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SUBMISSION FROM MAUREEN BEAUMONT, (CHAIR EAST 
STRATHEARN COMMUNITY COUNCIL) 
 
I would respectfully submit that the targets set by the Scottish Executive are 
neither achievable nor desirable in the interests of the Scotland. They are 
desirable only by those with vested interests in this “dash for wind” – the 
renewables industry and its very vociferous propagandists and cash-strapped 
landowners on the search for another cash cow to milk. 
 
I chair an objection group, Sma’ Glen Protection Group – 2, originally formed 
in 2003, to fight a planning application for a wind farm development of three 
clusters, 24 turbines in total, known as Abercairny Wind Farm. The application 
was recommended for refusal by Perth & Kinross planners and this decision 
was echoed by elected members in July 2004. The developer appealed the 
decision and the application then was discussed at a three week PLI in May 
2005. The Reporter, Miss Janet McNair, recommended that the appeal be 
refused and this recommendation was upheld by the Scottish Ministers, 
although not until September, 2006. This process puts local community 
members under prolonged pressure and takes huge amounts of effort, 
energy, time, not to mention money and is being replicated week after week, 
month after month and year after year all over the rural areas of Scotland, as 
ordinary people like us try as hard as we can to preserve precious landscapes 
from speculative development. 
 
Now, our group has been re-formed to fight a second application, albeit a 
smaller one, on the same site. The applicant is the same, the land-owner is 
the same and, as before, local people are having to give of their time, energy, 
and, of course, money to fight for a second time. In our case, we are very 
apprehensive, that this second application might well be rapidly succeeded by 
an application for an extension, as has happened all over Scotland –once a 
landscape is affected, further development is very much more easily 
achieved. 
 
This fight is a very unequal one- the applicant can employ experts in many 
fields, such as ecology, noise and landscape assessment, where the locals 
may not have funding so to do. The “expert statements” given by developers 
in their Environmental Statements are very often desk-top studies with 
unsubstantiated conclusions and yet evidence given by local residents, 
although much more detailed and reliable, is given less weight by the 
decision-makers in the planning process. The period for responses to 
incredibly detailed documentation is far too short – 28 days, not sufficient for 
community groups to consult members, collate evidence and respond as 
comprehensively as they might. If the applicant wins, he and the landowner 
are laughing all the way to the (green) bank, thanks to the hugely inflated 
ROCs and FITs paid for by consumers.  If the locals DO happen to win, they 
just get to keep what they have always had anyway, except that they’re 
probably exhausted and out of pocket. Cash-strapped councils are also 
struggling, since application fees do not cover the costs incurred by councils 
in engaging experts, dealing with huge numbers of comments on applications 
and, when they refuse an application, the legal costs of an appeal.  
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Councils also do not have the time or resources to enforce the multiple 
planning conditions that accompany the granting of wind farm and 
transmission line applications. These are often addressed by Construction 
Method Statements, which are supposedly enforced by contractors, whose 
attention to detail can vary. Our property has a private water supply, which is 
being impacted by Beauly-Denny construction works and we have had 
repeated site meetings with contractors to review and strengthen mitigation 
measures. This is also happening all over rural Scotland. It is all too often 
down to local communities to monitor impacts on water quality, wildlife, peat 
resource and other aspects of the environment. Planning departments simply 
do not have the manpower or time, especially nowadays in the present 
economic situation. 
 
There is no strategic spatial planning in this process. It beggars belief that 
small developments of 8 or 9 turbines, dotted all over our landscapes, each 
with their own infra-structure and associated costs, can be the most 
economical way to generate electricity. These small power stations are only 
viable because of the system used to pay for what they produce – the ROS, 
which distributes huge rewards to inefficient generators, even when they are 
not generating and contributes to ever-rising costs to consumers, driving more 
and more Scots into fuel poverty. If the mantra “the wind is free” is true, then 
the renewables industry would presumably not object if these massive 
subsidies were withdrawn. 
 
I would like to draw the Committee’s attention to the so-called Community 
Benefit element of wind farm planning applications. This is being used, more 
and more, to undermine the impartiality of the planning process. It is not 
materially relevant to a planning application and, as far as I am aware, not 
legally binding on a developer – he is, after all, merely giving people their own 
money back!  The sums offered to communities are, in the main, relatively 
paltry when compared to the operator’s profits although they can appear very 
seductive to local communities in these difficult economic times. I have been 
told that the Scottish Executive has been encouraging community groups to 
negotiate with developers prior to a planning application. This would seem to 
be political interference in the planning process and ought to be absolutely 
discouraged and pronounced illegal.  
 
It is my understanding, from discussions with experienced engineers, that the 
transmission system could only cope with a certain amount, perhaps 15%, of 
intermittent electricity such as is generated by wind. It is also my 
understanding that the back-up generation required from fossil fuel generators 
operates much less efficiently when it is turned down to accommodate the 
electricity generated by wind and in these circumstances creates relatively 
more carbon.  It is extremely ironic that so-called green electricity might then 
lead to increased carbon emissions, rather than the opposite. I am not a 
scientist but I have read a fair few Environmental Statements by developers – 
they all claim large decreases in carbon emissions as a result of their projects 
but the scientific calculations always seem to be assumed and stated as a 
matter of fact, rather than proven by a transparent method. 
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In all this discussion one thing is clear. If these targets are not achievable 
while Scotland is in the UK, they would be even less achievable if Scotland 
became independent. Sir Ian Marchant called for a UK wide energy market to 
remain if Scotland were to vote for independence in 2014.  
 
It would seem to me to be the time to step back from this headlong rush to 
achieve targets. It has meant over-reliance on wind as a source of renewable 
energy and wind is unreliable, uncontrollable and intermittent. Offshore wind is 
hailed as the next big building-block –with all the added complications of extra 
costs, maintenance and lack of assessment into potential marine impacts. All 
the while, we are being promised a bonanza of employment, which has yet to 
come to fruition. It would seem that turbines will continue to be built in 
established sites abroad where investment has already been provided. There 
are other technologies with fewer environmental impacts – it would be 
sensible to invest in those and take a more measured approach to the whole 
question of electricity generation in the longer term.  
 
More concentration on energy conservation and efficiency would make a 
significant impact on how much energy we consume, and therefore require to 
generate. This is maybe not such a vote-catching aspect of the issue but it is 
the one that has the fewest environmental impacts, would create real local 
jobs and would save ordinary consumers money – the opposite of wind 
energy developments. If we were to use our resources more sparingly, we 
would be saving our planet in a much more responsible way, without trashing 
our fantastic scenery in the process. 
 
The future energy needs of our country are being addressed by an unholy 
coalition between speculative developers and landowners. This piecemeal, 
target-driven approach, which is stretching local communities and planning 
systems to the limit cannot be the optimum method of formulating and driving 
forward the future energy needs of our country. We need security of supply at 
an affordable price – to achieve this we must take a step back and re-assess 
all our options in a non-political way, based on all the scientific and 
engineering evidence available. 
 
I am very grateful to the committee for the opportunity to make this 
submission. 
 
Maureen Beaumont 
March 2012 
 


