy) and Policy 28 

(Sustainable Design) of the Highland wide Local Development Plan, the Onshore 
Wind Energy Supplementary Guidance, and Scottish Planning Policy as the 
development would have a significantly detrimental visual impact particularly as 
viewed by residents, road users including tourists and recreational users of the 
outdoors in the wider vicinity of the site to the north, south, and west of the 
proposed development, as demonstrated at, but not limited to, viewpoints VP1 
(Doll), VP2 (Lower Brora), VP3 (Victoria Road (A9), North Brora), VP4 (Beinn 
Dhorain), VP5 (Creag Nam Fiadh), VP6 (Hope Hill), VP7 (Track to Ben Armine 
Lodge), VP8 (Brora to Rogart Minor Road near Sciberscross), VP9 (Brora to 
Rogart Minor Road near Dalreavoch), VP11 (Ben Horn), VP12 (Ben Bhraggie) 
and VP14 (Dornoch, Coastal Footpath near Royal Dornoch Golf Club). This is by 
virtue of the location, siting and design of the proposed development having a 
significantly detrimental visual and cumulative impacts with other wind energy 
development, and due to the development not respecting the pattern and 
character of existing wind farm development in the area. 
 

 REASON FOR DECISION 
 
All relevant matters have been taken into account when appraising this application. It 
is considered that the proposal does not accord with the principles and policies 
contained within the Development Plan and is unacceptable in terms of applicable 
material considerations. 
 

 REASONED CONCLUSION 

 The Council is in agreement with the findings of the Environmental Impact 
Assessment Report that the development of Kintradwell Wind Farm is likely to give 
rise to new significant adverse impact on the environment, notably in terms of its 
landscape and visual impact. The Council however considers that these landscape 
and visual effects extend beyond those reported in the applicant’s Environmental 
Impact Assessment Report. Overall, the Council is not satisfied that the environmental 
effects of this development can be addressed by way of mitigation. 

 

Signature:  Dafydd Jones 

Designation: Area Planning Manager – North 

Author:  Peter Wheelan 

Background Papers: Documents referred to in report and in case file. 

Relevant Plans: 
 

Plan 1 - Site Location Figure 1.1 Dwg:03501-RES-LAY-DR-PT-001 19.02.21 
Plan 2 – Infrastructure Layout Figure 1.2 Dwg:03501-RES-LAY-DR-CE-001 19.02.21 
Plan 3 - Blade Tip ZTV up to 
35km with viewpoints 

Figure 6.23 Dwg: P19-1122.123 19.02.21 
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Appendix 1 – Letters of Representation 

 
OBJECTORS 
 

1.  Pam Davenport 

 
 
The Neuk, Ladiesloch, Brora, KW9 6NG,  26/03/21  

 
2.  Stephen Price 

 
 
16 Park Court, Brora, KW9 6NP,  26/03/21  

 
3.  Pamela & Arthur Teska 

 
 
Glas Lochan, 75 Dalchalm, Brora, KW9 
6LP,  26/03/21  

 
4.  David Kleeman 

 
 
 09/03/21  

 
5.  Mr Peter Nutting 

 
 
Field House, Bentworth, Alton, 
Hampshire, GU34 5RP,  05/04/21  

 
6.  Malcolm McCall 

 
 
7 Market Street , Brora , KW9 6PX,  04/04/21  

 
7.  Emily Hutt 

 
 
 03/04/21  

 
8.  Alistair Risk 

 
 
Aldersyde, Victoria Road, Brora, KW9 
6QN,  08/04/21  

 
9.  Robin & Kirsty Pilcher 

 
 
Monorgan, Longforgan, Dundee, Angus, 
DD2 2HT 08/04/21  

 
10.  Marjorie Kerr 

 
 
Havisgarry, Sollas, Isle Of North Uist, 
Western Isles, HS6 5BS, ,  10/04/21  

 
11.  

Ruwan Uduweage-
Perera 

 
 
Ascoile, Gordonbush, Brora, KW9 6LX,  10/04/21  

 
12.  Duncan McLaren 

 
 
4 - 5 Albany Court Yard, Piccadilly, 
London , W1J 0HF,  10/04/21  

 
13.  Douglas Sutherland 

 
 
Scarista, 62 Dalchalm, Brora, KW9 6LP,  10/04/21  

 
14.  

Catriona And John 
Maclennan Whitfield 

 
 
Culgower House, Loth, Helmsdale, KW8 
6HP,  10/04/21  



 
15.  Bill Newton Dunn 

 
 
 10/04/21  

 
16.  

Elizabeth And Geoffrey 
Smyth 

 
 
 11/04/21  

 
17.  Gillian Cassidy 

 
 
11 Esmond Court, London , W8 5HB 11/04/21  

 
18.  John Nutting 

 
 
Achentoul , Kinbrace , Sutherland , 
KW11 6UB,  14/04/21  

 
19.  James Nutting 

 
 
 12/04/21  

 
20.  Mrs Tracey Smith 

 
 
Invercassley Cottage, Rosehall, Lairg, 
IV27 4BD 13/03/21  

 
21.  Mr Roger Brook 

 
 
Gowodean, Lochgoilhead, PA24 8AH 11/03/21  

 
22.  Miss A Metlikovec 

 
 
11 Rise Cottages, Widford, Hertfordshire, 
SG12 8SB,  13/04/21  

 
23.  Toby Ward 

 
 
Church Farm, East Woodhay, Newbury, 
Berkshire, RG20 0AL 13/04/21  

 
24.  Mrs Lesley Hughes 

 
 
Montrose Cottage High Street Brora 
KW9 6PA 13/04/21  

 
25.  Graham Charge 

 
 
Helendale, Culrain, IV24 3DP,  22/03/21  

 
26.  Charles Mason 

 
 
 22/03/21  

 
27.  Joan Baxter 

 
 
Ford House, Doll, Brora , Sutherland 
KW9 6NJ ,  22/03/21  

 
28.  Dr Violet Moller 

 
 
Lane End Farm, Marston St Lawrence, 
Northants, OX17 2DB 22/03/21  

 
29.  John MacDonald 

 
 
 22/03/21  



 
30.  K2 Action Group 

 
 
 23/03/21  

 
31.  Isobel Dundas 

 
 
Strathsteven Cottages, Brora, KW9 6NL,  23/03/21  

 
32.  

Ros Holden And Neil 
Jones 

 
 
18 The Links, Golf Course Road, Brora, 
KW9 6PY,  24/03/21  

 
33.  Bernard & Pat Ledwith 

 
 
Four Winds, Golf Road , Brora,  23/03/21  

 
34.  Mrs I. Clarkson 

 
 
The Eyrie, Golf Road, Brora,  06/04/21  

 
35.  

Trevor And Elaine 
Procter 

 
 
Meikle Mochrum , Castle Douglas, DG7 
3PD 21/03/21  

 
36.  William F Nutting 

 
 
 06/04/21  

 
37.  Robert Smith 

 
 
 06/04/21  

 
38.  Jennifer Martin Smith 

 
 
 07/04/21  

 
39.  Ronnie Mackay 

 
 
2 Ross Terrace, Brora, KW9 6PP,  07/04/21  

 
40.  Jonathan Webster 

 
 
 07/04/21  

 
41.  Mary Donald 

 
 
 08/04/21  

 
42.  Lynn Pryde 

 
 
The Schoolhouse, Conicavel, By Forres, 
IV36 2TU 08/04/21  

 
43.  

Graeme And Nicole 
Sutherland 

 
 
Seafield, Gower Street, Brora , KW9 
6PD,  08/04/21  

 
44.  Jane Wilson 

 
 
146 Ladies Loch, Brora, KW9 6NG 08/04/21  

 
45.  Emma Royall 

 
 
Emma Royall, Worlingworth Hall, 
Worlingworth , Woodbridge , IP13 7NS ,  09/04/21  



 
46.  

Alexander Bruce 
Richardson 

 
 
56, Sisters Avenue, London, SW11 5SN 09/04/21  

 
47.  Victoria Barclay 

 
 
4 The Links, Golf Road, Brora, 
Sutherland, KW9 6PY,  09/04/21  

 
48.  Jessica Nasmyth 

 
 
42 Cleveland Square, London, W26DA,  09/04/21  

 
49.  Candace Allen 

 
 
4 Lonsdale Square, London, N1 1EN ,  09/04/21  

 
50.  Christine M Reid 

 
 
Portmore House, Peebles, EH45 8QU,  09/04/21  

 
51.  

Elizabeth Faassen De 
Heer 

 
 
Sycamore Cottage, Mosshill, Brora, KW9 
6NG,  14/03/21  

 
52.  John & Debbie Hewett 

 
 
The Old Mill, Maesbrook, Oswestry, 
Shropshire, SY10 8QD,  23/03/21  

 
53.  Helen Jenkins 

 
 
Sula Sgeir, 1 North Street, Dornoch, 
Sutherland,  23/03/21  

 
54.  Dominic Burke 

 
 
Vice Chairman Of Marsh McLennan & 
Chairman Of Marsh Specialty, The St. 
Botolph Building, 138-139 Houndsditch, 
London, EC3A 7AW 23/03/21  

 
55.  Fiona Cooke 

 
 
 13/03/21  

 
56.  

Jim & Kathleen 
Cunningham 

 
 
Braco House, Gower Lane, Brora, KW9 
6NT,  30/03/21  

 
57.  Ronnie Sim 

 
 
 15/03/21  

 
58.  

Donna Pryde & Ewan 
Pryde 

 
 
Tigh-Na-Rosa, 200 Doll, Brora, KW9 
6NN,  14/03/21  

 
59.  

Lady Miranda And Mr 
Michael Hutchinson 

 
 
Hensleigh House, Tiverton, Devon, EX16 
5NJ,  19/03/21  



 
60.  Michael Nicholson 

 
 
The Magazine Farm,, Sedgeford,, 
Hunstanton,, Norfolk , PE36 5LW 15/03/21  

 
61.  Melanie Auchterlonie 

 
 
Kilvian Lodge, Doll, KW9 6NN 25/03/21  

 
62.  John R Griffiths 

 
 
 24/03/21  

 
63.  Richard Elias 

 
 
2, Highbourne House, 13-15 Marylebone 
High Street, London, W1U 4NS,  09/04/21  

 
64.  David Chaplin 

 
 
 09/04/21  

 
65.  Louise & Simon Nadin 

 
 
2, Ard Beag, Badnellan, Brora 10/03/21  

 
66.  Mr James Munday 

 
 
Culgower Steading, Culgower, Loth, 
KW8 6HP 10/04/21  

 
67.  S E B Clowes 

 
 
 10/05/21  

 
68.  Amanda J Petrie 

 
 
La Breque, Sark, GY10 1SE 24/03/21  

 
69.  Hector MacLennan 

 
 
 24/03/21  

 
70.  

Isobel Pryde & Dennis 
Pryde 

 
 
Heatherlea, Ladiesloch, Brora, 
Sutherland, KW9 6NG 25/03/21  

 
71.  Wendy Sutherland 

 
 
 25/03/21  

 
72.  Torrish Estate Helmsdale 

 
 
Neil McCorquodale, Director Torrish 
Estate 25/03/21  

 
73.  Alan Hastings 

 
 
 25/03/21  

 
74.  M E Brocklebank 

 
 
 30/03/21  

 
75.  Michael Baird 

 
 
Bank House, Dornoch Road, Bonar 
Bridge, Ardgay, IV24 3EB,  30/03/21  



 
76.  Charles Fortescue 

 
 
 30/03/21  

 
77.  James Dean 

 
 
Estate Office, East Mere, Bracebridge 
Heath, Lincoln, LN4 2HU,  30/03/21  

 
78.  Patrick Belfast 

 
 
 30/03/21  

 
79.  

Alistair And Mary Claire 
Troughton 

 
 
The Old Bailiff's House,, Burton Le 
Coggles,, Grantham,, Lincolnshire, NG33 
4JR,  30/03/21  

 
80.  Hazel Macmillan 

 
 
35 Boswell Road, Inverness, IV2 3EW,  14/04/21  

 
81.  Lee And Syd Bright 

 
 
Alderberry Cottage, Victoria Road, Brora, 
KW9 6LN,  13/04/21  

 
82.  R V Hewett 

 
 
Greengates, Grantown-On-Spey, PH26 
3PR,  14/04/21  

 
83.  

Stewart & Jacky 
Anderson 

 
 
8 Manse Park, Brora, KW9 6PT,  07/04/21  

 
84.  Mr Anson MacAuslan 

 
 
The Firs, Berriedale, KW7 6HD 30/03/21  

 
85.  Ms M Francis 

 
 
Foxgloves, Culgower, Loth, Helmsdale, 
KW8 6HP,  07/04/21  

 
86.  

Hazel And John 
Alderson 

 
 
Scarista, 59 Dalchalm, Brora, KW9 6LP,  07/04/21  

 
87.  Adam Sutherland 

 
 
East Clyne, Brora , KW9 6LS 16/04/21  

 
88.  Tara Robinson 

 
 
5 Merrywood Road, Bristol , BS3 1DY,  06/05/21  

 
89.  Rowland Chamberlain 

 
 
65 Belfast Road, Carrickfergus, Co. 
Antrim, BT38 8BY 26/04/21  

 
90.  

Michael And Linda 
Allgood 

 
 
Meiklelyn, Ardachu, Brora, KW9 6NG,  24/03/21  



 
91.  

Amanda MacRae And 
Anthony & Sky Urquhart 

 
 
Anndra, Academy Place, Brora, KW9 
6QR,  24/03/21  

 
92.  Zara Campden 

 
 
Exton, Cottesmore Road, Oakham, 
Rutland, LE15 8AN,  28/03/21  

 
93.  S.E. Steven 

 
 
Mulberry Croft, 2 East Newport, 
Berriedale, KW7 6HA,  17/03/21  

 
94.  Morven C. Sutherland 

 
 
 18/03/21  

 
95.  James Gouriet 

 
 
Chavenage , Tetbury, Gloucestershire, 
GL8 8XP,  28/03/21  

 
96.  Marian Waumsley 

 
 
4 Ross Place, Lothmore, Helmsdale, 
KW8 6HR,  12/04/21  

 
97.  

Lynne Paterson & 
Margaret Smith 

 
 
 26/03/21  

 
98.  Michael Warwick 

 
 
 04/03/21  

 
99.  Rod Harrison 

 
 
 11/03/21  

 
100.  Dr Alan Stone 

 
 
 11/03/21  

 
101.  Ian Threlfall 

 
 
 17/05/21  

 
102.  Howard Petrie 

 
 
La Breque , Sark, Guernsey, GY10 1SE 26/03/21  

 
103.  Ian McCorquodale 

 
 
 26/03/21  

 
104.  

Caroline Lowsley-
Williams 

 
 
Laundry Cottage, Chavenage House, 
Chavenage, Tetbury, Gloucestershire , 
GL8 8XW,  26/03/21  

 
105.  Richard P Chase 

 
 
 26/03/21  



 
106.  Mrs Marjorie Dixon 

 
 
4 Golf Road, Brora, KW9 6QS,  26/03/21  

 
107.  Colin McCorquodale 

 
 
Kilphedir Lodge, Torrish, Kildonan, 
Helmsdale, KW8 6HY,  30/03/21  

 
108.  Hugo Bedford 

 
 
4 Coleman Street, London , EC2R 5TA,  27/03/21  

 
109.  

Mrs Caroline Sutherland 
Pilch 

 
 
2 Salt Street, Brora, KW9 6PZ 31/03/21  

 
110.  Hazel Duncan 

 
 
Ashlea, Wartle, Inverurie, AB51 5BS 12/04/21  

 
111.  Mrs K Henrietta Marriott 

 
 
Fleet Ford, Golspie, KW10 6TD 16/04/21  

 
112.  Tom Parker 

 
 
 21/04/21  

 
113.  Brora Golf Club 

 
 
President Andy Stewart 21/04/21  

 
114.  Martin Horton-Lane 

 
 
 21/04/21  

 
115.  Margaret Ditchburn 

 
 
Rose Cottage, Ladies Loch, Brora, KW9 
6NG 12/04/21  

 
116.  Mark Trasenster 

 
 
 12/04/21  

 
117.  Belinda Roscoe 

 
 
 12/04/21  

 
118.  Jean Sargent 

 
 
Fechlin Cottage, West Helmsdale , 
Helmsdale, Sutherland, KW8 6HH,  12/03/21  

 
119.  Mrs Ruth Whittaker 

 
 
 09/03/21  

 
120.  Diana Royce 

 
 
Ballinreach,, Brora, Sutherland, KW9 
6LU 12/03/21  

 
121.  Helen Sutherland 

 
 
 12/03/21  



 
122.  Anne M Harborow 

 
 
Tipperlinn Road, Edinburgh, EH10 5ET 19/03/21  

 
123.  

Rory And Fiona 
Annesley 

 
 
12 Golf Road , Brora , Sutherland , KW9 
6QT ,  19/03/21  

 
124.  David Hurst-Brown 

 
 
 23/04/21  

 
125.  Henry Robinson 

 
 
Horsemill Barn, Frittenden, TN17 2DT, ,  24/04/21  

 
126.  Miss Sally Read 

 
 
The Owls, Doll, Brora, KW9 6NJ,  18/03/21  

 
127.  John & Janet Durban 

 
 
Fannich Lodge, Doll, Brora, KW9 6NN,  18/03/21  

 
128.  John Wright 

 
 
34 Greenhill Gardens, Edinburgh, EH10 
4BP 14/04/21  

 
129.  Mr Jonathan Baker 

 
 
Dalcharn, Borrobol, Kinbrace, KW11 6UB 10/03/21  

 
130.  Dr Tony Walentowicz 

 
 
Strath Brora View, 143 Badnellan, Brora, 
KW9 6NQ 07/04/21  

 
131.  Dr Nick Lindsay 

 
 
Wharrenmore Sunnybottom, West Clyne, 
Brora, KW9 6NH 12/03/21  

 
132.  Sylvia Thorne 

 
 
The Old Kirk, Persie, Bridge Of Cally, 
Blairgowrie, Perthshire, PH10 7LQ,  11/03/21  

 
133.  Robert Bell 

 
 
 11/03/21  

 
134.  Mrs Emily Johnson 

 
 
6 Park Terrace, Brora, KW9 6ND 08/04/21  

 
135.  

Drummond And 
Marcelline Thorne 

 
 
Roselea, 7 North Street, 
Cambuskenneth, Stirling, FK9 5NB 14/04/21  

 
136.  Mrs J.L. Chase 

 
 
 14/04/21  



 
137.  Charles Coaker 

 
 
Estate Office , Hall Farm, Lockington, 
Derby, DE74 2RH 31/03/21  

 
138.  Mrs Olive Kinnear,  

 
 
154 East Clynekirkton, Brora, KW9 6LS,  16/04/21  

 
139.  S Mellard 

 
 
 01/04/21  

 
140.  Mr David Morel 

 
 
 01/04/21  

 
141.  Mr Rory Maclachlan 

 
 
 01/04/21  

 
142.  Richard Dorman 

 
 
Littleour Farm House,, Meikleour,, 
PERTH,, PH2 6EW,  31/03/21  

 
143.  Nicola Keate 

 
 
 31/03/21  

 
144.  Mr Simon Winton 

 
 
Inverchroskie House, Enochdhu, 
Blairgowrie , Perthshire , PH10 7PB,  31/03/21  

 
145.  

Anthony Duckworth-
Chad,OBE,DL 

 
 
 31/03/21  

 
146.  Andrew Martin Smith 

 
 
 31/03/21  

 
147.  Nadine Bonsor 

 
 
 31/03/21  

 
148.  David M Hird 

 
 
 15/04/21  

 
149.  

Michael And Nicola 
Fitzgerald 

 
 
 31/03/21  

 
150.  Christopher Parker 

 
 
Dennes House, Waltham, Canterbury, 
Kent , CT4 5SD,  31/03/21  

 
151.  Lucy Xandie Roberts 

 
 
Porters Farm, Kelvedon , Essex, CO5 
9DD,  14/04/21  

 
152.  

Murdo Maclennan 
Whitfield 

 
 
Loth, KW8 6HP,  14/04/21  



 
153.  George Stephenson 

 
 
 15/04/21  

 
154.  

Jeremy Palmer-
Tomkinson 

 
 
 15/04/21  

 
155.  Kay Henderson 

 
 
East Clyne, Brora, KW9 6LS 15/04/21  

 
156.  Mr George Gunn 

 
 
12A Seaforth Place, Brora, KW9 6PL 07/04/21  

 
157.  Mrs Valerie Parson 

 
 
 02/04/21  

 
158.  George Lankester 

 
 
 02/04/21  

 
159.  Mrs J Munro 

 
 
Woodside, Dava, Grantown-On-Spey, 
PH26 3PU,  12/04/21  

 
160.  Alan Mackay 

 
 
163 East Clyne , Brora, KW9 6LS,  06/04/21  

 
161.  Penny Woodley 

 
 
68 Gartymore, Helmsdale,, KW8 6HJ,  15/03/21  

 
162.  Lucy Barnett 

 
 
 29/03/21  

 
163.  John March 

 
 
Parrett House, Martock , Somerset , 
TA12 6AE ,  06/04/21  

 
164.  

Alexander Van 
Straubenzee 

 
 
 06/04/21  

 
165.  Christina Perera 

 
 
Ascoile, Gordonbush, Brora, Sutherland, 
KW9 6LX,  06/04/21  

 
166.  Andrei Rybak 

 
 
Strathnaver , Brora, KW9 6QJ,  06/04/21  

 
167.  Celia Woodhouse 

 
 
 06/04/21  

 
168.  Craig Mackay 

 
 
Clynemilton, Brora, KW9 6LU,  06/04/21  

 
169.  Johnny Colville 

 
 
 06/04/21  



 
170.  William Sutherland 

 
 
Rubhan Beag, Embo Street, Hilton, 
Dornoch, IV25 3PW 16/04/21  

 
171.  K. MacTaggart 

 
 
22 Queens Lane,, Bridge Of Allan, 
Stirling, FK9 4NY 16/04/21  

 
172.  Giancarla Alen-Buckley 

 
 
4 Lansdowne Road, London, W11 3LW,  16/04/21  

 
173.  Susan Wilson 

 
 
137 South Scotstoun , South 
Queensferry , EH309YF ,  16/04/21  

 
174.  Bill And Jean O'Brien 

 
 
Ardassie, Harbour Road, Brora 
Sutherland,  16/04/21  

 
175.  

Frank Roach On Behalf 
Of Rogart Community 
Council 

 
 
Rogart Community Council, C/o Station 
House, Rogart, Sutherland, IV28 3XA 16/04/21  

 
176.  Kate Roach 

 
 
 16/04/21  

 
177.  Thomas Bradshaw 

 
 
4 Moray Terrace, KW9 6PR 16/04/21  

 
178.  David Wakeham 

 
 
 08/03/21  

 
179.  Zara Lupton 

 
 
Dunmudden, 8A Methodist St, Willunga 
SA 5172, Australia 16/04/21  

 
180.  Nicholas Beatty 

 
 
Salcey Lawn, Hartwell, Northampton, 
NN7 2HA,  16/04/21  

 
181.  Serena Nutting 

 
 
 15/04/21  

 
182.  J G & C W Gillott 

 
 
Thirlmere, 26 Golf Road, Brora, KW9 
6QT,  31/03/21  

 
183.  Heather Muir 

 
 
208 Upper Doll, Brora, KW9 6NN,  31/03/21  

 
184.  

Peter Daniels & Sheila 
Dow 

 
 
The Old Manse, Loth, Helmsdale, KW8 
6HP,  22/03/21  



 
185.  Mark Newstead 

 
 
Knypersley Hall, Marchington 
Woodlands, Uttoxeter, Staffordshire, 
ST14 8RF ,  08/03/21  

 
186.  Diana Darwall 

 
 
 08/03/21  

 
187.  Geoffrey Van Cutsem 

 
 
The Thom, Spittal Of Glenshee, 
Blairgowrie, PH10 7QE ,  08/03/21  

 
188.  Loth Residents 

 
 
 04/06/21  

 
189.  James Illingworth 

 
 
68 Ashley Gardens, London, SW1P 1QG 09/04/21  

 
190.  Robert Wilson 

 
 
St Margaret's, Riverside, Brora, KW9 
6NB,  09/04/21  

 
191.  Mr And Mrs Ross 

 
 
Ashlea, 235 Doll, Brora, KW9 6NJ,  09/04/21  

 
192.  

Michael And Carolyn 
Whitfield 

 
 
 12/04/21  

 
193.  John And Jean Macleod 

 
 
New House, Mosshill, Brora, KW9 6NG,  14/04/21  

 
194.  Diana Wares 

 
 
Viewfield, Doll, Brora, KW9 6NJ,  30/03/21  

 
195.  Michael Wigan 

 
 
Borrobol, Kinbrace, Sutherland, KW11 
6UB 09/03/21  

 
196.  Mrs Vivien Buchan 

 
 
22 Mameulah Crescent, Newmachar, 
AB210WG 19/03/21  

 
197.  Mr C E Gilmour 

 
 
Shenaval, 53 Altass, Rosehall, Lairg, 
IV27 4EU,  30/03/21  

 
198.  James Knoff 

 
 
1 Stafford Terrace, Brora, KW9 6QW,  30/03/21  

 
199.  Emily Hilley 

 
 
9 Carrol Crescent, Brora, KW9 6PQ,  30/03/21  



 
200.  Murdoch Ballantyne 

 
 
Old Schoolhouse, Victoria Road, Brora, 
KW9 6QN,  30/03/21  

 
201.  W H Shorthouse 

 
 
Brahan, Brora, KW9 6NJ,  30/03/21  

 
202.  Brian Bonser 

 
 
Charlotte Cottage, 196 Doll, Brora, KW9 
6NJ,  30/03/21  

 
203.  Gillian Macdonald 

 
 
5 Moray Terrace, Brora, KW9 6PR,  29/03/21  

 
204.  Boddy Barnett 

 
 
Marsh Farm, Elsted, Midhurst, West 
Sussex, GU290JS,  29/03/21  

 
205.  Rob Wilson 

 
 
 29/03/21  

 
206.  Tara Parker 

 
 
Home Farm, Camfield Place, Hatfield, 
Herts , AL96JE 29/03/21  

 
207.  

Golspie Community 
Council 

 
 
Fleet Ford, Golspie, KW10 6TD 09/10/21  

    

 
SUPPORTERS 
  

208.  Ms Jane Chapman 

 
 
Great Ley, Top Road, Wimbish, CB10 
2XJ 13/04/21  

  
209.  Mustafa Chaidamli 

 
 
9 Oakwood Park Road , London , N14 
6QB 13/04/21  

  
210.  Peter Dowson 

 
 
 08/04/21  

  
211.  Andrew Rogan 

 
 
527 Coldhams Lane, Cambridge, CB1 
3JR,  08/04/21  

  
212.  Mrs Lucy Sutherland 

 
 
Bruadar, East Doll, Brora, KW9 6NJ 12/04/21  

  
213.  Mr Danny Sutherland 

 
 
Bruadar, East Doll, Brora, KW9 6NJ 21/04/21  



  
214.  Lesley Mackay 

 
 
 19/09/21  

  
215.  Donna Mackay 

 
 
 17/09/21  

  
216.  Brendan Mackay 

 
 
 18/09/21  

  
217.  Asher Webb 

 
 
6 Braambury Road, Brora, KW9 6LW,  12/04/21  

  
218.  Allan Munro 

 
 
5 Macdonald Place, Rogart, IV28 3TX,  12/04/21  

  
219.  

Andrew & Jayne 
Marshall 

 
 
Skerravoe, Rowan Avenue, Dornoch, 
IV25 3QW,  12/04/21  

  
220.  Caroline Marshall 

 
 
4 Tarbat Crescent, Brora, KW9 6PJ,  12/04/21  

  
221.  Angus Sutherland 

 
 
35 Rockview Place, Helmsdale, KW8 
6LF,  12/04/21  

  
222.  Dean Ross 

 
 
12 Ross Street, Golspie, KW10 6SA,  12/04/21  

  
223.  Gordon Mackay 

 
 
Suilven, Mosshill, Brora, KW9 6NG,  12/04/21  

  
224.  Grant Sutherland 

 
 
31 Lindsay Street, Golspie, KW10 6TP,  12/04/21  

  
225.  G M 

 
 
2 Bronze Huek, North Kessock , 
Inverness, IV1 3HJ 12/04/21  

  
226.  Eddie MaKay 

 
 
Ford Cottage, Redfield, North Kessock, 
Inverness, IV1 3XD,  12/04/21  

  
227.  James Allan 

 
 
8 Reaybank Road, Ardersier, Inverness, 
IV2 7SB,  12/04/21  

  
228.  Jamie O'Brien 

 
 
17 Sibell Road, Golspie, KW10 6RU,  12/04/21  

  
229.  Jamie Shield 

 
 
10 Boswell Park, Inverness, IV2 3GA,  12/04/21  



  
230.  James Innes 

 
 
76 Inchcape, Rogart, IV28 3UD,  12/04/21  

  
231.  Lee McLeod 

 
 
81 Glenshiel Place, Inverness, IV2 4PU,  12/04/21  

  
232.  John Mackenzie 

 
 
49 Deas Avenue, Dingwall, IV15 9RJ,  12/04/21  

  
233.  John O'Brien 

 
 
19 Ross Street, Golspie, KW10 6SA,  12/04/21  

  
234.  Kevin Smith 

 
 
19 Millicent Avenue, Golspie, KW10 
6TW,  12/04/21  

  
235.  Paul Morrison 

 
 
8 Greenwood Gardens, Inverness, IV2 
6GP,  12/04/21  

  
236.  Liam Bain 

 
 
Flat 1, Arkaig House, Great North Road, 
Muir Of Ord, IV6 7SU,  12/04/21  

  
237.  

Edward Mackay 
Contractor Ltd 

 
 
Liam Mackay, Anne Mackay, Euan 
Sutherland, Ian Moffat, Scott Mackay, 
Victoria Moffat, Main Office , Sputie Burn 
, Brora, KW9 6NL,  14/04/21  

  
238.  Paul Beattie 

 
 
Fyrish View, Mossfield, Invergordon, 
IV18 0LG,  12/04/21  

  
239.  Norman Ross 

 
 
19 Moray Park Avenue, Culloden, 
Inverness, IV2 7LS,  12/04/21  

  
240.  Ross Maclean 

 
 
2 Barn View, Culloden, Inverness, IV2 
7EX,  12/04/21  

  
241.  Stuart Davidson 

 
 
9 Rockview Place, Helmsdale, KW8 6LF,  12/04/21  

  
242.  Robert Bruce 

 
 
160 Moss Street , Keith, Moray 12/04/21  

  
243.  S Matheson 

 
 
14 Argo Terrace, Golspie, KW10 6RZ,  12/04/21  



  
244.  R Sutherland 

 
 
Stalkers Cottage, Croick, Ardgay, IV24 
3BS,  12/04/21  

  
245.  Helen Stenhouse 

 
 
People Puzzles, 58A St Albans Road, 
Codicote, SG4 8UT,  14/04/21  

    

 



Appendix 2 – Viewpoint Assessment Appraisal – Visual Impact 
  

Viewpoint Applicant 
/ THC 

Sensitivity Magnitude of 
Change 

Level of Effect Significance THC Notes 

VP1 –  
Doll 
(8.4km) 

Applicant High Medium Moderate Significant View northward towards the site from the 
scattered village of Doll. VP is set well back from 
the A9 and is close to the Doll Riding Centre, 
south of the River Brora. Properties here have an 
uninterrupted outlook of the northern hills, with no 
turbines being visible at present. The only 
intervening features are some low-lying 
vegetation and 11kv wood pole lines which don’t 
materially effect the views towards the hills. 
Turbines appear dominating on top of the steeply 
rising moorland hills. 
 
View is circa 8k to nearest turbine, with 6x hubs 
visible. Worst turbine is T13, but all eastern 
turbines are problematic (11,12, 14 & 15) due to 
their high visibility. T8 is also prominent with its 
hub being above the skyline. 
 
Existing wind farm development is located a 
similar distance away from this viewpoint but is 
entirely out of view with the proposed wind farm 
unpicking this mitigation due to the turbines being 
sited on much higher ground. This does not 
therefore respect the existing pattern of wind farm 
development in this area which has achieved a 
regular setback from the coast settlements and 
the A9. 

THC High Medium Major to 
Moderate 

Significant 

VP2 –  
Lower Brora 
(8.1km) 

Applicant Very High  High to 
Medium 

Major  Significant  THC in broad agreement with applicant’s LVIA. 
View is from public open space located just above 
one of the beach car parks where there are THC Very High High to Major Significant 



Viewpoint Applicant 
/ THC 

Sensitivity Magnitude of 
Change 

Level of Effect Significance THC Notes 

Medium several benches and picnic tables here and 
slightly further north next to the river estuary. 
 
Several visible turbines (12) inc.8 hubs. T11 – 
T15 are the most dominant. T8 is an outlier and 
close to the summit of the hill so more prominent. 
Significant horizontal spread. T11, 12, 13 and 15 
appear on the horizon / ridgeline and not behind it 
due to the extent of turbine base visibility. They 
therefore don’t appear in a different space and 
dominate the edge of the hills. 
 
Medium to High magnitude is due to present of 
urban development in northern Brora in the 
foreground mitigating the extent to which this view 
would be obtained from. 

VP3 –  
Victoria Road 
(A9), North 
Brora 
(7.1km) 

Applicant High  Medium to 
Low 

Moderate to 
Minor 

Not 
Significant  

The applicant’s assessment focuses on the 
visibility from the exact point the visualisation has 
been taken from, towards the canopy of the petrol 
filling station, which is justified given the mature 
roadside trees further to the north east, and the 
extent of the proposal’s visibility being more 
interrupted by buildings within the settlement 
further south. View towards the site however open 
up further north surrounding the A9, roadside 
housing, at the Brora Caravan site, Brora Golf 
Course and beach. From the VP, T11-15 and T8 
are highly dominant. These will have a major 
impact for receptors, with the hills to the north of 
Brora, whilst influenced by human activity, OHL 
and forestry, are an attractive aspect which 
contributes significantly to the settlements sense 

THC High High Major Significant 



Viewpoint Applicant 
/ THC 

Sensitivity Magnitude of 
Change 

Level of Effect Significance THC Notes 

of place. No other surrounding wind farm turbines 
are visible in this view. 
 
Impacts could be mitigated by the removal of the 
aforementioned turbines, or deletion of all eastern 
turbines noted, and the re-siting of T8 to reduce 
its prominence. 
 
From the golf course, based on the three 
additional wireframes provided, the most 
prominent turbines breaking the skyline are again 
T11 – T15, as well as the blades of T8. The 
impact however is greater further south away 
from the site, and the turbines are generally 
appear set back from the initial ridgeline, on the 
second tier in, and appear more distant over the 
hill. The exception to this is T13 which due to its 
scale and the extent of its base being visible 
makes it appear at the summit and not in the 
distance. The foot of the turbines and connecting 
tracks would however be hidden, but this turbine 
should be repositioned further north and pulled 
back or deleted. 
 
The eastern turbines T11 to T15 do impact upon 
coastal views, but not as detrimentally as the 
previously proposed West Garty Wind Farm, 
previously proposed to the north east. From the 
coastline views, this current proposal is more 
recessive and not being on the seaward facing 
slopes of the hills. 



Viewpoint Applicant 
/ THC 

Sensitivity Magnitude of 
Change 

Level of Effect Significance THC Notes 

VP4 –  
Beinn Dhorain 
(3.7km) 

Applicant High  High  Major  Significant  THC in broad agreement with applicant’s LVIA. 
The step change in scale of turbines compared to 
those visible on existing and consented schemes 
can be appreciated from the wirelines. Note of the 
supporting site infrastructure has been rendered 
into the photomontage, which doesn’t for example 
show any track access or the extent of the 
proposed borrow pit on the eastern hillside of Col-
bheinn which would be visible above T9 and T10. 

THC High  High  Major Significant 

VP5 –  
Creag Nam 
Fiadh 
(11.1km) 

Applicant High  Medium Moderate  Not 
Significant  

The applicant claims turbines would appear as an 
extension to Gordonbush. It is however evident 
that this the proposal is a laterally an extension, 
but quite clearly, the proposals site much higher 
up on a raised plateau, whereas the existing 
turbines are at a much lower elevation. Whilst the 
proposed turbines are more distant, their 
elevation and increased scale make them appear 
much more dominant with several turbines being 
high above the skyline. The clustering of T3, 5 & 6 
also add significant weight. 

THC High High to 
Medium 

Major to 
Moderate 

Significant 

VP6 –  
Hope Hill 
(12.1km) 

Applicant High  Medium  Moderate  Not 
Significant  

The vertical spread of turbines here results in the 
existing wind farm development being much more 
evident and the additional height of turbines up on 
the plateau must increase cumulative visibility 
across the WLA. The turbines on top of the 
plateau also introduce added depth to wind farm 
giving the impression of more turbines being 
hidden beyond the ridge of the hill which is 
disconcerting. There is also no visual containment 
with all turbines being on the skyline. 

THC High  Medium  Moderate  Significant 

VP7 –  
Track to Ben 

Applicant High  Medium Moderate Not 
Significant  

Although the proposal is sited next to 
Gordonbush, and occupies a similar frame of 



Viewpoint Applicant 
/ THC 

Sensitivity Magnitude of 
Change 

Level of Effect Significance THC Notes 

Armine Lodge 
(12.9km) 

THC High  Medium Moderate Significant view, it does not share the same characteristics, 
being sky lined on top of the back clothed 
turbines, resulting in a greater magnitude of 
effect. Where Gordonbush looks well clustered, 
the proposal comprises turbines with far greater 
spacing and lack any containment on the horizon 
giving the impression of more turbines extending 
into the distance, with some turbines appearing 
further away and of a different scale, adding 
depth to the wind farm proposal. 

VP8 –  
Brora to 
Rogart Minor 
Road near 
Sciberscross 
(10.4km) 

Applicant Medium  Medium to 
Low 

Moderate to 
Minor  

Not 
Significant  

THC regard the viewpoint and local road to be of 
high sensitivity, rather than the applicant’s scoring 
of Medium, due to this route being used by 
cyclists heading around Loch Brora and 
continuing south westwards towards Pittentrail 
and the A839. Several cyclists were found to be 
using this road during site visit. 
 
Turbines are not well contained and spread out 
across the skyline with no definitive end point to 
the right hand side beyond the focal pinnacle hill 
(Beinn Smeorail) which effectively marks the 
centre of the strath in the view and splits 
Gordonbush to the north and Kilbraur wind farm 
to the south. This impact would be lessened if T8, 
T11 and T13 were to be removed, and the 
flickering of blade tip T7 on the peak of the hill be 
removed. 
 
Applicant states that the proposal increases 
influence of wind energy on the distant hills, but 
the proposal would result in a cumulative impact 

THC High High to 
Medium 

Major to 
Moderate 

Significant  



Viewpoint Applicant 
/ THC 

Sensitivity Magnitude of 
Change 

Level of Effect Significance THC Notes 

with the proposal filling an area of respite 
between existing wind farms. 
 
The proposal does not read as an extension to 
Gordonbush and doesn’t respect its existing 
containment within the strath. The proposal is 
disconnected, running horizontally at a higher 
level.  
 
Road users would only experience this 
eastbound, and during breaks in roadside trees.  
 
Magnitude of change is however increased given 
the proposed extent of horizontal spread of 
turbines on the horizon. The proposal is also seen 
as a separate wind farm with no visual integration 
with the existing turbines. 

VP9 –  
Brora to 
Rogart Minor 
Road near 
Dalreavoch 
(13.5km) 

Applicant Medium  Low  Minor  Not 
Significant  

THC regard the viewpoint and local road to be of 
high sensitivity, rather than the applicant’s scoring 
of Medium, due to this route being used by 
cyclists heading around Loch Brora and 
continuing south westwards towards Pittentrail 
and the A839. Several cyclists were found to be 
using this road during site visit. 
 
Impact is mitigated by distance, but as per VP8, 
the proposal reads as a separate wind farm and 
draws more attention to wind farm development 
within the framed valley. The proposal does not 
respect the character of Gordonbush which is low 
down and back clothed, with the proposal sky 
lining and increasing vertical spread of wind 

THC High Medium Moderate Significant 



Viewpoint Applicant 
/ THC 

Sensitivity Magnitude of 
Change 

Level of Effect Significance THC Notes 

energy development. 

VP10 –  
Craggie Beg 
(15.4km) 

Applicant Medium  Medium to 
Low 

Moderate to 
Minor 

Not 
Significant 

THC agree with this route being of medium 
sensitivity due to it being off the recreational route 
linking with Loch Brora, and it appearing to serve 
scattered remote properties. 
The proposal occupies the area of ground 
between the two existing wind farms and 
therefore removes an area of respite. The 
proposal also occupies the central point in the 
view. Although the expansion of wind farm 
development influence is noted in the LVIA, it 
does not recognise the importance of such breaks 
as set out in the OWESG.  The magnitude and 
level of effect is therefore heightened, but no 
significant effect is anticipated due to distance, 
the fact that the existing view is already heavily 
influenced by wind farm development, and due to 
the limited number of receptors at this VP. 

THC Medium Medium Moderate Not 
Significant 

VP11 –  
Ben Horn 
(9.5km) 

Applicant High  Medium  Moderate  Not 
Significant  

This is the highest peak within the area, located 
within the SLA. Proposal reads as a separate 
wind farm (not an extension as stated in the LVIA) 
and has a poor relationship with the existing 
turbines. All existing turbines in this view are set 
below the skyline (excluding the odd blade tip) 
and the proposal is at a much higher elevation 
resulting in several turbines clearly breaching the 
skyline. The balance is also poor in their 
configuration with several clustered and stacking 
to the left hand side. The LVIA states that the 
impact is not significant due to the presence of 
Gordonbush and panoramic nature of the view. 
This doesn’t however explain what is the main 

THC High Medium  Moderate Significant 



Viewpoint Applicant 
/ THC 

Sensitivity Magnitude of 
Change 

Level of Effect Significance THC Notes 

focus of the view or what’s of interest. The 
proposed turbines are well spread out and 
horizontally cover a greater proportion of the view 
that all of Gordonbush and its extension. The 
turbines also occupy the space which separates 
existing wind farm development from the sea and 
bridge this gap. 

VP12 –  
Ben Bhraggie 
(13.0km) 

Applicant High  Medium  Moderate  Not 
Significant  

As per VP11. The raised topography of the 
application site can really be appreciated from this 
VP which a very popular summit for cyclists and 
walkers, with the routes being promoted as 
mountain bike trails. The VP is located within the 
SLA and provides coastal views overlooking 
settlements, coastal farmland and the rising 
moorland which then falls downwards towards the 
existing wind farms. 
 
The monument itself looks out towards the sea 
and stunning panoramic views along coastline. 
The VP is however taken just beyond the 
monument along a path which runs westwards 
where northern coast and northern hills are a 
focus of the view. 
 
From here, northern views are already affected by 
inland Kilbraur turbines to the north west, 2 hubs 
and 3 tips. These turbines are much closer to 
viewer with the mid distance Gordonbush turbines 
also influencing the northern view, however, these 
turbines are very well contained and low down in 
the landscape, with just the occasional turbine 
breaking the skyline. 

THC High Medium Moderate Significant 



Viewpoint Applicant 
/ THC 

Sensitivity Magnitude of 
Change 

Level of Effect Significance THC Notes 

 
Most proposed Kintradwell turbines breach the 
skyline, and their visibility, scale and distance 
have a greater influence on this viewpoint that the 
existing Grodonbush turbines, which are set much 
lower down and are more inland. The scale of 
turbines would be substantially larger than 
Gordonbush due to the site’s raised topography. 
 
The proposal would undoubtedly ably have a 
cumulative impact and substantially increase 
horizontal spread, but this would be broken up by 
intervening high topography. 

VP13 –  
Viewing Point 
on Minor Road 
near Skelbo 
Castle 
(18.9km) 
 

Applicant Very High  Low  Moderate to 
Minor 

Not 
Significant  

THC are in broad agreement with applicant’s 
LVIA. 
 
3 blade tips are visible on the horizon. Scale and 
height of these comparable to existing OHL 
towers which are also visible in the vicinity on the 
horizon. Whilst these would flicker in and out of 
view, this is mitigated by distance. T11,12 and 13 
are the offending blade tips and this impact could 
have been designed out by reducing their height 
slightly, however, blades will be larger from the 
castle itself, rather than the roadside, which at a 
slightly higher elevation. 

THC Very High Low  Moderate to 
Minor 

Not 
Significant  

VP14 –  
Dornoch, 
Coastal 
Footpath near 
Royal Dornoch 
Golf Club 

Applicant High  Medium to 
Low 

Moderate to 
Minor 

Not 
Significant  

Turbines are located centrally within the northern 
hills which are a focus of the view. T11,12,13,15 
on the east are highly visible with their 
prominence being heightened by back clothing. 
The horizontal spread of turbines rolling over two 
summits and positioning of the eastern turbines 

THC High Medium Moderate Significant  

alanmacdonald
Highlight



Viewpoint Applicant 
/ THC 

Sensitivity Magnitude of 
Change 

Level of Effect Significance THC Notes 

(23.4km) 
 

closer to the coastline views heightens the 
magnitude of change to medium, which given the 
sensitivity of the view results in a moderate and 
significant level effect. The visibility of the Duke of 
Sutherland Monument in the 50mm 
photomontage gives a good point of reference to 
measure the scale of the proposed turbines at this 
viewing distance. From here the turbine’s bases 
would appear to be of a comparable scale to this 
monument, with the monument being 30m in 
height and the distant turbine bases, which are 
circa 13km further back, having a hub height of 3 
times this at 91m. 

VP15 –  
Portmahomack 
(26.9km) 

Applicant High  Medium to 
Low 

Moderate to 
Minor 

Not 
Significant  

Great one to look at to show how dominating the 
turbines would be situated high above Brora, but 
not the main focus of the view which is further to 
the west into the NSA, not north to the SLA. 
Possibly view from properties slightly higher up. 
Contrary argument is that the site forms part of 
the wider designated landscape. The intervening 
distance would usually mean that significant 
effects at this distance of around 27km would not 
be possible, however the flat nature of the sea 
and the prominent sighting of the turbines, with 
their scale, make them appear much closer and 
dominating over the scale of low lying build 
development in Brora along the coastline. 

THC High Medium Moderate Not 
Significant 

VP16 –   
Dornoch 
Bridge (A9) 
(28.9km) 

Applicant High  Low  Minor  Not 
Significant  

THC are in broad agreement with applicant’s 
LVIA. 
 
Proposal doesn’t occupy the more valued parts of 
the view. 

THC High 
 

Low  Minor  Not 
Significant  

alanmacdonald
Highlight



Viewpoint Applicant 
/ THC 

Sensitivity Magnitude of 
Change 

Level of Effect Significance THC Notes 

VP17 – 
A897, 
Kinbrace 
(17.0km) 

Applicant Medium  Medium to 
Low  

Moderate to 
Minor 

Not 
Significant  

This route is regarded by THC to be of high 
sensitivity as it is regularly used by tourists and 
for recreation, including several cyclists and 
fisherman along the River Helmsdale and further 
north along the Halladale River. 
 
Limited horizontal spread of turbines, with T1 and 
T2 being the most prominent, albeit that these 
being partly lost in the distant skyline and not 
being back clothed. Should T8 be deleted this 
should also help reduce extent of stacking in this 
view, or if reduced in scale or re-sited at a lower 
level, this would also benefit this view. From here, 
the proposal would read as an extension to 
Gordonbush. 
 
Travelling south on the A897 towards the site, the 
proposal would also be visible from Baile An Or, 
next to the Kildonan Burn, which is a tourist 
attraction with parking provision. From here, 
around 12km closer to the site, based on the ZTV 
up to 3 blade tips may be visible, but no hubs, 
with visibility here being similar to that shown in 
wireframe EIAR Figure 7.8 taken slightly further 
north along this route. 

THC High Medium to 
Low 

Moderate Not 
Significant  

VP18 –  
B871 
(30.4km) 

Applicant High  Low  Minor  Not 
Significant  

THC are in broad agreement with applicant’s 
LVIA. 

THC High Low  Minor  Not 
Significant  

 
 



Appendix 3 - Assessment against Landscape and Visual Assessment Criteria 
contained within Section 4 of the Onshore Wind Energy Supplementary 
Guidance 
 
Criterion 1 is related to relationships between settlements/key locations and the wider 
landscape. The nearest larger settlements include Brora, Golspie and Helmsdale to 
the east, with visibility extending into Dornoch, Tain and Portmahomack to the south. 
Of these settlements, the ZTV is not showing any visibility of the proposal from either 
Golspie or Helmsdale. The closest and most affected larger settlement would be 
Brora, where the development would be a prominent new feature of the landscape in 
views looking north towards the hills. 
 
Despite being a mid to long distance view, at around 23km away, significant adverse 
effects are also anticipated to be experienced in Dornoch, particularly in northern 
coastal views from Royal Dornoch Golf Course, with this view also being akin to 
visibility in Embo located slight further north. 
 
From further south visibility extends across Tain and much of the Dornoch Firth 
estuary eastwards towards Portmahomack. The increased viewing distance however 
curtails the possibility for significant effects to arise, however moderate impacts are 
still possible at times of good visibility. 
 
The OWESG Part 2b, lists key views as from Portmahomack looking westwards into 
Dornoch Firth NSA and northwards to Sutherland coastal hills. It states that: ‘The 
curving shore and juxtaposition of coastal settlement designated landscape are seen 
in context with a foreground of either Portmahomack and Balnabruach. with sea and 
distant hills creates a valued and picturesque scenic composition’. Whilst the 
application site falls out with the Landscape Sensitivity Appraisal: ‘Black Isle, 
Surrounding Hills and Moray Firth Coast, Caithness’ this remains a Development Plan 
defined key view to be considered in the determination this application. 
 
To date, wind farm development has taken place away from settlements located along 
the eastern coastline, with wind farms being located further inland and in areas which 
are better screened by intervening raised topography. The proposal would break this 
pattern and does not respect this established relationship, introducing stark new 
moving features in the landscape, particularly for receptors in Brora and Dornoch. 
 
Whilst visibility in northern views does not constitute literal encirclement of wind energy 
development, the extent of the proposal’s visibility and horizontal spread above Brora 
does contribute to perception of this settlement’s encirclement with many turbines, 
particularly T8, T11 to T15, being visually prominent in the majority of northern views 
from Brora, including its A9 central access northbound, as well as from many of its 
surrounding  leisure attractions including its golf course, caravan park and beach. The 
perception of encirclement by wind energy development at Brora would be intensified 
should the consented Moray West offshore wind farm be built out. 
 
The proposed development therefore does not meet the threshold of Criteria 1. 
 
Criterion 2 is related to the transitional nature of key gateway locations and routes, 
some of which are listed within the OWESG Part 2b, covering land further north in 



Caithness at and beyond Dunbeath Castle, and to the south beyond the Dornoch Firth. 
 
Whilst the application site falls out with the Landscape Sensitivity Appraisals, its key 
routes and gateways affected by this application include: the A9 Trunk Road and 
NC500, Railway - the Far North Line, and National Cycle Network -1, as well as 
Portmahomack, and Tarbat Ness / Wilkhaven Point. Whist not listed in the OWESG 
as such, another key route in this area includes the A897 from Melvich to Helmsdale. 
 
Given the scale and prominence of the development, and duration in views from the 
A9 northbound through Brora, covering a 6.5km stretch of the route between 3.5km 
and 10km of the nearest turbine out to beyond Doll, it is considered that the 
development would detract from existing views and the scenic composition of the Loch 
Fleet, Loch Brora and Glen Loth SLA. 
 
Longer distance views from the A9, between 20km and 35km northbound would also 
be affected, particularly from the Dornoch Bridge, albeit that these impacts would be 
sufficiently mitigated by distance. 
 
The development would also increase the influence of wind energy development on 
the A897, particularly southbound, albeit that visibility would be restricted to short 
sections of the route with no significant visual effects arising. 
 
A substantial reduction in turbines, notable T11 to T15, as well as the reduction in 
scale of T8 could mitigate the effects on the A9 and this criteria, should an amended 
scheme be brought forward in future. 
 
Based on the current proposal, the threshold of the criterion is not met for the A9 
northbound on the approach to, within and beyond Brora. 
 
Criterion 3 is related to the extent to which the proposal affects the fabric and setting 
of valued natural and cultural landmarks. 
 
The most valued landscape feature which would be adversely affected is regional 
landscape designation, SLA9: Loch Fleet, Loch Brora and Glen Loth. The applicant’s 
assessment generally accepts that there will be significant adverse effects within the 
SLA out to 4km, particularly within the north east, however, considers the development 
to be visually separated from coastal areas with affected areas generally having 
visibility of other wind energy development. These findings are contested with the 
proposal dominating a central raised are within the SLA, being highly visible and 
dominating views both within and towards the SLA, affecting its special qualities and 
its overall integrity. 
 
There are three other SLAs, one NSA and two WLAs within a radius of 25km. The 
applicant’s assessment has not however identified any significant landscape effects 
for these surrounding areas. Whilst certain significant adverse visual impacts would 
arise within these surrounding areas, particularly within the Ben Klibreck – Armine 
Forest WLA 35, its special qualities would not be materially affected. As such, the 
applicant’s findings for these other surrounding areas are not contested. 
 
The site and surrounding land hosts a number of archaeological remains and built 



heritage. There are up to 40 historic assets identified within the site resulting in a 
moderate to high probability of encountering archaeological remains, particularly to on 
south eastern slopes between Kintradwell Farm and Lothbeg.  Within a 10km outer 
study area, there are a further 12 scheduled monuments, 25 listed buildings and 
Dunrobin Castle Inventory Designed Landscape with theoretical visibility. The 
applicant’s cultural heritage assessment does not identify any residual effects higher 
than minor in nature, which has been accepted by statutory consultees who are in 
agreement that no significant effects would arise. 
 
Based on the above, the threshold of the criterion is not met for the Loch Fleet, Loch 
Brora and Glen Loth SLA. 
 
The threshold for all cultural heritage interests has however been met. 
 
Criterion 4 is related to the amenity and visual appeal of key recreational routes and 
ways.  For this scheme this would include the John O’Groats Trail (stages 6 and 7), 
Highland Wildcat bike trails at Ben Bhraggie, the Brora village trail, three core paths 
(including Loch Brora – West Track, North Brora River and Brora Links, Dalchalm 
routes), Brora and Royal Dornoch golf courses, several beaches (Brora, Embo, 
Dornoch and Portmahomack) and various summits including representative selected 
recreational viewpoints for Beinn Dhorain, Creag nam Fiadh, Hope Hill, Ben Horn and 
Ben Bhraggie. 
 
The most significant adverse impacts would arise on the John O’Groats Trail for a 2km 
stretch where major to moderate effects would arise at a distance of 6.5km to 8.5km 
through Brora. Such effects would also occur for the Brora village trail, and major to 
moderate effects are anticipated for Brora Links, Dalchalm routes, including for Brora 
Golf Course, particularly across the southern area of the course where there is 
increased visibility of the wind farm, which is also the case for users of Brora beach. 
Although significant effects for Embo beach, Royal Dornoch Golf Course 
(championship course) are reported by the applicant not to be significant, the 
magnitude of effect is regarded to be underplayed as reported for VP14 (Dornoch, 
Coastal Footpath near Royal Dornoch Golf Club), and THC consider that northern 
costal views towards the hills would be significantly affected. 
 
In contrast with the applicant’s assessment, of aforementioned five recreational 
summit viewpoints, all of these have been found by THC to give rise to significant 
adverse effects. The applicant’s assessment comes to a different conclusion, 
considering that such effects would only arise at Beinn Dhorain which is the closest 
summit to the site at a distance of 3.7km. THC’s assessment has found that visual 
amenity from all other assessed summits at mid-range of up to 13km would be 
significantly adversely effected. 
 
The proposed development would significantly detract from the visual appeal of key 
recreational routes. Although only part of these routes would be affected, due to the 
extensive visual effects of the proposal and the wide ranging number and type of 
recreational routes impacted upon, including more accessible trails close to the coast, 
the proposal does not meet the threshold of Criteria 4. 
 
Criterion 5 is related to the amenity and visual appeal of transport routes. As 



discussed under Criteria 2, the threshold of the criterion is not met for the A9 at Brora, 
which includes the NC500. The proposal would also adversely affect the visual 
amenity of users of the rail network, however, with the exception of the approach to 
Brora station northbound, the brevity of theoretical visibility from all other close and 
mid-range sections of the network would not result in significant effects. Longer 
distance views may also be experienced from Tain and the south side of the Dornoch 
Firth, however these would be minor adverse due to distance. Significant adverse 
effects would there be limited to around 6.5km stretch before, within and after Brora 
with the rial line following the same broad alignment and being at the similar elevation 
to the A9. 
 
Based on the above, the threshold of the criterion is not met specifically due to the 
significant adverse impact on the amenity of the A9, NC500 and from the rail network 
in the vicinity of Brora. It is however recognised that it would not affect the whole length 
of each of these routes.  
 
Criterion 6 is related to pattern of development. To date, wind farm development has 
achieved reasonable separation of around 7.5km from the A9 and its coastal 
settlements. This is well presented within EIAR Figure 6.10, with the eastern 
boundaries of all consented and operational wind farms, as well as the proposed South 
Kilbraur maintain this position. This broadly respects the boundary of the Loch Fleet, 
Loch Brora and Glen Loth SLA, with wind farms being largely contained at a lower 
elevation across Landscape Character Type 134 Sweeping Moorland and Flows, with 
intervisibility with the coast being restricted by the application’s host Landscape 
Character Type 135 Rounded Hills – Caithness and Sutherland. This pattern and 
relationship is apparent in may of the selected viewpoints, particularly those to the 
south and west. 
 
The proposed development introduces a completely different pattern, with the turbines 
being predominantly viewed on the skyline, being raised high above both the existing 
wind farms and settled, human influenced coastline. Whilst being physically close to 
Gordonbush in two dimensional plan form, there is very little visual integration with this 
wind farm being of a conflicting design and character. 
 
From the south and south east, this results in prominent turbines impaction upon the 
settled coastal edge, and from the south west, west and north west, this increases the 
magnitude of impact with the wind farm appearing raised high above existing wind 
farms, amplifying the vertical extent of wind farm development. In many of the views, 
this results in an unsatisfactory composition with turbines appearing at different levels, 
different spacing and despite the relative limited number of proposed turbines, added 
wind farm depth with some turbines appearing in full view high upon a ridgeline and 
others stepped back in the distance a tier further back. 
 
The layout along the western ridge also lacks horizontal containment and does not 
respect the more tightly clustered schemes of Gordonbush and Kilbraur or the 
previous mitigation secured by those schemes, being hidden in views from more 
densely populated areas and the eastern transport corridors and leisure attractions, 
as well as being more recessive in views from surrounding summits. Regardless of 
the scale of the proposed turbines, their positioning does not conform to the pattern of 
wind farm development in this location, with their visual impact being arguably akin to 



having 300m high turbines at Gordonbush. 
 
Although the removal of the eastern array of turbines would go some way to better 
respecting the sensitive setting of this site, this would not address issues with the lack 
of visual integration when viewed from the west. 
 
Based on the proposal as presented, the threshold of the criterion is not met, with the 
proposal not fitting with existing turbine heights, density and spacing, typical 
relationship to the landscape and previously instituted mitigation measures. 
 
Criteria 7 and 9 are related to the separation between development / and or clusters 
both in visual and landscape terms. The majority of the viewpoints provided show the 
development not to read as an extension, but a stand alone wind farm. In many of the 
views, it does not however respect the existing setting and separation achieved 
between existing wind farms. This most apparent in western views, such as from VP10 
(Craggie Beg), but also in other important key views such from the south as VP12 
(Ben Bhraggie), where there would be a substantial loss in the separation distance 
achieved between inland wind farm development and the coastline, but also result in 
a substantial increase in the horizontal spread of wind farm development from Kilbraur, 
Gordonbush, and the proposal which reads as two separate western and eastern 
arrays, diminishing existing areas of respite. 
 
Both Criteria 7 and 9 would therefore not be met. 
 
Criterion 8 is related to perception of landscape scale and distance. Given the 
substantial scale of the turbines, sited at a high elevation would make these appear 
substantially closer to the viewer. Whilst there scale of turbines matches the 
Gordonbush Extension at 149.9m, theses are sited comparably low down in the 
landscape. Due to the scale of the proposed turbines, these will diminish the scale of 
the hills when viewed from the vicinity of Brora and also in longer distance views 
include from Dornoch. Receptors appreciation of scale and distance will therefore be 
affected, particularly due to the eastern turbines T11 to T15, as well as T8. 
 
The proposal therefore fails to meet the threshold of Criteria 8 for these key design 
viewpoints, and would fail to meet the threshold overall. 
 
Criterion 10 is related to distinctiveness of landscape character. For the avoidance of 
doubt this does not relate to landscape designations. Consideration should be given 
to the variety of landscape character as one travels through the area and how that 
changes and transitions as one moves through the area. In this case, the proposal 
would diminish the quality of the landscape surrounding Brora and significant visual 
effects would arise for users of transport corridors along the east coast, as well as for 
local coastal residents and users of various recreational highly accessible leisure 
attractions. Further inland, both local residents and recreational users of the local road 
network including cyclists, as well as hillwalkers, would all be adversely affected. As 
people move through the surrounding landscape, the poor siting of the wind farm will 
be apparent, with the proposal not being in keeping with the existing pattern of wind 
farm development in the landscape. 
 
It is considered the proposed development has an adverse impact on the integrity and 



variety of Landscape Character when moving through the landscape. Therefore 
Criterion 10 is not met. 
 



Viewpoint 14
 Dornoch, Coastal Footpath 

near Royal Dornoch Golf Club

Kintradwell Wind Farm

14

65.5°

39.6°

27.0°

0 500 1000 m

C
o

p
y
r
ig

h
t 

P
e

g
a

s
u

s
 P

la
n

n
in

g
 G

r
o

u
p

 L
td

. 
C

r
o

w
n

 c
o

p
y
r
ig

h
t,

 A
ll

 r
ig

h
ts

 r
e

s
e

r
v
e

d
. 

O
r
d

n
a

n
c
e

 S
u

r
v
e

y
 C

o
p

y
r
ig

h
t 

L
ic

e
n

c
e

 n
u

m
b

e
r
 1

0
0

0
4

2
0

9
3
.

6

3

9

5

15

14

2

3

1

6
5.

5
°39

.6
°27

.0
°

0 500 1000 m

C
o

p
yr

ig
h

t 
P

e
g

a
s
u

s
 P

la
n

n
in

g
 G

ro
u

p
 L

td
. 
C

ro
w

n
 c

o
p

yr
ig

h
t,

 A
ll

 r
ig

h
ts

 r
e

s
e

rv
e

d
. 

O
rd

n
a

n
c
e

 S
u

rv
e

y 
C

o
p

yr
ig

h
t 

L
ic

e
n

c
e

 n
u

m
b

e
r 

1
0

0
0

4
2

0
9

3
.

6

3

9

5

15

14

2

3

1

6
5.

5
°39

.6
°27

.0
°

0 500 1000 m

C
o

p
yr

ig
h

t 
P

e
g

a
s
u

s
 P

la
n

n
in

g
 G

ro
u

p
 L

td
. 
C

ro
w

n
 c

o
p

yr
ig

h
t,

 A
ll

 r
ig

h
ts

 r
e

s
e

rv
e

d
. 

O
rd

n
a

n
c
e

 S
u

rv
e

y 
C

o
p

yr
ig

h
t 

L
ic

e
n

c
e

 n
u

m
b

e
r 

1
0

0
0

4
2

0
9

3
.

VIEWPOINT 14: Dornoch, Coastal Footpath near Royal Dornoch Golf Club

Grid Ref: E280732 N889652  Distance to nearest turbine: 23,448m (T8)  AOD: 6 m

The viewpoint is located on a coastal path adjacent to the Royal Dornoch Golf Club and Dornoch Beach.

The viewpoint location is located on grass verge adjacent to the coastal path a short distance north east of Dornoch Beach Car Park. 

Viewpoint location plan with field of view



Distance to nearest turbine: 23,448m (T8)     Camera: EOS 5D Mark II      Focal length: 50mm vertical (27º) x 28mm horizontal (65.5º)      Camera height: 1.5m       Date: 20/09/19    Time: 09:15

The images contained on this page and the following page are not representative of scale and distance from 
the actual viewpoint and show the wind farm development in its wider landscape context only.

Extent of 50mm single frame image

Viewpoint 14: Dornoch, Coastal Footpath 
near Royal Dornoch Golf Club

Photomontage - 65.5º 

IMAGES FOR LANDSCAPE ASSESSMENT



Existing View - 65.5º

Cumulative Wireline - 65.5º. Application turbines in red, operational / under construction in blue, consented in purple, application in orange



When viewed at a comfortable arm’s length (approx. 500mm), this printed image is representative of our detailed central vision, but is not representative of scale and distance.

 
Photomontage - 39.6º

 

IMAGES FOR VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT

Distance to nearest turbine: 23,448m (T8)              Camera: EOS 5D Mark II               Focal length: 50mm               Camera height: 1.5m           Date: 20/09/19         Time: 09:15Viewpoint 14: Dornoch, Coastal Footpath 
near Royal Dornoch Golf Club



This image should be viewed at a comfortable arm’s length (approx. 500mm)

IMAGES FOR VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT

Photomontage - 27º
Distance to nearest turbine: 23,448m (T8)             Camera: EOS 5D Mark II               Focal length: 75mm               Camera height: 1.5m          Date: 20/09/19             Time: 09:15Viewpoint 14: Dornoch, Coastal Footpath 

near Royal Dornoch Golf Club
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