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Background  
 
1. Save Straiton for Scotland (‘SSfS’) is a local group formed in reaction to the 

unprecedented five windfarm proposals planned around the conservation village of 

Straiton, South Ayrshire.  Straiton is one of only three local villages which has been 

classed as outstanding by the Scottish Government. At the time of the formation of 

SSfS, the five windfarm proposals included 130 of the largest turbine types to be found 

in the UK. The proposed Glenmount windfarm (the "Application") lies entirely within 

the parish of Straiton and is set a few miles south of the village on high moorland 

which straddles the East and South Ayrshire border. On the South Ayrshire side, it lies 

at the head of an attractive small glen that so typifies the countryside of this appealing 

part of Ayrshire and which Straiton has become associated with; whilst on the East 

Ayrshire side, the site borders Loch Doon, renowned for its flora and fauna, and the 

outstanding Gardens and Designed Landscape at Craigengillan; the site set within the 

rugged uplands that culminate in the summit of the Merrick and Rhinns of Kells to the 

South. 

 
2. In order to accurately gauge local opinion, SSfS conducted an opinion poll in June 2013 

(submitted alongside this objection). The survey was open to the 272 residents in 

Straiton and surrounding houses. The results showed that 92.5% of respondents in the 

community oppose Glenmount windfarm. Furthermore, it is understood that at 

around 2,000 individual objections to this application have been lodged with ECDU.  

 

3. Supporters of SSfS are fully aware that this group is not ‘anti-wind’ per se, rather it is 

firmly opposed to inappropriate wind developments around the Straiton area. The 

Glenmount project is fundamentally inappropriate: the turbines are too high:  they 

can be seen for miles and miles, spanning several counties, and scarring valued 

landscapes. There are too many for this area of land to accommodate and they are far 

too close to highly valued local tourist destinations, cultural and natural heritage 

attractions and preciously beautiful landscapes.  Given the numbers and scale 

involved, they would undoubtedly have a pervasive, overbearing and oppressive effect 

on the amenity of the local landscape character and the experience receptors derive 

thereof.  

 

4. The comments presented in this Report have been consolidated by SSfS. These have 

not been subject to any professional review or advice, but present issues which, in the 

opinion of SSfS, the ECDU should be aware of and have regard to.  
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5. Further supporting information supplied alongside this  SSfS Report includes: 

 

• VisitStraiton Tourism Report  

• VisitStraiton  Glenmount Objection  

• VisitStraiton Glenmount Ornithology Objection 

• SSfS Glenmount Dark Sky Objection 

• Local opinion poll results and form 

• Copy of the SSfS petition (hand signed and online version) 

 

6. SSfS is of the view that both the East and South Ayrshire Councils should recommend 

an objection to the Application and thus trigger a Public Inquiry. However, the 

Councils have yet to apply their new Landscape Capacity Studies (see later) in the 

determination of a s.36 windfarm application. Therefore, whilst SSfS is hopeful of 

Council objections, in the event that the Councils do not object, SSfS requests that the 

ECDU have careful regard to:  

 

i. the terms of this objection representation;  

ii. the significant and adverse landscape and visual effects on receptors and locally 

designated landscape resources and viewpoints;  

iii. the complexity of the planning policy position;  

iv. the cumulative landscape and visual impact issues; and  

v. the landscape capacity issues.  

 
7. This Report has been further informed by extensive local knowledge, multiple site / 

area visits, the Linfairn Windfarm Planning Report1 prepared by Ian Kelly MRTPI (Head 

of Planning, Graham and Sibbald, Perth), the South Ayrshire Council representation to 

Keirs Hill Windfarm2 and the South Ayrshire Council Planning Application Report re 

proposed wind turbine at Glenauchie, March 20143. 

 

8. There are many particular aspects within the Environmental Statement (ES) not given 

full consideration, however, SSfS does not mean to imply it has accepted the findings 

of the ES: either a final view cannot be formed on that impact until further 

information is seen or it has been concluded that the issue is not of primary 

importance to this submission.  

 

                                                           
1
 http://savestraiton.files.wordpress.com/2013/11/project-808-linfairn-wf-ssfors-objection-issue.pdf 

2
http://eplanning.east-ayrshire.gov.uk/online/files/FB14FEAB8243301FDE76FF71342EA899/pdf/document-

194896.pdf 
3
 http://ww6.south-ayrshire.gov.uk:81/bumblebee-

web/files/94E5B2EF6F1443C9E54BB11FD9548CC0/document-377863.doc 
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The Applicant     
 
9. SSfS has welcomed the engagement process adopted by RWE Npower Renewables 

Limited (the ‘Applicant’). The Applicant actively engaged with SSfS throughout the 

latter part of the Scoping phase of this Application. They have been upfront regarding 

timescales and changes to the project, provided details and, when requested, further 

information timeously. In general SSfS found that the Applicant was open and 

participative when compared to the group’s experience with other developers.   

 

10. Notwithstanding the above, there are a number of concerns which have been raised 

by SSfS supporters.  Despite not being within the remit of a ‘material planning 

objection’, they are included here as there is no other forum available to set-out those 

issues.   

 

11. SSfS were encouraged that the Applicant took up the suggestion that it would be 

appropriate to hold a further information event in Straiton to explain the proposal 

with respect to the transport routes and effects throughout the construction and 

decommissioning periods of the proposed Glenmount Windfarm.  

 

12. Subsequently, SSfS has received feedback from its supporters expressing huge 

disappointment with the information (or lack of information) provided at this event. 

Many felt that the day was used as a ‘box-ticking’ or ‘PR’ stunt by the Applicant rather 

than an opportunity to present to the community the information sought. For 

example, there was little to no advertising of the event in the conservation village of 

Kirkmichael, where the negative transport effects will be felt as comprehensively as in 

Straiton; at the event itself, there was a failure to provide any meaningful indication of 

the actual effects on road users and residents – for instance predicted journey times 

during each of the construction months – the information only considered the 

experience of the additional users rather than current; the information provided was 

generic, there was a complete failure to factor in village events, whether annual (i.e. 

show days, car boot and fete days etc), monthly or weekly (i.e. nursery pick up times, 

toddler group meetings etc).  

 

13. Furthermore, there was a complete failure to consider cumulative aspects of the 

transport impacts during construction (and decommissioning) periods. Whether the 

construction period is sequential or simultaneous with the other s36 proposals 

(Dersalloch and Linfairn windfarms), the traffic associated with Glenmount Windfarm 

envisages using the same or the only reasonable alternative route. The adverse impact 
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upon any of the local roads between the A77 and Straiton would be immense and 

need to be considered thoroughly.   

 

14. These are only a few examples of the information which was not forthcoming at the 

event, despite being of immeasurable consequence to the local communities, road 

users and tourists alike.  A detailed review of the issues that have been raised with 

regard to traffic, access and transportation has been detailed in Appendix 2. 

 

15. With regards access for all construction traffic, at a recent public meeting in the 

McCandlish Hall in Straiton, a packed hall was addressed by Chic Brodie MSP who 

stated "the Glenmount wind farm construction traffic should not come through the 

village". 

 

16. Chic Brodie has made it clear to the Applicant the proposed route through Straiton is 

not acceptable and an alternative should be found. He has also encouraged the 

Applicant to open discussions with another developer in the area to see if a suitable 

alternative arrangement could be found.  Mr Brodie understands the community's 

concerns and worries with regards the proposed route: he supports the community 

fully in its total rejection of this inappropriate access route through the conservation 

village of Straiton.   
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Introduction 
 

The Key Determining Issues 

 

17. The key determining issues to be weighed up when reviewing this application are: 

 

 the need for the windfarm and national energy policy and guidance; and 

 its environmental and other impacts (including landscape and  tourism, ecology and 

ornithology) bearing in mind the development plan, other policy guidance and 

the duties set out in Schedule 9. 

 
18. In accordance with the Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) 

(Scotland) Regulations 2000, the Applicant submitted an ES in relation to a proposal 

for Glenmount Windfarm. In considering the Application, the Scottish Ministers have 

regard to the matters mentioned in paragraph 3(1)(a) of Schedule 9 to the Act and the 

extent to which the Applicant has done what it reasonably can to mitigate the 

effects that the windfarm would have on the natural beauty of the countryside and 

on flora, fauna and sites, buildings or objects of architectural, historic or 

archaeological interest. 

 
19. Contrary to the ES5.2.3, SSfS submits that: 

 

i) the Applicant has not done ‘what it reasonably can to mitigate the effects… on the 

natural beauty of the countryside’; 

ii) the Applicant has not done ‘what it reasonably can to mitigate the effects’ on 

flora and fauna; and 

iii) the Applicant has not done ‘what it reasonably can to mitigate the effects… on 

sites, buildings or objects of architectural, historic or archaeological interest. 

 

SSfS considers that that the geographic characteristics of this location, its popularity 

with a particularly large number of rare and protected species and its rich cultural 

heritage render the site particularly inappropriate for large-scale wind development.  

At the very least, SSfS contends that it would be "reasonably" possible to seek 

planning permission for a lower number of turbines at a substantially lower height. 
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Material Planning Considerations 

 

20. The Development Plan's policies, government policy and guidance establish clear topic 

headings and performance criteria which, taken together, create a framework for 

considering and assessing the impact of wind turbine development on the locality.  For 

the sake of simplicity, this Report will consider some of the more pertinent of these 

issues in turn, following a discussion of Government policy.  Relevant aspects of the 

Development Plan, namely the Ayrshire Joint Structure Plan (AJSP), the East Ayrshire 

Local Plan (EALP) and the South Ayrshire Local Plan (SALP), will be referred to 

throughout the Report as they arise, culminating in a Plan-led discussion at 'Further 

consideration of the Development Plan'. 

 

21. Despite the Development Plan not being particularly up to date, the relevant 

landscape guidance has recently been enhanced with the publication of the Landscape 

Wind Energy Capacity Study for the Ayrshire Council Areas (2013) (the ‘Capacity 

Study’). This work contains detailed guidance on the capacity of the landscape to 

accommodate future wind energy development. There is, accordingly, a full and up to 

date policy basis for the detailed assessment of the s.36 application for the proposed 

Glenmount Windfarm.  
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Scottish Planning Policy / Government Guidelines 
 

22. Scottish Ministers aim to achieve a thriving renewables industry in Scotland. They 

support the development of windfarms in locations where the technology can operate 

efficiently and environmental and cumulative impacts can be satisfactorily addressed. 

The criteria to be considered when considering applications for windfarms varies 

depending on the scale of development and its relationship to the characteristics of 

the surrounding area. The design and location of any windfarm development should 

reflect the scale and character of the landscape. The location of turbines should be 

considered carefully to ensure that the landscape and visual impact is minimised. SSfS 

submits that this has not been achieved with respect to this proposal.  

 
23. SSfS notes that the Scottish Government’s policy direction generally favours onshore 

wind development on appropriate sites, but it does not do so unquestioningly. 

Windfarms are only to be permitted where they can be satisfactorily accommodated 

and where the identifiable and measurable benefits of any scheme outweigh any 

adverse impacts.  

 

24. Nowhere in the Government climate change or energy policies is there justification for 

the approval of projects which are unacceptable in terms of adverse environmental 

and/or other impacts and which are therefore contrary to Development Plan policy. 

 

25. The Scottish Government’s current renewable energy target is one of a number of key 

considerations for Planning Authorities and for Ministers. The target itself does not 

presume that consents/permissions must follow for any particular site and does not 

define the outcome of this s.36 application. 

 

26. Currently, there is no indication of any fundamental change to current national 

planning policy as set out in SPP. The consultative NPF3 and SPP2 look to strengthen 

spatial planning and guidance for onshore wind energy, but the basic position remains 

– the Scottish Government’s policy direction generally favours onshore windfarm 

developments on appropriate sites, but it does not do so unquestioningly: they are 

only to be permitted where the technology can operate efficiently and environmental 

and cumulative impacts can be satisfactorily addressed.  Only suitable sites should be 

approved and, for the reasons discussed in the following sections of this Report, SSfS 

considers the Glenmount site to be entirely unsuitable for a s36 windfarm. 
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27. Scottish Planning Policy (SPP): This is generally supportive of renewable energy 

development4:  it suggests similar criteria for the consideration of proposals to those 

of the AJSP and its addendum.  

 

28. SSfS notes that SPP 2010 expects planning authorities to ‘support the development of 

a diverse range of renewable energy technologies, guide development to appropriate 

locations and provide clarity on the issues that will be taken into account when specific 

proposals are assessed’.  Local Authorities are also expected to clearly set out…‘the 

factors that will be taken into account in decision making on all renewable generation 

developments’ within their development plans, or within supplementary guidance.  

With respect to this Application, the recently adopted Wind Capacity Studies present 

clear factors to be taken into account.  SPP is pertinent for the consideration of 

proposals that have impacts on local landscapes. 

 

29. Furthermore, the SPP states that the “Historic environment’ is a key part of Scotland’s 

cultural heritage and it enhances national, regional and local distinctiveness”.  This is 

recognised for “supporting the growth of tourism”. It states that “Planning authorities 

can help to safeguard historic assets through ... development management decisions." 

 

30. The SPP also directs Planning Authorities to ensure that potential effects, including 

cumulative effects of incremental development, are considered (para 187-191). 

 
 
 

                                                           
4
 raising the previous target of energy generated from such sources from the 40% advocated in the now 

superseded Scottish Planning Policy 6”Renewable Energy, to 50% by 2020”. 
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The Proposal 
 
31. The proposal is to construct 19 wind turbines with a tip height of 130m at Glenmount, 

approximately 3km south of Straiton (South Ayrshire) and 6km south west of 

Dalmellington (East Ayrshire).  Each turbine is envisaged to have a capacity to 

generate up to 3MW, giving the whole development a potential generating capacity of 

57 MW. SSfS notes that this figure is only marginally beyond the s.36 trigger of 50MW.   

 

32. Benefits of the scheme: beyond the generation of electricity, the output of which may 

be restricted by a number of constraints, the range of claimed benefits of the proposal 

are limited. The ES sets out a potential set of economic impact figures. Overall, these 

are likely to be minor positive – the specific (and surprisingly limited) employment 

opportunities in terms of economic benefits are discussed later in this Report. That 

assessment is broadly accepted, (although the income redistribution effect the 

renewable energy policy and the pricing of externalities are not included in the 

assessment).  The environmental benefits are predominantly the assumed reduction 

of greenhouse gas emissions which has already been built into a favourable policy 

framework.  

 

33. It is vital to be specific about what the claimed benefits of this particular windfarm 

development in this particular location actually are, in order to avoid mistaking 

identified, locational and particular adverse impacts are outweighed by the assumed, 

generic and unspecified benefits associated with windfarm proposals. Whether, in the 

opinion of the Applicant, the adverse effects are just outweighed and no more, or are 

overwhelmingly outweighed, or whether there is a tipping point somewhere in 

between, has not been made clear.  

 

34. In this case the benefits of the scheme are the limited economic benefits set out in the 

ES and the environmental benefits5 (as noted, the predicted greenhouse gas emissions 

reductions and climate change benefits) which are already assumed by existing policy.  

The Applicant claims no other significant scheme-specific economic or environmental 

benefits. These assumed benefits should, therefore, not be double counted in the 

planning balancing exercise.  

 

                                                           
5 The benefits to this proposal are noted in generic terms at 1.1.10 in the ES, whereby renewable energy 

projects are deemed to be “contributing to meeting the UK’s energy demands and replace carbon-emitting 
electricity generation with clean, renewable energy”.  The benefits are noted at 1.2.9 as being out-put and 
carbon dioxide reduction. 
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Site Selection 

 
35. SSfS was disappointed to learn that within the ES section 3.4 'Consideration of 

Alternatives', "this Chapter does not consider alternative sites"6.  This omission or 

failure is surprising and has consequential problems in terms of the Development 

Plan7. 

 

36. At 3.1.2 in the ES, it is noted that “the design has also been considered in regard to the 

findings of the East and South Ayrshire Landscape Wind Capacity Studies published in 

July 2013. Consideration of these aspects has led to the development of a windfarm 

which responds to its location and wider setting’. Given that the Wind Capacity 

Studies alluded to categorically stipulate that there is no scope to accommodate any 

turbines of the proposed size, let alone a s.36 windfarm, the assertion that the project 

"responds to its location and wider setting" is entirely misleading and amounts to a 

subjective and bias judgment which, SSfS understands, should be avoided in an 

independent ES.  

 

37. Paragraph 4.3.4 of the ES advises that the Applicant will undertake "intrusive site 

investigations" and it may be that "unforeseen ground conditions will require the 

route of the access tracks and positions of individual turbines and other windfarm 

components to be micro sited to facilitate construction, reduce environmental 

impacts or both".  At para 4.3.5 a micrositing allowance of 50m is sought. This implies 

that a proper site investigation has not been carried out.  The precise positioning of 

the proposed turbines in relation to the topography is heavily emphasised throughout 

the ES.  It is frequently stressed that the adverse effects of the windfarm in terms of its 

appearance from viewpoints has been fully taken into account of.  The Applicant cites 

the particular lie of the topography, with turbines located at the points specified in the 

ES, provides sufficient screening value to adequately mitigate substantial negative 

impacts.  A micrositing allowance of 50m, would make a farce of much of this 

‘mitigation’ and significantly undermine many of the conclusions drawn in the 

Landscape and Visual chapter 6 of the ES. 

 

38. SSfS notes that the Applicant is committed to maintaining a 50m turbine-free buffer 

from all watercourses and fault lines; buffer 1.5m+ of peat depths avoided; 100m 

buffer from the Knockdon Enclosure; 1km buffer from McNabstone Caravan Park; 

200m buffer from Loch Doon and Loch Finlas; 400m buffer from main black grouse lek 
                                                           
6
 at 3.4.3. of the ES. 

7
 For example, the SALP ENV1 stipulates that there will be a strong presumption in favour of protecting all or 

existing or proposed Special Areas of Conservation and Special Protection Areas unless there are imperative 
reasons of overriding public interest and there is no alternative solution. 
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as well as certain bat buffer zones; and 1km from residential receptors.  SSfS requests 

that these commitments are also ensured with respect to any micrositing sought by 

the Applicant. 

 

39. Should consent be granted for the proposal, SSfS respectfully requests that any 

proposed variation to the layout should be the subject of a further submission to the 

Planning Authority. 

 

Setting 

 

40. Within 6kms of the site, there are a number of significant constraints, some of which 

are listed below: 

i) Loch Doon SSSI lies 120m to the East and is valued for its population of the rare 

Arctic charr (Please see Appendix 1); 

ii) The consented site for McNabstone Caravan Park lies 1.3km away; 

iii) Auchenroy/Glenmount Uplands encompass the whole site; 

iv) Craiglee Uplands lie 500m to the South; 

v) Straiton Hills encompass much of the site; 

vi) 5 areas of Ancient Woodland; 

vii) The site is part of the Doon Valley Sensitive Landscape Character Area; 

viii) Craigengillan Garden and Designed Landscape; 

ix) The Knockdon Enclosures lies within the site; 

x) Several residential properties are within 2km; 

xi) The Merrick Search Area for Wild Land; 

xii) Several A, B and C Listed Buildings; and  

xiii) A thriving network of local and core paths for which the area is renown, one of 

which cuts across the site itself. 

 

41. The AJSP, the East Ayrshire Local Plan (CS12b) and the SALP provide fair and rational 

protection for the setting of settlements. This is crucial for maintaining Ayrshire as ‘an 

attractive place in which to live, work, visit and invest’ (Para 63 AJSP). Contrary to 

these policies, the proposed windfarm would present a dominant feature within the 

setting of the Dalmellington Conservation Area, Bellsbank, 100s of Listed Buildings, 

Scheduled Monuments including Dalnean Hill, and, fundamentally, compromise the 

setting of the two SSSI’s and the precious Designed Landscape of Craigengillan. This is 

directly contrary to the AJSP’s key vision of promoting ‘strong and vibrant 

communities’ and promise to ‘provide an attractive setting for existing communities 

and new investment’ (para 91 AJSP), and the ethos of the Development Plan as a 

whole. 
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42. It is clear from the photomontages and ES that the Application presents a direct 

contravention of the AJSP ENV1’s commitment that "the quality of Ayrshire’s 

landscapes and its distinctive local characteristics shall be maintained and enhanced. 

In providing for new development, particular care shall be taken to conserve those 

features that contribute to local distinctiveness including: a) Settings of communities 

and buildings within the landscape…". 

 

43. In short, it is the opinion of SSfS that this part of Ayrshire, the attractiveness of its 

landscape, flora, fauna and valuable cultural heritage would inevitably be sacrificed 

should the proposal be granted consent. 

 

 

General Comments 

 
44. SSfS notes that the ES is a professional document, but found the many errors and 

discrepancies detracted from the integrity of the Application as a whole (please see 

Appendix 4).  For example, substantial formatting irregularities render a thorough 

reading and ability to cross-reference nigh impossible.  It is of concern that there are 

frequent mistakes which lead to a misrepresentation of the facts - given local 

knowledge, some of these have been identified and highlighted, for example, the ES 

suggests that the speed of travel for the majority of the B741 Newton Stewart Road "is 

likely to be in the region of 80km/hour"8 - this is farcical, in reality given that the single 

track road is particularly prone to blind bends and oncoming log lorries, the average 

speed is more likely to between 20-40km/hour.   

 

45. SSfS contends that an ES of this calibre may contain further mistakes/errors/ 

overstatements that could grossly affect the facts relied upon to make an informed 

decision in terms of this Application. 

 

46. SSfS notes that on multiple occasions the Applicant seeks to cite visibility of the 

proposal as being reduced by forestry9, vegetation and trees.  Such reduction cannot 

be relied upon, given that these trees and vegetation are outwith the Applicant's 

control and may be removed during the anticipated lifetime of this windfarm. 

                                                           
8
 At 6.10.37 of the ES. 

9
 For example, 6.10.33 of the ES. 
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Landscape: Natural Beauty of the Countryside 
 

47. The SPP recognises that landscape is constantly changing and that different 

landscapes have different capacities to accommodate new development.  It is 

therefore advocated that the siting and design of development should be informed by 

local landscape character. The SPP advises that there may be occasions where the 

nature or scale of proposed development is such that the development should not be 

permitted. 

 

The Landscape Wind Energy Capacity Study for the Ayrshire Council Areas (2013) 

 

48. Within Ayrshire the landscape guidance has recently been enhanced and clarified with 

the publication of the Capacity Study. It contains detailed guidance on the capacity of 

the landscape to accommodate future wind energy development and is a material 

consideration for the South and East Ayrshire Councils when considering windfarm 

development.  

 

49. This study has been informed by the landscape characterisation set out in the Ayrshire 

Landscape Assessment (1998) (ALA), and provides some updating to those 

characterisations following a review in the field.  SSfS notes that the ALA was drawn 

up when turbine scales and numbers were substantially less than today - that study is 

dated 1998.  Principally, with reference to the Application, a new landscape character 

type has been classified by the Capacity Study in the area centred on Loch Doon and 

the Carrick Hills, it is called the Rugged Uplands, Lochs and Forest (21) and contains 

the application site itself. 

 

50. The study notes that the "sensitivity assessment combines landscape sensitivity, visual 

amenity and existing cumulative effects."  Landscape designations and other 

recognised interests such as the Dark Skies Initiative, Inventory designed landscapes 

and Search Areas for Wild Land are not considered.  SSfS submits, therefore, that the 

sensitivity assessment provided by the Capacity Study is the lowest baseline sensitivity 

and the actual sensitivity of this location is far higher, given the nature and location of 

this proposal, which must also take account of considerations with respect to the Dark 

Skies Initiative, Inventory Designed Landscapes and Search Areas for Wild Land and so 

on. 
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51. SSfS has derived some principal conclusions from the Capacity Study.  These are 

highlighted below and a more detailed discussion of the Capacity Study follows: 

 

i) At the outset of the Capacity Study10 it is asserted that "the Loch Doon and 

Carrick Forest Areas are highly sensitive to most forms of turbine 

development". This is a Main Finding of the Capacity Study; 

ii) There are no existing or consented wind turbines sited in this character type 21. 

To do so would render it vulnerable to further development; 

iii) The ES and SSfS find some significant landscape (and cumulative landscape) 

effects on neighbouring LCTs, namely Intimate Pastoral Valleys (13), Upland 

River Valleys (10); 

iv) The proposed Glenmount Windfarm satisfies none of the landscape and visual 

constraints identified in either of the Capacity Studies for the landscape 

character type 21:  "Rugged Uplands with Lochs and Forest"11; 

v) The proposed turbines are more than four times the maximum height identified 

as possible in the Capacity Study; and 

vi) The proposed development is outwith the ‘Search Areas for the large typology 

(turbines >70m)." 

 

52. SSfS submits that these points provide sufficient reason, in landscape and visual terms, 

for an objection to the proposed development by East Ayrshire Council and South 

Ayrshire Council.   

 

Adjacent Character Types 

 

53. The Capacity Study highlights that "landscape character types often have 'fluid' 

boundaries where a gradual transition can occur between adjacent character types 

with some similar characteristics.  Wind turbines are also tall structures likely to have 

an influence on adjoining landscape character types.  It is therefore recommended 

that when considering individual proposals, both the landscape character type that 

the development lies in and immediately adjoining character types are reviewed, as 

wider sensitivities may apply"12. 

 

                                                           
10

 p.1 EA Capacity Study and p.2 of SA Capacity Study. 
11

 EA Capacity Study Appendix 13.2.2. 
12

 EA Capacity Study. 
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54. SSfS notes the following in connection with adjacent character types to Type 21: 

 

i) Character Type 10: Upland River Valleys is found to have "no scope for turbines 

50m high to be accommodated in this landscape"13; 

ii) Character Type 17B:  Foothills West of the Doon Valley is found to have "no 

scope for the turbines over 70m high"14; 

iii) Character Type 13: Intimate Pastoral Valleys is found to have "no scope for 

turbines 50m high to be accommodated"15; 

iv) Character Type 17C:  Foothills with Forest and Windfarm has "very limited scope 

for the large typology" (emphasis added) but it is stipulated that these "should be 

well set back from the more sensitive outer edge of these foothills" and the 

impact associated on the Rugged Uplands, Lochs and Forest is identified as a 

particular constraint to development here; and 

v) Character Type 18C:  Plateau, Moorlands with Forestry and Windfarm has some 

scope identified, but again, "the setting of the high rugged Galloway and Carrick 

Forest Hills is a key constraint to siting turbines"16 as well as potential cumulative 

effects. 

 

55. Therefore, the five adjacent Character Types, three are also identified as being unable 

to accommodate wind turbines if the size proposed in the Application, and the other 

two suggest that the specific Character Type where the site is proposed presents a key 

constraint to developments of this size. 

 

Character Type 21:  Rugged Uplands with Lochs and Forest 

 

56. In addition the main findings highlighted above, the Capacity Study identifies more 

detailed points which need to be considered in relation to proposed turbines within 

this Character Type. 

 

57. SSfS notes that the proposed site location lies within the lower rugged hills in the 

north of this landscape, which provide an integral part of the setting to the diverse 

Upland River Valley (10) of the Doon Valley which accommodates Craigengillan House 

and its designed landscape.  The Capacity Study stipulates that large wind turbines 

"would detract from the dramatic mountainous backdrop these uplands provide to 

the upper Doon Valley and the Craigengillan designed landscape." 
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 EA Capacity Study Appendix 4.2. 
14

 EA Capacity Study Appendix 8.3 
15

 SA Capacity Study Appendix 11.3. 
16

 SA Capacity Study Appendix 16.1.2. 
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58. Although the Capacity Study suggests that "there may be some very limited scope to 

site turbines towards the lower height band of this typology on occasional smoother 

slopes and ridges", it is considered that "turbines would detract from nearby more 

complex land form" and "the setting of landmark hills and lochs". 

 

59. In short, following a detailed discussion of the relevant Character Type 21: "Rugged 

Uplands with Lochs and Forest", the Capacity Study "found there to be no scope for 

larger development typologies to be sited in this landscape"17, the only wind energy 

opportunities identified were for turbines 15-30m high to be possibly sited on the 

outer fringes of this character type and within forest clearings, in association with 

existing buildings18.  SSfS notes that the site location identified in the ES does not fit 

the opportunity description, nor do the scale of the proposed turbines, being more 

than four times the height mentioned. 

 

60. SSfS notes the emphasis "may" and "very limited" does not describe s.36 

characteristics.  Furthermore, the proposed site lies adjacent to the most notable of 

the Lochs, the diverse Loch Doon, as well as Loch Finlas, and the subsequent impacts 

upon the settings of these lochs cannot be avoided or mitigated with regard to 

turbines of this scale. 

 

61. The particular scale of these turbines in addition to access roads and other ancillary 

development would not be contained by a single, shallow basin but would tower from 

the basin and "detract from the predominantly complex pattern of this landscape". 

 

62. The Capacity Study emphasises the rarity of this landscape, reminiscent of the 

Highlands, given its complexity patterns of lochs, mature woodland and heather moor, 

together with the strong sense of seclusion and naturalness.  These features, which 

are considered highly sensitive to developments of this nature, are valued for their 

popularity with walkers and cyclists. 

 

63. SSfS considers that this application is fundamentally not in accord with the Capacity 

Study and the Development Plan. 

 

64. The Development Plan's support of the guidance provided by the Capacity Study is 

evident and unquestionable.  Local plans are directed to seek to protect and enhance 

landscape character and establish criteria for the assessment of future development 

proposals in the context of the particular local landscape type within which the 

                                                           
17

 EA Capacity Study Appendix 13.3. 
18

 EA Capacity Study Appendix 13.2.3. 
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development is proposed.  SSfS submits that the Applicant, in this project, has shown 

a total disregard for that guidance and the assessment criteria. 

 

65. The Development Plan accepts that there will be "impact of renewable energy on 

landscape character and appearance" and accordingly continues to stipulate that "it is 

essential therefore that positive landscape management is carried out throughout 

Ayrshire to achieve improved landscape quality as well as landscape protection"19.   

Any diversion from or contravention of the findings of the recent, pertinent and, no 

doubt, expensive Capacity Study would flout the Development Plan’s commitment.  

 

66. At local level, the site comprises part of the Doon Valley Sensitive Landscape Character 

Area and the South Ayrshire Scenic Area – Policy ENV 2 of the AJSP highlights that "the 

protection and enhancement of the landscape shall be given full consideration in the 

preparation of local plans and the determination of planning applications". SSfS notes 

that protection and enhancement of the landscape is necessary and suggests that 

neither is provided by the presence of a s36 windfarm and associated infrastructure. 

As such the application is in direct contravention with Policy ENV2 of the AJSP.  

 

The Merrick Search Area for Wild Land (SAWL) 

 

67. The Merrick Search Area for Wild Land lies a mere 6.5km from the closest turbine and 

has been identified as potentially the only area in southern Scotland where "an 

elemental quality from which many people derive psychological and spiritual benefits" 

can be felt.  This is a rare and important resource.  The Scottish Government 

recognises that "such areas are very sensitive to any form of development or intrusive 

human activity and great care should be taken to safeguard their wild land 

character"20.  

 

68. SSfS notes that there are substantial associated ancillary requirements in addition to 

the 19 turbines shown in the viewpoints.  At 4.3.1 the ES lists the other components 

which include:  associated hard crane standings for each turbine, which "are 

permanent and will remain in situ for the duration of Development's operational life21; 

electrical transformers "adjacent to each turbine base" up to 4m x 6m x 3m; 17.82km 

of new tracks each at least 5m wide22; a permanent met mast; a control building 

20m x 10m and compound of 65m2; car parking facilities and storage yard. 
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 AJSP Para 92. 
20

 Scottish Government National Planning Framework for Scotland 2 at Para 99.  
21

 at 4.4.11 of the ES. 
22

 at 4.5.3 of the ES. 
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69. It is submitted that all of the above associated components be included in the 

viewpoints within 10km, as per the SNH Scoping Letter dated 8 February 201323, in 

particular with respect to the Merrick SAWL images.  The effect would further 

demonstrate the enormous intrusion of nearby development that this Application 

presents. 

 

70. SSfS and the ES find the level of effect to be significant from the Merrick Summit24, 

given that its location is the fundamental core area and key view which encapsulates 

the Merrick SAWL, SSfS contends that such a significant effect is insurmountable in 

terms of the resultant damage on the SAWL as a whole:  the proposal, by its very 

nature (large-scale industrial turbines), cannot avoid seriously detracting from the 

sense of seclusion and distance from significant man-made structures on the 

landscape25. 

 

 

Other Key Landscape Considerations 

 

71. Turbines of this size present significant impact on key views to, from and across 

designed landscapes, as demonstrated by the Applicant’s own photomontages. Given 

the particular nature of this landscape character and site location, this impact cannot 

be avoided. 

 

72. The adverse visual impact on the landscape would unquestionably dominate skylines 

around the vulnerable Loch Doon and Rugged Uplands, the backdrop for settlements 

such as Dalmellington and Bellsbank in the Doon Valley and affect the landscape 

character of the Rugged Uplands (for example, as experienced from the Merrick SAWL 

or the Craigengower Monument).  The windfarm would become a dominant element 

and create a confusing sense of perspective - contrary to para 187 of SPP. 

 

73. The Development Plan insists that "development will require to respect the landscape 

character of the area and not result in visual damage or intrusion".  As discussed 

below, the Applicant’s own photomontages demonstrate how the turbines break the 

horizon and devalue the features of this unique landscape and surrounding landscapes 

– yet these landscapes are protected within in the context of the Structure Plan: AJSP 

ENV 1 Landscape Quality recognises that the quality of the landscape within Ayrshire 

is a valuable economic resource and its quality, with its distinctive local characteristics, 

should be maintained and enhanced.  

                                                           
23

 at Table 6.3 of the ES. 
24

 see discussion re viewpoint 16 at 6.11.130. 
25

  Refer to Assessing the Impacts on Wild Land Interim Guidance Note (SNH, February 2007). 
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74. It has not been established in the Application, or elsewhere, how the distinctive local 

characteristics are maintained and enhanced by this proposal.  Further, the 

Application itself implies that the project overwhelms the landscape26. 

 

75. SSfS notes that in providing for new development, particular care should be taken to 

conserve those features that contribute to local distinctiveness which include the 

setting of communities and buildings within the landscape, special qualities of rivers, 

historic landscapes, skylines and hill features including prominent views.  

 

76. Conversely, this proposal would result in a large scale alteration to key features and 

characteristics of the area, and an introduction of visually prominent elements – 

especially given that the proposed turbines are 130m high – which are totally 

uncharacteristic rendering it unacceptable in terms of the Development Plan27.  It is 

noted that the turbines' proposed locations are between 270m Above Ordnance 

Datum (AOD) and 350m AOD.  Thus the tips range from 400-480m AOD.  The Big Hill of 

Glenmount only rises to 382m AOD and so, although providing some topographical 

screening effect, the sheer scale of this proposal ensures that it will be prevalent from 

many viewpoints and other, unrepresented, areas throughout Ayrshire and Dumfries 

and Galloway28. 

 

77. SSfS finds the substantial deterioration caused by this project would result in an 

change to the character and nature of this vulnerable landscape and contravene the 

AJSP’s principle that ‘the landscape of Ayrshire is a valuable resource and makes a 

significant contribution to the economic, environmental and cultural life of the area... 

much of Ayrshire is valued for its scenic and environmental qualities’ (AJSP Para 91). 

This project would undeniably demean the value of vast swathes of Ayrshire’s scenic 

and environmental qualities. 

 

78. In short, Fig 5.9 of the ES encapsulates how inappropriate this location is to 

developments of this nature: almost the whole of the site area is highly sensitive to 

turbines of medium or large typology. 

 

 

                                                           
26

 hence the phrase "trying to avoid overwhelming the landscape as far as practicable" at 3.5.10 of the ES. 
27

 As per GLVIA, 3
rd

 edition, Paras 6.38 to 6.41. 
28

 see para 6.6.11 of ES and Fig 6.1.3 Volume III. 
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Viewpoints 

 

79. SSfS understands that viewpoints are chosen in order to asses: the existing visual 

resource; the sensitivity of this resource to windfarm development; the proposed 

design (incorporating mitigation measures to minimise any adverse impacts); and the 

predicted appearance of the final proposed development29.  Furthermore, they must 

seek to avoid the deliberate positioning of distracting or screening features within a 

photograph.  

 

80. Below are some general observations with respect to the Applicant’s Viewpoints as 

presented and described in the ES.  

 

81. Viewpoint 1 Minor Road to Loch Doon, overlooking Craigengillan:  this viewpoint 

shows an impression of the effect that Glenmount windfarm would have upon the 

setting of the GDL at Craigengillan, these views will be experienced by all road users, 

principally tourists and local residents who are highly sensitive receptors. SSfS notes 

that the angle chosen for each turbine head is oblique (see Fig 6.3.1c) rendering the 

visual impact shown in the photomontage to be somewhat less. A greater impact is 

indicated in the wireframe at Fig 6.3.1 b where the blades and nacelle have been 

shown head on to the view. Furthermore, the blades are barely evident in the 

photomontage, despite their proximity and the lack of topographical (or even 

vegetational) screening. SSfS considers that the adverse effect upon this setting and 

view has been understated in both the text and the photomontages, which, given the 

vulnerable nature of the receptors is deemed to be significant for the purposes of this 

Application.   

 

82. Viewpoint 3, A713 near Loch Muck:  Fig.6.3.3c gives an impression of how the project 

would appear from the eastern side of Loch Doon.  It is clear that the scale of the 

turbines entails that they will break into the skyline.  The trees in the foreground and 

the larger rugged hills behind the development also serve to demonstrate the 

enormity of the turbines and this creates a confusing sense of perspective: they 

appear magnified and interrupt the view towards the sensitive and complex landform.  

Furthermore, the turbines are so plentiful that the ‘linear array’ is not evident from 

this angle, in fact, the photomontage shows that some of the turbines appear 

                                                           
29

 
http://www.google.co.uk/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=web&cd=2&ved=0CDMQFjAB&url=http
%3A%2F%2Fwww.snh.gov.uk%2Fdocs%2FA305436.pdf&ei=-
sYpU7WgJIHN0QXN74CYBA&usg=AFQjCNE4bYmnjtn3kfqYtzZBdGnUjOrqTg 
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particularly clustered and overlapping.  Accordingly, SSfS considers that the adverse 

effect shown from Viewpoint 3 has been understated.  

 

 

83. Viewpoint 4, Fig 6.3.4 Loch Doon:  this view is taken from the western side of Loch 

Doon, where road abuts Glenmount site boundary. It is immediately evident that 

certain elements of this particular view detract from the purpose. The stretch of road 

from which it would be appropriate to demonstrate the impression the project will 

make is a few 100m long, however, in this instance the Applicant has seen fit to 

choose a spot directly in front of the only aqueduct and signpost throughout that 

stretch. The structures in the foreground are not a fair representation the typical view 

that a receptor would experience from along this side of the Loch.  In addition, there 

appears to be no clear, linear array of the layout of the turbines, rather a disordered 

mass.  Accordingly, SSfS considers that the adverse effect shown from Viewpoint 4 has 

been understated.  

 

84. Viewpoint 5, Figs 6.3.5c and d Craiglee:  it appears that much of the ancillary 

components of the windfarm have been omitted from these photomontages, despite 

a request to the contrary from SNH in their Scoping Letter. Fig. 6.3.5.d also omits the 

access tracks. Accordingly, SSfS considers that the adverse effect shown from 

Viewpoint 5 and associated discussions has been understated.  

 

85. Viewpoint 8, Figs 6.3.8.b-d Lamachan Hill:  despite the distance, the view shown here 

demonstrates how the man-made turbines sit uncomfortably within the remote, 

complex and rugged landscape. These structures would intrude on the receptor’s 

sense of seclusion and isolation within the natural world and detract for the wild 

qualities of this SAWL.  

 

86. Viewpoint 9, Figs 6.3.9a-d Shalloch of Minnoch:  despite the distance, the view shown 

here demonstrates how the man-made turbines sit uncomfortably within the remote, 

complex and rugged landscape. These structures would intrude on the receptor’s 

sense of seclusion and isolation within the natural world and detract for the wild 

qualities of this SAWL. SSfS notes that the access tracks and ancillary developments 

required by this project have been omitted from the views represented in these 

photomontages. Accordingly, SSfS considers that the adverse effect shown from 

Viewpoint 9 has been understated.  

 

87. Viewpoint 10, Figs 6.3.10a-d: Carrick Forest:  SSfS notes the low hanging cloud in these 

representations.  
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88. Viewpoint 12, Fig 6.3.12a-d Glenauchie:  SSfS notes the screening effect provided by 

deciduous vegetation and submits that this is temporary in nature and does not 

provide a reliable source of screening over the lifetime of the development. It is also 

noted that some of the photos for the ES were taken on field trips during winter 2013 

and it is submitted that it would have been advisable, in trying to provide fair and 

accurate impressions of the likely view, the Applicant should have used photos from 

the winter months for this viewpoint.  SSfS considers that the photomontages and 

discussion for Viewpoint 12 significantly downplay the impact the project would have 

on this viewpoint.  

 

89. Viewpoint 14, Figs 6.3.14a-d Kildoach Hill:  SSfS notes the low lying cloud shown in 

these photomontages. The ‘linear array’ of the project is not evident - the 

photomontages show that many of the turbines appear cluttered and overlapping.  

 

90. Viewpoint 15, Figs 6.3.15a-d Benquat Hill:  in these images, the turbines are shown to 

clearly protrude from the sensitive Rugged Uplands which form the dramatic backdrop 

to this viewpoint. SSfS notes, that they appear as the only man-made structure to 

emanate from this area. The extensive scale of this project is evident. They appear as a 

cluttered mass on the centre of the view, becoming more sporadic, but seemingly 

linear towards the east.  

 

91. Viewpoint 16, Figs 6.3.16a-d The Merrick: the turbines are shown to clearly protrude 

from the sensitive Rugged Uplands. SSfS notes, that they appear to be the only man-

made structure visible from this viewpoint. The extensive scale of this project is 

evident. Their hubs and blades are seen to break ridgelines and they can also be seen 

from base to tip. At the eastern edge of the projected development, the turbines 

appear to be particularly tangled.  SSfS notes that the ancillary tracks and components 

of the windfarm have been omitted from these photomontages. These structures can 

be seen to intrude on the receptor’s sense of seclusion and isolation within the natural 

world and detract for the wild qualities of this SAWL. It is also noted that this 

viewpoint, being the summit of the Merrick, is one at which receptors are likely to 

spend time taking in the qualities of the SWAL, its views and resting.  

 

92. Viewpoint 17, Figs 6.3.17a-d Bellsbank:  SSfS notes the gloomy cloud cover shown in 

the images. Given the sheer scale of the turbines, they are shown to protrude clearly 

above the ridgeline which serves as the backdrop to the Dark Sky Observatory at 

Craigengillan.  

 

93. Viewpoint 19 Figs 6.3.19a-d Minor road at northern end of Loch Doon:  receptors here 

would be highly sensitive, being tourists and locals.  The angle that these images are 

taken from is questionable, given the larch branches which reach across the 



26 
 

foreground, screening the western-most turbines.  It would appear that a similar shot 

could have been taken from the hummock on the other side of the road which would 

omit the interference of this larch.  Such screening is outwith the Applicant’s control 

and cannot be relied upon, further, in the opinion of SSfS it is distracting and does not 

provide a clear, representative view that receptors are likely to experience.  The 

landform can be seen clearly as knolled, complex and of a more ‘highland’ nature.  

From this viewpoint, size, dominance and pervasive nature of the turbines is evident: 

they break the skyline, interrupt the views within the rugged uplands to the larger 

summits in the south, they overlap with each other and the relatively pitiful scale of 

the trees in the centre of the view indicate the enormity of the turbines towering over 

them from behind.  

 

94. Viewpoint 20, Figs 6.3.a-d Core Path between Straiton and Dalcairney:  SSfS suggests 

the point on the path has been specifically chosen as it is the only angle from which 

the turbines would appear in a relatively orderly fashion.  Even so, to an untrained 

eye, they appear as a large clump, cluttered and over-lapping.  The contrast in 

receptor experience from ‘before’ to ‘after’ cannot be overstated – they are sudden, 

stark and intrusive.  

 

95. Viewpoint 21, Figs 6.3.21a-d Munteoch Scheduled Monument: SSfS notes the 

substantial screening effect that is provided by trees and submits that this is 

temporary in nature and does not provide a reliable source of screening over the 

lifetime of the development from this valued cultural resource.  

 

96. Viewpoint 22, Figs 6.3.22a-d Green Cairn: these images illustrate the complex, knolled 

nature of the rugged landscape within which the Glenmount Windfarm proposal sits.  

 

97. Viewpoint 24, Figs 6.3.24a-d Cairnsmore of Carsphairn: SSfS notes that the 

photomontage indicates that currently no other turbines are actually visible (in fact, it 

is hard to see any other man-made structures other than a single road).   The image on 

6.3.24d illustrates the scale of this project and its clear appearance in the view, 

despite being 12.66km away Viewpoint 25, Figs 6.3.25a-d Cornish Hill: these images 

illustrate the complex, but isolated and secluded nature that the rugged uplands 

landscape character presents.  
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Cumulative Viewpoints 

 

98. Cumulative Viewpoint 16, Figs 6.6.4a-e The Merrick: the impact upon this viewpoint of 

Glenmount is of grave concern to SSfS.  As discussed above, the proposed 

development introduces the only major man-made element into the view which 

would significantly change the whole experience gained upon reaching the summit of 

this mountain. Although Glenmount is the closest project to the Merrick, Dersalloch 

also presents a significant threat to the qualities for which this view is valued. 

Dersalloch and Glenmount in combination with one another likewise alter the 

receptor’s experience beyond the acceptable. The images included here illustrate that 

the current windfarms are barely visible from this location, making clear 

unmistakeable intrusion which would be made by Glenmount and Dersalloch:  the first 

real threat to the wild nature of the Merrick (this is exacerbated as the landscape in 

the foreground and encompassing Glenmount is so rugged and diverse).  
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Tourism and Recreational Interests 
 
 

99. SSfS notes and supports the VisitStraiton objection representation and Report 

(attached alongside this Report).  This outlines many shortcomings of the Tourism 

chapter in the ES and the vulnerability that the local tourism industry faces in respect 

to wind developments of this nature. 

 

100. As the AJSP highlights, Ayrshire is "best known for tourism nationally and 

internationally". The Doon and Girvan Valleys are hubs for vast numbers of visitors to 

Ayrshire. Their natural beauty and interest is becoming increasingly appreciated, this 

is strengthened by their inclusion within the Galloway & Southern Ayrshire UNESCO 

Biosphere and the Scottish Dark Sky Park, with its associated Observatory, not to 

mention the draw of the recreational Galloway Forest Park. The appeal of this area 

would deteriorate significantly should this proposal be permitted: this development 

would have significant adverse impact on the very landscape and visual amenity that 

defines these Parks and draws people to this area.  

 

101. The AJSP Addendum identifies the nationally recognised cycle and walking routes, 

Natura 2000 sites, the Galloway and Southern Ayrshire Biosphere, the Galloway 

National Tourist Route and Sensitive Landscape Character Areas as 'regionally 

significant tourist resources' and states that development which has a significant 

adverse impact on tourism and recreational interests will not be supported.  The ES 

states that the "Glenmount windfarm will further alter the perception of the Park 

(Galloway Forest Park and Galloway Forest Dark Sky Park) and its attributes"30.  Given 

that the Applicant acknowledges such an effect, SSfS is concerned by its magnitude. 

 

102. Please see ‘SSfS Glenmount Dark Sky Objection.pdf’ – submitted alongside this report 

for discussion as to the specific concerns with respect to the Dark Sky Park. 

 

103. SSfS is concerned by the proximity of the project to the consented McNabstone 

Caravan Park which lies a mere 1.3km away and the adverse effects that the windfarm 

would have on this fledgling tourism business. 

 

104. Tourism makes a substantial contribution to the economy of Ayrshire and has the 

potential for significant growth. At the heart of this growth is a need to maintain 

environmental quality through improvements or protection from inappropriate 
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 at 6.13.3 of the ES (pages 6-124). 
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development. Within the context of this application, areas which are sensitive to 

change include designated scenic /sensitive landscapes, the Galloway national tourist 

route and local walking routes.  This proposal has a direct impact on the sensitive 

landscape character area and on the interest that this classification is intended to 

protect31, in particular these include the cultural landscape, historic landscapes and 

the strong sense of seclusion that this landscape character provides. This is confirmed 

by the ES which indicates, for example, that a very high proportion of Loch Doon will 

be affected32. 

 

105. As illustrated in the supporting ES, this proposal will have a significant visual impact on 

tourists and visitors. The scale of the turbines, limit much of the suggested screening 

mitigation. This scheme would detract from and compromise the environmental 

quality of the area. The scheme will be locally prominent and significant. 

 

106. Furthermore, given that the Craigengillan Estate and associated Observatory abuts the 

site boundaries for this Proposal - the immediate and direct effects are of grave 

concern.  For example, the effects that the extra site lighting in winter months (see 

6.8.2 and 6.8.8) will have on the Dark Sky Park, its Observatory and the attraction of 

Craigengillan as a special place to visit. 

 

107. It is noted that, with respect to core paths, the ES cites forestry screening frequently 

as reducing the impact.  As mentioned above, this screening effect is unrealistic, given 

that the forestry is outwith the Applicant's control.  Furthermore, the adverse effect 

that the windfarm has on any open view from within the Forestry path network is 

exacerbated due to the sudden and rare nature of these open views.  Receptors are 

likely to spend more time at these openings in the forestry or summits and ridges, 

thus although in theory "fleeting", the view is experienced for longer periods in 

practice and has a greater influence on the walk as a whole. 

 

108. The most recent VisitScotland Survey clearly showed that 20% of visitors would not 

return to an area with windfarms. There is no tourism business in this area that could 

absorb a 20% reduction in trade. The costs to the local people and the area that this 

development presents are substantial. 

 

109. Given the consequential threat and associated loss to business that this development 

presents to local tourism employment, it is important to consider how this could 

possibly be offset by the employment opportunities for locals identified in the ES.  In 

fact, this windfarm will generate very little permanent employment.  It is widely 
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 Refer: AJSP Technical Report 23/supporting information for Sensitive Landscape Designations within 
Ayrshire. 
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 at 6.9.13 of the ES. 
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understood that during construction the balance of civil contracts can provide short 

term and limited local employment, however these jobs are neither sustainable nor 

provide 'growth' in any real sense, since they go as quickly as they come.  

 

110. In fact, in this instance, very little commitment to any local employment is made: 

"where feasible and subject to tender rules, local contractors or sub-contractors will 

be invited to tender"33.  Longer term maintenance of turbines is usually carried out by 

specialist technicians moving from site to site rather than by locally employed people, 

and the Application implies this by intimating that "the windfarm will be remotely 

monitored"34.  In terms of real, long-term employment, the Application "anticipates 

that the project will directly support two full-time technician jobs and a third of a site 

manager"35.   In terms of local employment benefit, this is hugely disappointing. 

 

111. In short, the development is contrary to Policy ECON7, ECON12 and ECON 13 of AJSP 

which seek to promote and safeguard the Ayrshire tourism resource.  
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 at 14.11.4 of the ES. 
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 at 14.14.1 of the ES. 
35

 at 14.14.4 of the ES. 



31 
 

 

Built and Cultural Heritage 
 

112. SSfS contends that the area's cultural heritage would not be "safeguarded" as the 

Development Plan directs, but sacrificed. 

 

113. The built heritage and historic environment landscape helps define the sense of place 

of an area.  Principally, this project has a direct impact on the setting of the historic 

assets at Knockdon and Loch Doon, where the views to and across the broader historic 

landscape are adversely affected.  SSfS submits that these adverse impacts are not 

justifiable. 

 

114. SSfS is also concerned about negative effects that this proposal has on the inventory 

listed designed landscapes, particularly at Craigengillan (also an A-listed building 

(HBNUM 18793). The ES understates the impact to this designed landscape as, 

crucially, the setting has not been adequately included in the assessment.  Views from 

and to this historic asset can contribute to the setting and also the character of the 

surrounding landscape which can be considered significant. With this in mind, SSfS 

submits that the adverse impacts imposed by this development on the setting and 

surrounding landscape of Craigengillan are not justifiable. 

 

115. There are a number of prehistoric 2000-3000BC archaeological assets within the area.  

The proposed access route runs through an archaeological trigger area.  The 

Scheduled Ancient Monuments at Knockdon Enclosure (Scheduled Monument, Index 

7491) lies within the site boundary and Munteoch (Settlement and Field Systems 

Scheduled Monument, Index 5200), lies immediately to the north.  The well-known 

Colonel Hunter Blair's Monument is a B-listed building and is approximately 3.6km to 

the north-west of the site.   

 

116. Regarding the Applicant’s map of Heritage Assets assessed in the Outer Study Area in 

Figure 9.5 of their proposal, they appear to have omitted a number of archaeological 

sites that are clearly recorded by WoSAS. 

 

117. The Application presents a deleterious impact on the setting of the Cairn and 

Enclosure at Knockdon.  The substantial compound and car park are within metres of 

these sites.  Fig 9.1 shows that there are no less than 27 heritage assets within the site 

boundary.  SSfS submits that a proposal of this scale in this location is not appropriate 

in an area so densely packed with archaeological interest. 
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118. The ES confidently states at 3.2.1 that "Direct impacts on nationally designed features 

of cultural heritage can be avoided". Even if the ES, independent or not, concludes the 

impact to be slight, the direct impacts on the Knockdon Enclosure and Craigengillan 

Gardens and Designed Landscapes cannot be avoided.   SSfS is concerned by the 

flippancy and lack of regard for cultural heritage demonstrated within the ES. 

 

119. SPP states (at para 111) that the “historic environment includes ancient monuments, 

archaeological sites and landscapes ... and other features. It comprises both statutory 

and non-statutory designations. The location of historic features in the landscape and 

patterns of past use are part of the historic environment”.  It continues to state that 

“In some cases the importance of the heritage asset is such that change may be 

difficult or may not be possible. Decisions should be based on a clear understanding of 

the importance of heritage assets.”   This therefore makes it clear that it is not only 

statutory designations (such as scheduled monuments or listed buildings) that are of 

value and that are to be protected but also significant cultural features such as the 

Knockdon Cairn, Yearnstonknowe and White Laise Cairn, all of which are within the 

site boundaries. 

 

120. Scottish Historic Environment Policy (SHEP) states that “the context or setting in 

which specific historic features sit and the patterns of past use are part of our historic 

environment. The historical, artistic, literary, linguistic, and scenic associations of 

places and landscapes are some of the less tangible elements of the historic 

environment. These elements make a fundamental contribution to our sense of place 

and cultural identity.” 

 

121. It notes that the historic environment faces many challenges which include “short-

term visions for the development of places ... changing land management practices 

and restructuring in the farming industry ... and the needs of renewable energy 

generation". 

 

122. There are 3 key outcomes identified by Scottish Ministers with regard to the historic 

environment, the first of which is “that the historic environment is cared for, 

protected and enhanced for the benefit of our own and future generations”. 

 

123. To this end, the policy of Scottish Ministers is that: 

 

a. actions taken in respect of Scotland’s historic environment should secure its 

conservation and management for the benefit and enjoyment of present and 

future generations;  

b. there should be a presumption in favour of preservation of individual historic 

assets and also the pattern of the wider historic environment; no historic asset 
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should be lost or radically changed without adequate consideration of its 

significance and of all the means available to manage and conserve it;  

c. Scotland’s historic environment should be managed in a sustainable way, 

recognising that it is a social, cultural, economic and environmental resource of 

great value;  

d. all of the people of Scotland should be able to enjoy, appreciate, learn from and 

understand Scotland’s historic environment, and be assisted in that through 

access, research, knowledge, information and education and proactive 

conservation investment, without compromise to cultural significance. 

 

124. These are worthy and laudable policy objectives which clearly establish the value the 

Scottish Ministers place on the historic environment and the care and attention that 

is required where it may be adversely affected by development or change. 

Importantly the SHEP states that it is a document: 

 

“to which planning authorities are directed in their consideration of ... planning 

applications affecting the historic environment and the setting of individual 

elements of the historic environment.” 

125. Managing Change in the Historic Environment (Setting):  Additional advice on 

‘Setting’ is provided in this Historic Scotland publication. It notes that setting can be 

important in the way that historic structures or places are understood, appreciated 

and experienced. Where development is proposed it is important to identify the 

historic assets, define the setting and assess the impact of the development. It notes 

that setting often extends into a broader landscape context. An objective written 

assessment should be prepared by applicants taking into account the significance of 

the asset, its setting and an attempt to quantify the extent of any detrimental impact. 

In light of this, finalised proposals should seek to avoid or mitigate detrimental 

impacts on the setting of historic assets. 

 

126. On 20th March 2014 The Planning Application Report by the Regulatory Panel for the 

Proposed Wind Turbine at Glenauchie, stated that West of Scotland Archaeological 

Service (WoSAS) objected to the application on the basis of “significant deleterious 

impacts” on the setting of the cairns and enclosure at Knockdon. 

 

127. Historic Scotland list the Knockdon Enclosure as a Scheduled Monument stating that 

the monument is of national importance “because it is a well-preserved example of a 

type of later prehistoric enclosed settlement which has the potential to increase 

considerably our understanding of later prehistoric domestic life and settlement 

architecture”. 
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128. In their conclusions the Regulatory Panel considered that the Glenauchie proposal 

“would have an adverse effect on cultural heritage, the historic landscape and 

archaeological heritage resourrces and was therefore contrary to SPP, AJSP STRAT1, 

ECON6, ENV1, ENV6, the AJSP Addendum on windfarms, SALP STRAT5, BE6 and SERV3 

in that it would have a “detrimental effect on the setting of the historic landscape”. 

They further state that “there were no overriding reasons to depart from SPP, the 

development plan, the AJSP Addendum on windfarms or the policy and advice 

contained in PAN 2/2011 @Planning Archaeology’, the SHEP or ‘Managing change in 

the historic environment – setting’”. 

 

129. As the Knockdon Enclosure is of national importance, the same conclusions should be 

drawn regarding the Glenmount Windfarm proposal. 

 

130. SSfS submits that the Application is contrary to the aims and objectives presented by 

these policies and advice notes. 
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Ecology - Natural Heritage 
 

 
131. SSfS notes that the ES identifies a large number of Local Ecological Sites – within 2km – 

but is concerned by the dismissive comment made (and erroneously repeated 

verbatim) at 3.3.6 and 7, whereby the Applicant considers that any direct or indirect 

adverse effects which are likely to occur "could be mitigated for through site design 

and other mitigation measures as required". 

 

132. It is noted that the Loch Doon SSSI lies a mere 120m away with its vulnerable 

population of arctic charr (please see Appendix 1 and Appendix 3).  Furthermore, 

Ness Glen SSSI is just 50m to the north east and presents a rare and valued upland 

mixed ash and woodland within a narrow and steep sided ravine.  Those who value 

such environments are not those who wish to experience them whilst standing just 

50m from a s.36 windfarm.  

 

133. Three Provisional Wildlife Sites lie within and to the south of the site: i) Auchenroy 

/Glenmount uplands which has various interesting upland habitats including purple 

moor grass grassland, blanket bog and good acid grassland; ii) Craiglee Uplands 500m 

south, a sub-montane site which is rated highly for habitats and plants; and iiii) the 

whole site is encompassed by ‘Straiton Hills’ which presents as a highly rated area of 

diverse upland and wetland habitats, including purple moor grass grassland, blanket 

bog and rushy pasture, with several lochs and wooded glens – all of botanical and 

ornithological interest.  

 

134. No less than 5 areas of Ancient Woodland lie within 2km, one being just 50m from the 

site. Again, SSfS notes that – those who value such natural heritage assets are not 

those who wish to experience them whilst standing just 50m from a windfarm: they 

would be subjected to a total contradiction of experiences. 

 
135. Scottish Natural Heritage "Bats and Wind Turbines" recommends that turbines 

should be positioned at least 50m from features of nature conservation interest that 

may be beneficial to bat species for foraging and/or as a flight pathway (such as 

woodland, watercourses, shelterbelts or hedgerows). 

 

136. The site lies 870m to the south-west of the Galloway Forest Park RSPB important bird 

area (designated for its breeding waders). 
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Aviation 
 

 
137. Glasgow Prestwick Airport is a major asset to the Ayrshire economy. It is recognised 

nationally and within the Structure Plan as a key gateway location, pivotal to the 

success of the local economy and a major asset in Scotland’s infrastructure. This 

proposal will be visible from Prestwick Airport and will therefore impact on navigation 

aids and the radar systems at the airport.  A gradual erosion of airspace, through 

windfarm development, could compromise airport safety and long term capacity. 

Through the guidance produced to support structure plan policy, developers are 

required to show their development would not threaten the current operation of 

airport or the requirements for expansion sought by the government. Where 

developers can specify technological or other mitigation solutions between 

themselves and aviation authorities they will be required to demonstrate agreement 

between themselves and the relevant operator.  SSfS submits that development at 

this location could not be supported until an acceptable agreement has been reached.    

 

Ornithology 
 

138. SSfS fully supports the VisitStraiton Report ‘VisitStraiton Glenmount Ornithology 

Objection.pdf’ , submitted alongside this report which reviews Chapter 8 of the ES in 

detail, and concludes that the Ornithology chapter has significantly underestimated 

the effects of the wind farm, by underestimating the risks to particular target species 

of conservation concern, whose presence has been identified on the site and which in 

some cases are subject to various levels of legal protection. The risks posed by 

construction and decommissioning disturbance, and collision risk during the 

operational phase are understated in every case.  
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Cumulative Impacts 
 

139. SPP states that valid planning applications should be taken into account when 

considering the cumulative impact of turbine/windfarm proposals with weight being 

afforded according to their position in the planning application process.  The 

community of Straiton is currently facing three other live Section 36 proposals, namely 

Dersalloch, Linfairn and Keirs Hill, with a further windfarm (Knockskae, at scoping) also 

in the immediate area.  From a cumulative perspective there are many more schemes 

in South Ayrshire, Dumfries and Galloway, and East Ayrshire within 20km of Straiton. 

Accordingly, SSfS is concerned about both scheme specific and cumulative impacts.  

Indeed the “local” cumulative impact would be significant and alarmingly adverse.  

The ECDU is asked to take full account of the cumulative impacts identified in this 

objection alongside the related planning policy conclusions. 

 

140. The operational Windy Standard windfarm (36 turbines, 53.5m high) and its consented 

extension (30 turbines, up to 120m high) are located within the Southern Uplands 

within the neighbouring Forestry character type.  Both of these developments are/will 

be visible from the western side of Loch Doon. 

 

141. The operational Mark Hill windfarm (28 turbines, 110m high) and the Arecleoch 

windfarm (60 turbines, 120m high) are located in the 'South Ayrshire Plateau 

Moorland with Forest and Windfarms (18C) character type, lying approximately 6km 

and 14km respectively to the south-west.  The operational Hadyard Hill windfarm (52 

turbines, 111m high) lies within 4km distance in the 'Foothills with Forest and Wind 

Farm' (17C) character type.  These windfarms, and other windfarm developments 

sited within neighbouring Dumfries and Galloway, are visible from the higher hills 

within the Rugged Uplands with Lochs and Forest character type and incrementally 

diminish the qualities that this landscape character is valued for. 

 

142. As can be seen by examining a number of the photomontage images provided for the 

viewpoints included in the ES, significant cumulative impacts occur with existing 

proposals in this area.  There would also be significant cumulative issues on the skyline 

when viewed from a number of locations within South Ayrshire. 

 

143. The Capacity Study highlights the inter visibility impacts of the scheme with the 

adjacent landscapes within South Ayrshire and East Ayrshire.  The ES shows that there 

will be substantial simultaneous and sequential view impacts with existing and/or 

proposed windfarms.  The effect is to have a dominant negative impact on local 
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communities, visitors and tourists, particularly the Doon Valley, the Galloway Forest 

Park, Merrick SAWL and Loch Doon itself. These issues are confirmed by many of the 

images provided for the viewpoints included in the ES. 

 

144. In terms of addressing the cumulative impact assessment of this proposal, there is 

already in the South Ayrshire, East Ayrshire and Dumfries and Galloway Council areas 

a considerable provision of renewable energy installations and proposals within a 

limited geographical area. There is an increasing need for a wide ranging cross-council-

boundary approach and a cross-boundary landscape capacity assessment (to 

supplement the recent individual studies) as a key aspect in the consideration of the 

cumulative impact aspects of individual windfarm proposals in this area. SSfS hopes 

that such an approach will be undertaken by SNH and the Councils.  

 

145. The Capacity Study notes that windfarm development sited in this landscape could 

have cumulative effects on the setting and views from the Loch Doon area in 

combination with the existing and consented Windy Standard developments. 

 

146. The submitted cumulative ZTV with Dersalloch aids assessment of how the proposed 

turbines would relate to the proposed Dersalloch Wind Farm. There would be multiple 

views of Dersalloch from a number of viewpoints.  Furthermore, the inclusion of the 

proposed turbines would effectively ‘fill in the blanks’ in the ZTV, meaning that the 

sensitive landscape character area would not be protected from wind energy 

development.  It would represent a substantial visual extension of wind energy 

development. Cumulative viewpoints show that the siting and scale of the proposed 

turbines are ‘out of sync’ with the cluster of turbines in the proposed Dersalloch 

Windfarm. The turbines' blade tips and hubs would be visible from several locations in 

the landscape in the same way as those of Dersalloch.  Sensitive receptors may be 

confused by this and assume the entire upland area was one mega windfarm. 

 

147. When travelling south from Straiton, views of Dersalloch and the Glenmount turbines 

would be intermittent.  This can be seen in the Cumulative ZTV.   When travelling 

north to Straiton this would change viewing states on multiple occasions and likewise 

from the water works at Doon of Waterhead frequently.  SSfS contends that this 

sequential cumulative impact with Dersalloch is unacceptable. 

 

148. Throughout the ES the lack of inclusion of the Keirs Hill s 36 application gives a 

substantially misleading impression of the level wind energy activity in this area. 

Reference to the application is repeatedly omitted from Table 2.2 all the way through 

the ES to its conclusion.  
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149. It is of major consequence that the Keirs Hill windfarm application has been excluded 

when trying to realistically assess the cumulative effects this proposal may have.  It is 

understandable that the developer requires a cut-off date for practicable purposes, 

however in this instance the Kiers Hill application is accurately relevant and was 

widely known about.  That application, despite being dated prior to the Glenmount 

proposal (and therefore when Glenmount was still at the Scoping stage) includes 

Glenmount windfarm in its cumulative assessments. Furthermore, the earlier 

application made by Willowind for Linfairn Windfarm, also included an assessment of 

cumulative impact with respect to the possible Glenmount Windfarm within its 

application documents.  Given the density of windfarm proposals in this area, SSfS 

submits that it wold have been practical and constructive for the Applicant to do 

likewise.  SSfS contends that the cumulative impacts associated with Glenmount 

cannot be assessed fairly and meaningfully without the inclusion of Kiers Hill in the 

assessment.  

 

150. Furthermore, it is noted that the East Ayrshire Council requested that the proposal 

include an assessment of "the relationship of the proposal to operational, consented, 

undetermined s.36 and planning applications and scoping stage windfarms"36.  

Likewise, the South Ayrshire Council suggested that "the relationship of the proposed 

site should be assessed together with other developments which are the subject of 

undetermined s.36 as planning applications, and, where possible proposals at formal 

scoping stage (in particular windfarms at ...... Sclenteuch....)37.  SSfS contends that it 

was entirely possible to include an assessment in combination with Sclenteuch (now 

Keirs Hill) as this proposal has been widely exhibited in the local area and had in fact 

reached application stage before the Glenmount proposal. 

 

151. The proposed Linfairn Windfarm lies to the west in the “Foothills with Forest” LCT.  

SSfS has concerns over consecutive cumulative impacts with Linfairn due to the 

growing presence of wind energy in the wider landscape. The Intimate Pastoral Valley 

and Rugged Uplands with Lochs and Forest should be protected from such cumulative 

impacts due to these sensitive and diverse characteristics.  SSfS contends that the 

proposed development would have unacceptable consecutive cumulative impacts 

with other wind energy developments. 

 

152. With particular regard to the Merrick SAWL, but also in general, SSfS submits that the 

addition of the Glenmount proposal within the broader area makes the overall pattern 

of windfarm development more complicated - Glenmount does not appear to "fit" 

with the other consented and proposed developments nearby.  Given its immediate 

proximity to the Merrick SAWL, its impact will be the greatest in cumulative terms.  As 

                                                           
36

 EAC Scoping Response, 31 January 2013.  Table 6.1 of ES. 
37

 SAC Scoping Response, 17 January 2013.  Table 6.2 of ES. 
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such, it is considered that the threshold for windfarm development has been reached 

and any further proposals present a direct and catastrophic to the Merrick SAWL and 

wider landscape. 

 

Construction 

 

153. The cumulative impact of the construction traffic in combination with other proposed 

s36 windfarms has not been considered. The traffic is envisaged to last around 2 years, 

as is the case with the associated construction traffic for the Dersalloch and Linfairn 

Windfarms  (both at Application stage). The application documents for Dersalloch 

show that is construction traffic would use the same roads as Glenmount.  The 

application documents for Linfairn Windfarm show that its construction traffic would 

use the only reasonable alternative.  Should any two of these three s.36 windfarms 

receive consent, the cumulative impact of the construction traffic on the local road 

system would be insurmountable and any user’s experience of the local road network 

during the constructions periods would suffer significantly.  

 

154. Traffic cumulative impact may occur in combination, i.e. simultaneously, with one of 

the above projects, or sequentially.  It is likely that the impact for tourists, visitors, 

locals, businesses and schools would either be twice as bad as assumed in the ES or 

last for twice as long, with little or no respite. 
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Further considerations in terms of the Development Plan 
 

 

155. Section 25 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997(as amended) 

indicates that in making any determination under the Planning Acts, regard is to be 

had to the development plan, the determination shall be made in accordance with the 

plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.   

 

156. The key tests which this proposal requires to be considered against are set out in 

Policies ECON 6 “Renewable Energy” and ECON7 “Wind Farms” of the AJSP. Guidance 

on how this Structure Plan policy should be interpreted is contained within the 

Addendum to the Ayrshire Joint Structure Plan Technical Report TR03/2006 (reference 

is also be made to ENV1 and STRAT 1). 

 

157. The proposal is contrary to ECON 7. It clearly threatens the ‘integrity of national and 

international designations’ (C) and visitor experience of them, such as the Dark Sky 

Park and Merrick Wild Land. The application site for this windfarm is outwith the 

defined Areas of Search. Considering the relevant subsections within the policy, it is 

considered that:  

 

i) The cumulative impact implications are deeply concerning given the amount of 

developer activity within the immediate area (no fewer than 5 live s.36 

applications38, as well as many other large and medium applications within the 

wider area). The Capacity Study implies that the limit of acceptable cumulative 

impact has been reached in this area of Ayrshire and the remaining landscape / 

adjacent landscape should now be afforded significant protection, including the 

refusal of this application (subsection D), hence there is no scope to 

accommodate turbines of this typology in this area. SSfS submits that the new 

Capacity Study provides relevant significant reasons which, alone, justify a 

rejection of the proposal. 

ii) Being a site outwith the areas of search (subsection E of the policy applies), it is 

considered that the Glenmount proposal has adverse effects that cannot be 

overcome or minimised in terms of the following “constraints” as set out in the 

policy:  

 An area designated for its regional and local natural heritage value – the 

South Ayrshire Scenic Area and Doon Valley Sensitive Landscape Character 

Area. 

                                                           
38

 Namely South Kyle, Dersalloch, Glenmount, Linfairn and Keirs Hill. 
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 Tourism and recreational interests – it is noted that this issue has acquired 

greater prominence in the recent consideration of windfarm applications. 

 Communities, particularly Dalmellington and Bellsbank but also Straiton, will 

be adversely affected. 

 Non aviation ecology as is clearly demonstrated in Appendix 1, which reviews 

the ES Non-Avian Ecology Chapter in detail. 

 Ornithology, as demonstrated in the ‘VisitStraiton Glenmount Ornithology 

Objection.pdf’ submitted alongside this report. 

 

158. The proposal is therefore not in accord with Structure Plan Policy ECON 7.  

 

159. This proposal is also contrary to ECON 6 of the AJSP despite it being in general a 

supportive renewable energy policy.  ECON 6 states that development proposals 

which are considered to have an adverse effect on the following resources shall not 

conform to the Structure Plan.  

 

 listed buildings of architectural and historic interest;  

 Designated conservation areas;  

 Historic gardens and designed landscapes; and  

 Archaeological locations and landscapes. 

 

160. The Development Plan recognises that ‘the link between ourselves and the past helps 

define our sense of place and belonging’ and Local Plans are further directed to detail 

policies to protect and enhance built heritage resources. Conversely, this proposal 

undermines the integrity and setting of the local built heritage resources (in particular 

with respect to Knockdon, Craigengillan and Loch Doon Castle) by inflicting enormous 

moving features onto the landscape around them. As discussed in the sections above, 

the design of this development is evidently insensitive to landscape character and 

cultural heritage, and as such contravenes the principles enshrined in the policy 

framework. 

 

161. It is considered that the proposed Glenmount windfarm development will lead to 

significant adverse impacts, including cumulative impacts, and that the design of the 

development is not sensitive to landscape character or cultural heritage. Many of 

these adverse landscape and visual effects are fully recognised in the ES. Therefore, 

the proposal does not accord with ECON 6. 

 

162. Therefore, overall, the proposal is not in accordance with the relevant key policies in 

the Approved Joint Structure Plan. 
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 Ayrshire Joint Structure Plan (AJSP) 

 

163. The following further provisions of the AJSP are considered relevant to the 

consideration of this Application: 

 

164. AJSP Policy STRAT1 states:  The three Councils shall regard the Guiding Principles of 

Sustainable Development as identified in Schedule 1 as prime considerations in 

preparing local plans/local development plans. SSfS submits that this proposal is not 

in accord with AJSP Policy STRAT1. 

 

165. AJSP Policy STRAT2 states: The three Ayrshire Councils, working in conjunction with 

public and private sector agencies, will seek to increase the attraction of Ayrshire as a 

place to live, work, visit and invest by: 

 

A) Providing for an appropriate level of development commensurate with 

capacity to accommodate growth in Local Communities; and 

B) Supporting Rural Areas through measures that seek to diversify the rural 

economy and facilitate appropriate new rural business and industry. 

As discussed in the Sections above, SSfS submits that this proposal is not in accord 

with AJSP Policy STRAT2. 

166. AJSP Policy ECON14 states: The three Ayrshire Councils shall: 

 

A) Support the principle of rural diversification, particularly through proposals for 

small scale renewable energy; forest-based products and industries; leisure, 

recreation and tourism; non-food crops and local quality food initiatives; 

appropriate rural housing and small business development; and 

B) Identify appropriate criteria for the assessment of proposals related to the 

diversification and growth of existing rural businesses and for the 

establishment of appropriate new business development in rural areas. 

It is considered that, given its scale, this development is a fundamentally inappropriate 

new business development for this area and SSfS submits that this proposal is not in 

accord with AJSP Policy ECON14. 

167. AJSP Policy ENV1 states: The quality of Ayrshire's landscape and its distinctive local 

characteristics shall be maintained and enhanced. In providing for new development, 

particular care shall be taken to conserve those features that contribute to local 

distinctiveness including:     
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A) settings of communities and buildings within the landscape; 

B) patterns of woodland, fields, hedgerows and tree features; 

C) special qualities of rivers, estuaries and coasts; 

D) historic landscapes; and 

E) skylines and hill features, including prominent views. 

 Local plans shall seek to protect and enhance landscape character and establish 

criteria for the assessment of future development proposals in the context of 

the particular local landscape type within which the development is proposed. 

This is discussed above in the sections on Proposal, Landscape, Tourism and Cultural 

Heritage.  As a result, SSfS submits that this proposal is not in accord with AJSP Policy 

ENV1. 

168. AJSP Policy ENV2B states that "In Sensitive Landscape Character Areas the protection 

and enhancement of the landscape shall be given full consideration in the preparation 

of local plans and the determination of planning applications."  SSfS respectfully 

submits that the direction provided in AJSP Policy ENV2B ought to give rise to 

recommendation for refusal of planning permission from the South and East 

Ayrshire Councils. 

 

169. AJSP Policy ENV11 states: The three Ayrshire councils shall not be supportive of new 

development that would expose large numbers of people to unacceptable levels of air, 

noise and light pollution.  SSfS submits that the light pollution that this project entails, 

particularly during its construction period (exacerbated in the Winter months) would 

expose large number of tourists, or potential tourists, to such levels of light pollution 

as to detract from the defining characteristic of the Dark Sky Park and its associated 

Observatory.  Accordingly, SSfS considers that this proposal contravenes AJSP Policy 

ENV11.  
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South Ayrshire Local Plan (SALP) 

170. SALP Policy STRAT4 provides that Development within the Rural Diversification Area : 

a) Is appropriate in terms of layout, scale, massing, design and materials used 

in relation to its surroundings; and 

b) Is appropriate in terms of its siting and setting and is not visually intrusive; 

and 

c) Respects and safeguards natural heritage resources; and 

d) Respects and safeguards built or archaeological heritage resources; and 

f) Is appropriate to its locality in terms of road safety, by reason of type or 

volume of traffic generated by, or as a consequence of that development; 

and 

h) Can be adequately serviced without overburdening existing infrastructure 

provision; and  

m) Complies with the aims and objectives of the Plan. 

SSfS submits that the Application does not accord with SALP Policy STRAT4 (a), (b), 

(c), (d), (f) and (m) for the overarching reasons provided throughout this Report.  

 

171. SALP Policy ENV1 states: There will be a strong presumption in favour of protecting all 

existing or proposed: 

a) Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) and Special Protection Areas (SPA) 

unless there are imperative reasons of over-riding public interest and 

there is no alternative solution; and 

b) Sites of Special Scientific Interest unless any adverse effects are 

outweighed by social or economic benefits of national importance. 

SSfS submits that the ES does not demonstrate that alternative solutions have been 

adequately investigated.  SSfS submits that the adverse effects on the discussed SSSIs 

are not outweighed by the benefits shown in the ES.  SSfS submits that the 

Application is therefore not in accord with SALP Policy ENV1.  
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172. SALP Policy ENV2 states: The Council will presume in favour of safeguarding the 

integrity of the following sites of local natural heritage value: 

a) Local nature reserves; and 

b) Sites containing species protected by the Habitats Directive, Wildlife and 

Countryside Act 1981 or the Badgers Act 1992; and 

c) Wildlife sites and provisional wildlife sites; and 

d) Ornithological sites.   

 

For the reasons highlighted in this Report, SSfS submits that the Application is not in 

accord with SALP Policy ENV2. 

173. Policy ENV8 addresses Scenic Areas.  The Application proposal lies wholly within a 

defined Scenic Area.  In terms of that policy the proposal will have significant impact, 

and significant cumulative impacts, in terms of landscape and visual effects and will 

only provide very limited economic benefit "particularly in terms of job creation or 

maintenance".  SSfS submits that the proposal is therefore not in accord with SALP 

Policy ENV8. 

 

174. SALP Policy BE2 states: The Council will presume in favour of protecting listed 

buildings and their settings, especially from inappropriate development and will 

actively encourage the sensitive maintenance, restoration and re-use of all such 

properties.  For the reasons highlighted in the Settings and Cultural Heritage sections 

of this Report, SSfS submits that the Application is not in accord with SALP Policy 

BE2. 

 

175. SALP Policy BE6 states: The Council will seek to protect scheduled ancient monuments, 

(including their setting) and archaeological sites and encourage sympathetic proposals 

for their promotion for educational or recreational purposes.  It has not been made 

clear how these sites will be promoted for educational or recreational purposes by this 

development, not how they will be further protected by it.  For the reasons 

highlighted in the Settings and Cultural Heritage sections of this Report, SSfS submits 

that the Application is not in accord with SALP Policy BE6. 

 

176. SALP Policy SERV3 states: The Council will presume in favour of proposals for 

renewable energy production developments where it is demonstrated, through the 

provision of an environmental impact assessment, to be acceptable in terms of 

environmental, infrastructure and community impacts.   
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SSfS submits for the overarching reasons provided throughout this Report that the 

Application is not in accord with SALP Policy SERV3. 

 

 

East Ayrshire Local Plan (EALP) 

177. EALP Policy SD1 seeks to ensure that all new development contributes positively to 

the environmental quality of the area. In this regard, the council will ensure that all 

new development does not have any unacceptable adverse impact on: 

 

a) the character and appearance of the particular location in which it is proposed;  

 

b) the environment and amenity of local communities and residents of the area; 

 

c) landscape character and quality. 

 

For the reasons highlighted in the discussions above in particular those relating to 

landscape, tourism, and to visual and cumulative impact.  SSfS submits that the 

proposal does not accord with EALP Policy SD1. 

 

178. EALP Policy CS12 supports the development of sympathetic renewable energy 

proposals where it can be demonstrated that there will be no significant, 

unacceptable adverse impact, including adverse cumulative impact with other existing 

or consented renewable energy developments:  

 

i. on the amenity of nearby communities or sensitive establishments, 

including individual or small groups of houses in the countryside that may 

be adversely  affected by reason of noise emission, visual dominance and 

other nuisance; or   

ii. on the visual amenity of the area and the natural landscape setting for 

the development, particularly within the Sensitive Landscape Character 

areas as identified on the local plan rural area map. 

 

For the reasons highlighted in the discussions above in particular those relating to 

Landscape, Tourism and Visual and Cumulative Impact, SSfS submits that the proposal 

does not accord with EALP Policy CS12. 

 

179. EALP Policy CS14 states that the council will assess all applications for windfarm 

developments against the provisions of Policy ECON 7 (which is discussed above) of 

the structure plan and any future supplementary planning guidance to be prepared 
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relating to cumulative impact. SSfS finds this proposal contravenes AJSP ECON7, 

likewise, it is considered that this proposal contravenes EALP Policy CS14.  

 

180. EALP Policy ENV3 gives priority to the protection and enhancement of the landscape in 

the consideration of development proposals within the Sensitive Landscape Character 

Areas. All development proposals in these areas should respect, in terms of their 

design, size, scale and location, the local landscape characteristics of the particular 

area within which they are proposed. For the reasons highlighted in the discussions 

above, particularly those relating to Landscape, SSfS submits that the proposal does 

not accord with EALP Policy ENV 3. 

 

181. EALP Policy ENV15 says the council will not be supportive of development which 

would cause unacceptable and irreparable damage to important landscape features 

within rural areas. In this regard, developers will be expected to conserve and enhance 

features which contribute to the intrinsic landscape value and quality of the area 

concerned and which are likely to be adversely affected by the particular development 

proposed, including: 

 

i. existing setting of settlements and buildings within the landscape; 

ii. existing public rights of way, footpaths and bridleways; and 

iii. existing skylines, landform and contours. 

 

Development which results in the permanent loss of landscape features which are not 

readily renewable and whose loss would be unacceptable in landscape terms will not 

be supported.  It is submitted that the ES does not demonstrate how this proposal 

would ‘conserve and enhance intrinsic landscape features’.  For the reasons 

highlighted in the discussions above relating to landscape, Tourism and Recreation, 

Cultural Heritage and Visual and Cumulative Impact, SSfS submits that the proposal 

does not accord with EALP Policy ENV 15. 

 

182. EALP Policy ENV16 states that the council will not be supportive of development which 

would create unacceptable visual intrusion or irreparable damage to the landscape 

character of rural areas. Development should be in keeping with the landscape 

character of the rural area in which it is located, in terms of layout, materials, design, 

size, scale, finish and colour. For the reasons highlighted in the discussions above, 

particularly those relating to Landscape, SSfS submits that the proposal does not 

accord with EALP Policy ENV 16. 

 

183. EALP Policy ENV17 states that in assessing development proposals relating to land 

within the rural area which has not been identified as a specific development 

opportunity site on the local plan maps, the council shall ensure that these have 
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minimum impact on the rural environment. There will be a general presumption 

against any development which would have significant unacceptable adverse visual 

impact or cause irreparable damage to the landscape character and scenic quality of 

the area within which it is proposed. SSfS and the ES find that the proposal’s impact 

upon the environment is not minimum. 

 

For the reasons highlighted in the discussions above relating to Landscape, SSfS 

submits that the proposal does not accord with EALP Policy ENV 17. 

 

184. EALP Policy ENV20 states that the council will ensure, wherever possible, that the 

environmental quality of the main strategic access and tourist routes throughout East 

Ayrshire is not compromised by inappropriate, unacceptable or insensitive 

development.  All developers whose proposals lie adjacent to these routes will be 

required to demonstrate that their developments are adequately screened and 

landscaped so as to minimise any adverse impact they may otherwise have on their 

environmental setting. 

 

For the reasons highlighted in the discussions above relating to landscape, Tourism 

and Recreation and Visual and Cumulative Impact, SSfS submits that the proposal 

does not accord with EALP Policy ENV20. 
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Conclusion 
 

185. The proposed development is considered to be in breach of the relevant East Ayrshire 

Council and South Ayrshire Council Development Plan Policies. This conclusion arises 

principally on account of the windfarm’s failure to protect and enhance the landscape 

and its distinctive features, the significant adverse landscape and visual impacts, 

including cumulative impacts and of the proposal's threat to Tourism and Cultural 

Heritage, compounded by its adverse impacts on Ecology and Ornithology. These 

significant adverse effects are not outweighed by the generic benefits of the scheme 

which are built into the supportive renewable policy environment. 

 

186. It is therefore respectfully submitted that Scottish Ministers should conclude that 

the Glenmount windfarm application should be refused s.36 consent as the 

Electricity Act tests are not met and that deemed planning permission should be 

refused on the grounds that the proposal is not in accordance with the Development 

Plan. 
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Appendix 1  - Response to Chapter 7: Non-Avian Ecology 
 

It is the opinion of Save Straiton for Scotland (SSfS) that Section 7 of the Environmental 
Statement (Non-Avian Ecology) is seriously flawed:  the studies cited are insufficient; the 
geographical areas for the assessment of impacts are inconsistent; assertions made about, 
and classifications ascribed to, certain key protected species are inaccurate; the mitigation 
plans described are inadequate and; the considerations given to the ecological impact of 
the proposed development are incomplete.   
 
SSfS objects to the proposed development on the grounds that the ecological impacts of the 
proposed development have not been fully studied and considered.   
 
SSfS objects to the proposed development on the grounds that the known likely ecological 
impacts on key protected species have not been properly mitigated. 
 
It is the view of SSfS that a full and proper study into the ecological impact of the proposed 
development should be undertaken before any decision can be made about the suitability 
of the proposals. 
 
SSfS, has identified substantive issues in the developer’s planning application documents, 
detailed below.  Where section references are given, these relate to the numbered sections 
set out in the developer’s Environmental Statement (ES). 
 
Section 7.3.2 states that “Surveys for fungi, lichens, liverworts, terrestrial invertebrates, 
amphibians, reptiles, west European hedgehog, brown hare, mountain hare, polecat, wildcat 
and pine marten were scoped out of the assessment on the basis of a combination of the 
absence of existing records, sub-optimal nature of the habitats to support populations of 
these species (as assessed during the Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey) and/or low likelihood 
of adverse impacts to occur.”  Liverworts are, however, present at Ness Glen, a Site of 
Special Scientific Interest (SSSI).  It is the opinion of SSfS that Liverworts ought not to have 
been scoped out of the assessment and that the assessment should be re-done to include 
them. 
 
Section 7.3.4 Study Area.  The developer states “at the time of undertaking many of the 
surveys, the footprint and the application site boundary were not decided, therefore surveys 
covered varying survey areas”.  However, by the developer’s own admission CIEEM 
guidelines clearly require the identification of a “zone of influence” which may be directly 
and/or indirectly affected by the development both in a temporary and permanent context.  
At the time of planning application submission, the developer clearly had identified the site 
boundary, there can be no acceptable reason as to why the ecological impacts were not 
studied and described within a proper zone of influence, as required by the guidelines.  The 
developer’s surveys and studies range between 100m and 500m in the areas considered.  
SSfS asserts that such inconsistencies are unacceptable and that in each case the 
geographical areas studies are inadequate.  Furthermore, SSfS notes that absolutely no 
consideration has been given in the planning application (in either the Non-Avian Ecology 
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section or the Transportation section to the ecological impact of along the proposed access 
route or indeed the potential ecological impact of the volumes of traffic required to prepare 
the site and construct the development.  Given the environmental significance of the 
proposed development site, it is the view of SSfS that the non-avian ecological impacts 
should be studied, considered and mitigated in a properly defined zone of influence.  
Furthermore, SSfS asserts that the zone of influence should comprise the area contained 
within a 2km boundary of the proposed “core site” (with an extension to 10km in respect of 
bats) and the area described by a 100m boundary on both sides of both the proposed access 
tracks and the proposed transportation route. 
 
Section 7.5.4 states that “due to the level of existing data available, no specific fisheries 
assessment surveys were required (e.g. electrofishing) to inform this ES.”  However, as we 
shall detail further in this response, it is clear that “existing data” did not properly cover the 
area of proposed development nor would it come close to adequately providing the 
coverage required to effectively study impacts in the zone of influence.  It is the view of SSfS 
that a comprehensive fisheries survey should be carried out within a properly defined  zone 
of influence before any conclusions can be reached on the potential impact of the proposed 
development on fish stocks. 
 
Section 7.5.10 asserts that “the approach of this assessment is to consider the value of the 
features within the site for the species under consideration, rather than the sensitivity of the 
species itself.”  SSfS considers this stance to be entirely inappropriate and seeks to challenge 
assessments made in respect of specific species using this rationale.  Species specific 
challenges are detailed further in this document.  It is the opinion of SSfS that neither the 
developer, nor their appointed agents, can legitimately seek to downgrade the value, 
importance or sensitivity of key species or the habitats to support them.  Moreover, it is 
unacceptable to seek to do so on the basis of studies that were of questionable value in 
their range and coverage, as already set-out in this response. 
 
Section 7.6.2 states “Straiton Hills (NS 420040) is partially located within the east of the 
application site”.  Whilst SSfS recognise the validity of this comment, it is nonetheless 
misleading - a significant proportion of the Straiton Hills Provisional Wildlife Site (PWS) is 
located within 2km of the application site and the entirety of the Straiton Hills area is 
located adjacent to the proposed access route.  As per the previous point on this matter, 
had a proper zone of influence been established the Straiton Hills PWS would have lain 
within it and would have been subject to study.  SSfS asserts, therefore, that a full and 
proper analysis of the ecological impact of the proposed development on the Straiton HIlls 
PWS (including the preparation, transportation, construction and operation of the 
development) should be carried out before any decision can be made about the suitability 
of the proposed development on this site. 
 
Section 7.6.3 notes that “there are several areas of Semi Natural Ancient Woodland 
Inventory (SNAWI) and Ancient Woodland Inventory (AWI) woodlands within 2km of the 
application site”.  Little further note or study is made of these SNAWI sites in the 
developer’s ES, despite their value to endangered or protected species.  Again, SSfS asserts 
that a properly defined zone of influence should encompass each of these areas of SNAWI 
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and that a full and proper analysis of the ecological impact of the proposed development on 
these areas of woodland should be carried out. 
 
Sections 7.6.13 to 7.6.18 relate to the population of badgers and otters.  It is the view of 
SSfS that a properly defined zone of influence should have driven further study into both of 
these species.  No consideration has been given as to the impact of the transportation plan 
(in either the Non-Avian Ecology or Access, Traffic and Transportation sections of the ES), 
most especially on badgers, which are notably active during the time windows given for 
significant vehicular activity on the proposed route.  Nor has there been a full study into the 
value of the areas of SNAWI to badgers or indeed red squirrels. 
 
Sections 7.6.20 and 7.6.21 relate to the population of bats.  It is the view of SSfS that a 
defined zone of influence ought to have been applied to the study of bats.  Instead, the 
developer makes a number of statements that are based on inconsistent and inaccurately 
defined geographies; “within the application site”, “in the wider area, outside the 
application site”, “along the access track route”, “close proximity”.  These terms fail to 
accurately describe the area of study which makes in impossible, therefore, to determine 
whether or not a thorough examination of the impact of the proposed development on the 
bat population has been carried out.  Given the both the level of protection afforded to key 
species of bat and the potentially devastating impact of barotrauma on bats it is the opinion 
of SSfS that a full study must be carried out within a properly defined zone of influence 
before any decision can be made about the suitability of siting the proposed development 
on this site. 
 
Section 7.6.23 relates to the River Doon and states that “Historically the river is renowned 
for its freshwater pearl mussels and there is still a remnant population present in the river 
although there is little evidence of recent successful spawning”.  SSfS takes issue with this 
characterisation, seeking as it clearly does to minimise the value and importance of the 
freshwater pearl mussel population in the the river.  By their own admission (and as 
previously highlighted in this response document) no fisheries assessment surveys were 
carried out by the developer or their appointed agents, SSfS is of the view that this 
statement is merely an assertion and cannot be taken as fact.  Furthermore, Scottish 
National Heritage (SNH) describes the freshwater pearl mussel as “one of the most critically 
endangered molluscs in the world”, the SNH website cites Scotland as having “the world’s 
most important remaining populations” and goes on to state clearly that “it is a crime to 
damage pearl mussels”.  Given both the importance of these molluscs and the seriousness 
inherent in any interference with them, SSfS is of the opinion that a comprehensive survey 
should be conducted to determine the potential impact of the proposed development on 
the population of freshwater pearl mussels in the River Doon and that such a survey must 
be thoroughly carried out along the entire stretch of the river that lies within a properly 
defined zone of influence.  Without this data, SSfS is of the view that no determination can 
be made about the suitability of the proposed development on this site. 
 
Section 7.6.26  states “for the River Doon, ART electrofishing data was available for sites 
further downstream from the proposed development”.  SSfS is of the view that such data is 
of limited value in the evaluation of the ecological impact of the proposed development.  
Undertaking “desk study” relating to stretches of the river outwith the proposed 
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development area is of questionable utility, nor is it clear as to how far “downstream” the 
data refers.  SSfS asserts that a proper study should be undertaken in those stretches of the 
river flowing within a properly defined zone of influence. 
 
Section 7.6.27 states “for Glessel Burn, electrofishing was undertaken in 2008”.  SSfS is of 
the opinion that data obtained six years ago cannot be considered relevant in the evaluation 
of the ecological impact of the proposed development.  Accordingly, SSfS asserts that a 
proper study should be conducted into the population and condition of Atlantic salmon in 
all waterways potentially impacted by the proposed development within a properly defined 
zone of influence.  
 
Section 7.6.32 asserts that “the Water of Girvan catchment would appear to have several 
impassable natural features (including waterfalls) downstream of the proposed development 
in and around Linfairn and Dalmorton, which prevent Atlantic salmon reaching the 
tributaries present within the proposed development”.  SSfS takes issue with this assertion.  
Indeed the SNH website makes a particular feature of the ability of Atlantic salmon to 
traverse waterfalls (http://www.snh.gov.uk/about-scotlands-
nature/species/fish/freshwater-fish/salmon) displaying a photograph of an Atlantic salmon 
peforming just such a feat.  It goes on to describe the Atlantic salmon in Scotland’s rivers as 
being “important from a biodiversity perspective”.  Once again, SSfS would point out that no 
actual study into the population of salmon in the Water of Girvan has been carried out by 
the developer or their appointed agents.  The opinions proffered in the ES are based on the 
“desk study” of pre-existing data (in some cases years out-of-date) taken “downstream” of 
the actual areas of concern.  SSfS is of the opinion that a proper study should be conducted 
into the population and condition of Atlantic salmon in all waterways potentially impacted 
by the proposed development within a properly defined zone of influence.  
 
Section 7.6.33 states that “ART electrofishing data mainly covers sites downstream of the 
proposed development, with data from Knockdon Burn and Upper Girvan (Knockdon Bridge) 
being the most relevant on the Water of Girvan”.  Once again, SSfS is of the opinion that 
such data cannot be considered adequate in making a determination of the ecological 
impact of the proposed development. 
 
Section 7.6.34 notes that “No sightings or definitive signs of red squirrel or grey squirrel 
were observed within any of the woodland areas during the protected species surveys and 
no incidental observations were made during other surveys being carried out”.  As previously 
stated, SSfS is concerned that the “woodland areas” observed have not been adequately 
described nor were they of sufficient scope (as far as can be determined from the 
information given).  The Red Squirrels in South Scotland (RSSS) website describes Scotland 
as “one of the last strongholds for the species in the UK”.  The RSSS group, supported by 
Scottish Natural Heritage, the Scottish Wildlife Trust and Forestry Commission Scotland have 
recently appointed a new Project Officer southwest Scotland and report that “the project 
has been receiving reports of red squirrels returning to some former haunts around 
Ayrshire”.  Given the immense importance of the red squirrel, SSfS is of the view that a 
proper study should be carried out into the habitats for and the population of red squirrels 
within a suitably defined zone of influence and that RSSS should be consulted with before 
any determination can be made about the ecological impact of the proposed development. 
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Section 7.8.3 states that “a number of receptors identified in the Baseline Ecology section of 
the chapter are scoped out of/scoped in to the assessment at this stage as follows: 
- Ness Glen SSSI is located over 500m to the north of the application site. There is no 
ancient woodland within or directly adjacent to the site, the closest area being located 
approximately 350m to the south of the access track. This distance is considered to be 
outside of the zone of influence for these woodland features; 
- Craiglee Uplands is located approximately 100m south of the application site, and over 
this distance, with Loch Finlas in between, the PWS is considered to be outside of the 
zone of influence of the wind farm; 
- No signs of the presence of water vole or red squirrel were recorded despite targeted 
surveys being undertaken, and these species are therefore not considered further in this 
assessment” 
SSfS challenges the determination that Ness Glen SSSI and Craiglee Uplands should be 
scoped-out.  As has been previously discussed in this response, no proper zone of influence 
was established prior to the studies undertaken by the developer or their agents, nor has 
one been defined for the purposes of the ES and the planning application.  Accordingly, SSfS 
consider it premature to exclude any potentially significant wildlife habitat prior to the 
establishment of a suitable zone of influence.  As previously highlighted, the population of 
red squirrels in the south of Scotland (and specifically Ayrshire) is known to be shifting, it 
cannot therefore be appropriate to exclude red squirrels from any further thought.  It is the 
opinion of SSfS that red squirrels should be assessed as a Valued Ecological Receptor (VER) 
and included in a re-issued ES. 
 
Table 7.9: Evaluation of Nature Conservation Interest of Application Site for Fauna describes 
the sensitivity of otters thus “as this species is present on the site and in the local area, 
appears to use the site for foraging, but has not created holts or resting sites, the site is 
assessed to be of District* sensitivity for this species”.  However, it is the opinion of SSfS that 
the rationale for this sensitivity classification is not sound.  Since no adequate zone of 
influence was established prior to any study being undertaken (or indeed the planning 
application being submitted), it is not clear that a full study of otters in the area has been 
undertaken.  It is the view of SSfS that further study is needed before a proper evaluation 
can be made as to the impact of the proposed development on the otter population or their 
level of sensitivity. 
 
Table 7.9: Evaluation of Nature Conservation Interest of Application Site for Fauna describes 
the sensitivity of badgers as “Less than Local”  based on no badgers having been recorded 
during the site surveys.  However, since those surveys were not undertaken within a 
properly constituted zone of influence, the rationale cannot be considered sound.  It is the 
opinion of SSfS that a proper survey of the badger population within a zone of influence as 
mooted by SSfS earlier in this paper would be likely to yield a sensitivity of at least “District” 
in respect of Badgers.  
 
Table 7.9: Evaluation of Nature Conservation Interest of Application Site for Fauna describes 
the sensitivity of Eel thus “the watercourses within the proposed development are not key 
habitat for these species and not recorded during electrofishing.  This species is given a value 
of District”.  The table recognises the Eel as Critically Endangered.  SSfS has concerns that 



56 
 

the watercourses cannot be characterised as “not a key habitat” without adequate data to 
support - as we have previously outlined, the electrofishing data used was substantially out-
of-date and related to areas described as “downstream” of the development area, although 
neither the development area under consideration nor the term “downstream” have been 
defined in any meaningful way.  SSfS concludes that no determination can be made about 
the suitability of the development in relation to the potential ecological impact on the 
critically endangered eel until such time as a proper study is carried out within a properly 
defined zone of influence. 
 
Table 7.9: Evaluation of Nature Conservation Interest of Application Site for Fauna describes 
the sensitivity of Arctic charr as “A relic population of this species is 
present within Loch Doon which is important to South of Scotland / Ayrshire and so is given a 
value of District” and describes their status as “Least Concern”.  The SNH website, however, 
lists Arctic charr as a conservation features in only five SSSIs nationally, of which Loch Doon 
as one.  It describes Scottish Arctic charr as “genetically pristine” and notes their addition to 
the Priority Species List.  SSfS is concerned that the use of such terms as “relic population” 
seeks to trivialise the importance and value of this species in ecological terms.  SSfS asserts 
that the sensitivity of Arctic charr should more properly be described as “National” and 
challenges the status of “Least Concern”.  Furthermore, SSfS notes that the developer’s 
Hydrology section in the ES recognises potential effect of the works on the Loch Doon SSSI 
and the fact that peat disturbance will produce an increased risk of acidification which will in 
particular effect the Arctic charr population. 
 
Table 7.9: Evaluation of Nature Conservation Interest of Application Site for Fauna describes 
freshwater pearl mussels as “present within the wider catchment areas of the Water or 
Girvan and River Doon, but the watercourses within the proposed development are not key 
habitat for these species and not recorded during electrofishing. This species is given a value 
of District”.  Previously in this response SSfS has questioned the relevance, scope and 
validity of electrofishing data re-used from older unrelated studies described as 
“downstream” from the proposed development.  SSfS has also highlighted the substantive 
issues around the lack of a properly defined zone of influence.  SSfS believes that the 
developer does not have sufficient directly relevant data to be able to make any assertion 
that “the watercourses within the proposed development are not key habitat” nor can it 
possibly assert a sensitivity of “District” in respect of a population that SNH designates as 
“one of the world’s most important”.  Accordingly, SSfS is of the view that the sensitivity 
should properly be designated as “International” for freshwater pearl mussels and that 
further study is urgently needed before any determination can be made as to the suitability 
of the proposed development. 
 
Sections 7.9.14 to 7.9.21 describe the potential impacts during construction and 
decommissioning of the proposed development on otters, badgers, bats and aquatic 
ecology.  In each case, the impacts are described as “negative” and “significant” and in 
some cases recognise that such impacts would breach European legislation.  Sections 7.8.22 
to 7.9.31 describe the potential ecological impacts during the operation of the proposed 
development.  In all cases, the impacts are to be mitigated by the Environmental Measures 
described in sections 7.9.32 to 7.9.48.  Indeed, section 7.5.12 recognises that “measures to 
avoid or reduce effects on such species are legally required to avoid contravention of the 
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law, otherwise the development cannot be taken forward”.  SSfS will respond in this paper 
to specific points on the measures outlined, however, SSfS is of the view that the description 
of the proposed mitigation measures is - in all cases - inadequate.  The mitigation measures 
given are in headline terms only, they do not seek to explain how and in what way the 
measures will avoid the “significant” harms described to nor do they clearly explain how the 
measures will be carried out in practice.  SSfS assert that the mitigation measures described 
are an outline only and are insufficient to allow the proper evaluation of their likely 
effectiveness.  Given the sensitivity and importance of the proposed development site and 
the sensitivity and level of endangerment of the key species present, it is the view of SSfS 
that a properly detailed mitigation plan is required and that the information contained in 
the ES cannot be considered to constitute such a plan.   
 
Section 7.9.33 states that “the measures outlined... will be collated into a Construction 
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP)” and that the “implementation of ecological 
aspects of the CEMP will be overseen by an Ecological Clerk of Works (ECoW)”.  No terms of 
reference are offered for there role of the ECoW.  SSfS is of the view that the ECoW would 
be a role of critical importance were the proposed development to go forward.  SSfS 
believes that the ES should contain a description of the key duties, responsibilities and 
powers of such a person, together with an outline of the qualifications and experience 
needed to ensure the competence and credibility of any appointee.  SSfS would also want to 
understand whether the role is full or part time, whether the individual would be on-site 
during preparation, construction and commisssioning phases.  SSfS would seek to 
understand the scope of the role as it relates to the core site, the zone of influence and the 
transportation route.  SSfS would also seek to understand the reporting lines for any such 
role - to whom would this individual report?  Furthermore SSfS would seek clarification on 
the term “overseen” as it relates to the ecological aspects of the CEMP. 
 
Section 7.9.34 states that “the track design minimises the number of watercourse crossings 
required and avoids locations where the otter spraints and badger signs have been found. 
The turbine and track design also minimises impacts upon the tributaries (Black Burn / 
Craiglea Burn) of Loch Doon as far as possible”.  SSfS is of the opinion that the developer 
should state clearly in the ES precisely how many watercourse crossings are required, how 
far they are to be sited from the locations of known otter and/or badger activity and should 
also be required to define what they mean by “as far as possible”.  SSfS asserts that this 
mitigation measure is inadequately detailed and is of limited utility in determining its 
suitability and/or appropriateness. 
 
Section 7.9.34 also describes “a minimum setback distance of 1km for all proposed 
infrastructure from Loch Doon SSSI”.  SSfS is of the view that this mitigation measure is 
inadequately detailed and/or described.  On what basis is 1km deemed the minimum 
setback?  On who’s authority is 1km considered to be adequate for the protection of the 
SSSI and indeed the Arctic charr?  SSfS is of the opinion that the developer should be asked 
to redraft the ES to more fully explain the rationale for this mitigation measure. 
 
Section 7.9.36 states that “General controls on working hours... assume that most works will 
be undertaken during daylight hours and avoid the night-time when many protected species 
are active. However it may be necessary on occasion to undertake work at night. Where this 
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is unavoidable, night working and the need for artificial lighting will be kept to a minimum”.  
SSfS asserts that this statement is misleading.  A simple study of the average sunrise and 
sunset times in Ayrshire reveals it to be completely impossible to “avoid the night-time” 
during the developer’s planned working hours (weekday working from 07:00 to 19:00 and 
Saturday working from 07:00 to 13:00).  SSfS calculates that working during the hours of 
darkness will be necessary during 16 of the 24 months of planned working.  More than 10% 
of the normal working hours planned will fall into the hours of darkness (approximately 750 
working hours in total).  Furthermore, the developer has stated that turbine deliveries 
would take place outside of the core working hours leading inevitably to further activity 
during the hours of darkness and significantly increased risk to wildlife.  SSfS is of the view 
that the risk to wildlife during dawn, dusk and the hours of darkness would be unacceptably 
high and is not, in any way, sufficiently mitigated by the developer’s plans or proposals.  SSfS 
asserts that this risk to key endangered and protected species would alone constitute 
serious and sufficient grounds for an objection to - and the rejection of - the proposed 
development. 
 
Section 7.9.47 makes further commitments in relation to the operation of the proposed 
development “maintenance works will take place during the day where possible, to minimise 
the potential for disturbance to protected species on site (since these are mostly nocturnal - 
otter, bat and badger)”.  SSfS is of the view that this statement is insufficient.  No 
explanation is given as to the phrase “where possible” nor is any mention made anywhere 
else in the planning submission of these proposed restrictions in working hours during 
operation.  Moreover, it is not clear that the developer would have any power to enforce 
such restrictions on any future operator of the site.  SSfS asserts that this supposed 
mitigation action is impracticable and inadequate.  
 
SSfS is of the opinion that the ecological impacts of the proposed development inherent in 
the Traffic Management Plan are also unacceptable.  Vehicle movements along the 
proposed access route during dawn, dusk and the hours of darkness would constitute a 
serious risk to protected and endangered species.  Nowhere in the submission does the 
developer recognise or address those risks.  SSfS is of the opinion that the scope of the Non-
Avian Ecology considerations should be extended to include the proposed access route (and 
an appropriate zone of influence around the route, as per the points previously made on 
this matter).  SSfS is further of the view that the proposals as constituted should be rejected 
and the developer required to undertake significant further study before bringing forward 
revised proposals that address these issues. 
 
SSfS notes the developer has stated that “the need for artificial lighting will be kept to a 
minimum”.  SSfS is of the opinion that the use of artificial lighting should be clearly and 
straightforwardly set out in a specific section in the ES, with an outline of the circumstances 
under which artificial lighting will be used, the proposed “footprint” of any such lighting and 
an evaluation of the impact of the proposed lighting on wildlife, the Dark Sky Park and the 
Galloway Forest Park.  SSfS is of the view that the use of significant artificial lighting and the 
attendant probability of significant light pollution -  in an area noted for some of the lowest 
levels of light pollution in Europe - is a serious issue for consideration that ought to have 
been afforded a specific section in the ES and that, as such, the planning application is 
incomplete.   
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Section 7.9.39 states that “VER habitats and GWDTE habitats which are to be subject to 
temporary loss (e.g.construction compound / borrow pits) will be re-vegetated as soon as 
possible after construction, to help restore the habitat that was temporarily lost”.  SSfS is of 
the opinion that this statement of mitigation is inadequate.  A timescale must be set-out 
and committed to.  SSfS is of the view that it is not possible to evaluate the merits of the 
proposed plans without some indication of the duration of the loss of habitat - both in terms 
of the timescales for re-vegetation and the length of time in which such re-vegetation would 
begin to take effect.  From beginning of works to the re-emergence of a viable habitat, the 
elapsed duration must be calculated and published. 
 
Section 7.9.39 states that “site traffic speed restrictions will be imposed”.  SSfS is of the 
opinion that such restrictions should be published in the ES and should be backed-up by 
data supporting the appropriateness of the proposed speed limit in relation to the wellbeing 
of protected and endangered species. 
 
Section 7.9.43 states that “potential effects on badgers will be mitigated through adoption 
of the following measures” and goes on to outline four measures, none of which recognise 
or mitigate the risk to badgers inherent in the Transportation Plan.  SSfS is of the opinion 
that the Non-Avian Ecology section of the ES and specifically the Mitigation Plans outlined 
are inadequate and incomplete as they do not (as previously outlined) take account of the 
wildlife population (specifically, in this case, badgers) within an appropriately described 
zone of impact, not do they deal with the ecological implications of the Transport Plan. 
 
Section 7.9.44 states that “potential effects on bats will be mitigated through adoption of 
the following measures prior to tree felling”.  SSfS notes that earlier in the submission, the 
developer states that no tree felling will be necessary.  It is the opinion of SSfS that either 
the mitigation statement is inaccurate (or pointlessly generic) or that the statement in 
respect of tree felling is inaccurate.  It is the view of SSfS that the developer should be 
directed to withdraw their application, resolve these inconsistencies and resubmit a more 
robust set of proposals and mitigation plans. 
 
Section 7.9.45 promises that “Installation timings will also avoid returning runs of salmon / 
sea trout within the River Doon catchment”.  SSfS notes that whilst such promises are made 
in the mitigation plan, they are do not feature as considerations in the Project Description, 
nor do similar statements in respect of bats.  SSfS is of the view that such mitigation 
measures constitute nothing more than greenwashing until such time that they are clearly 
embedded in project plans.   
 
SSfS is of the opinion that the advice given by Gill Smart of the Scottish Wildlife Trust  “to be 
thorough with your ecological surveys so that you can devise good mitigation” has not been 
heeded.  The surveys reported are insufficiently thorough and the mitigation actions 
outlined are wholly inadequate. 
 
Section 7.9.48 addresses decommissioning plans, specifically “habitat restoration: it is 
proposed that the majority of turbine and control building foundations will be left in situ, re-
surfaced with topsoil and restored”.  SSfS is of the view that leaving foundations in situ and 
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disguising them with a surface of topsoil does not, in any way, amount to the restoration of 
habitat.  Given the importance and sensitivity of the proposed site and any reasonable 
consideration of an appropriate zone of impact, together with the importance of the key 
protected and endangered species discussed in this document, SSfS is of the view that the 
developer should withdraw their planning submission and draw up appropriately detailed 
plans for the full and proper re-establishment of habitats on decommissioning.  SSfS asserts 
that, as it stands, the ES is insufficient and inadequate in its plans for the restoration of 
ecologically important habitats. 
 
Sections 7.10.7 and 7.10.8 describe the developer’s view of the impact of construction 
activities on badgers and bats respectively, in both cases describing the impact as “not 
significant”.  It is the view of SSfS that - given the points made previously in this document 
about the impact on both badgers and bats, the concerns raised about the quality and scope 
of the studies undertaken, the concerns about the zone of impact and the lack of fully 
considered mitigation plans - the determination of impact in respect of both species should 
be reappraised. 
 
Section 7.9.10 asserts that “feshwater pearl mussels, European eels and lamprey 
species are much further down the river systems... is therefore considered that the 
magnitude of any impact upon fish and freshwater pearl mussel populations due to 
construction activities would be low”.  SSfS is of the opinion that this assertion is unsound 
because the data on which is it based in inadequate and incomplete.  By the developer’s 
own admission, no electrofishing has taken place within the area described by the core site 
or indeed in any reasonably defined zone of impact.  freshwater pearl mussels and eels are 
known to be “further down the river systems” only because the data reviewed in the “desk 
study” related to areas “downstream”, no data was obtained directly correlating to the 
watercourses within the proposed development site or a reasonably defined zone of impact.  
SSfS are most especially concerned with the situation regarding freshwater pearl mussels 
and eels, both of which are seriously endangered.  It is the opinion of SSfS that this assertion 
should be reconsidered by the developer and a proper study undertaken to ascertain the 
presence of freshwater mussels and eels in the zone of impact.  Furthermore , it is the 
opinion of SSfS that such impacts should feature in a properly considered and described 
mitigation plan. 
 
Section 7.10.19 relates to the impact of the operational wind farm on bats “Noctule, Leisler’s 
and Nathusius’ pipistrelle individual bats are classed as being at high risk 
of collision with turbines, while their populations are also assessed of being at high risk. 
However, in view of the very small amount of activity detected on site, it is very unlikely that 
their populations would be adversely affected by the proposed wind farm”.  It is the view of 
SSfS that this conclusion unsound.  Previous points have set out the view of SSfS relating to 
the proper study of bats in a properly and reasonably defined zone of impact.  The studies 
undertaken to date have been insufficient in their scope to permit such conclusions to be 
drawn.  It is the opinion of SSfS that a full and proper study of the bat population should be 
undertaken within a properly defined zone of influence and that the assertions made with 
regard to impact of wind farm operation should be reconsidered. 
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Section 7.10.20 relates to the legal protection afforded to bats: “given that bats are 
European Protected Species (EPS); any deaths resulting from collision with turbines could 
potentially constitute an offence under European and UK legislation. As the risk of this 
occurring is very low, with low numbers of a single species potentially at risk, no specific 
control measures are proposed”.  It is the view of SSfS that the risk of such collisions cannot 
be considered as “very low” unless and until a proper study has been completed, as set out 
in previous points.  It is further the view of SSfS that to offer no mitigation whatsoever 
against a potential contravention of the law (however low the likelihood may or may not be) 
is inadequate and insufficient. 
 
Section 7.12.5 relates to monitoring of the ecological impact on the site: “the 
ART recommend that a monitoring program be established if the development proceeds.  
This will include monitoring of water quality, invertebrate and fish populations. The 
monitoring plan will be agreed in advance with the ART and will be established prior to 
construction, during construction and at least 1 year after construction. Survey locations 
chosen will be agreed with ART to form suitable “experimental” as well as “control” 
monitoring locations, but may potentially focus on the sites already electrofished in the 
past”.  Consistent with the points already made on electrofishing, SSfS is of the view that 
such electrofishing data is of limited value to the currently described proposals and should 
not be used to form any baseline or guidance for future monitoring.  SSfS assert that an 
electrofishing survey should take place within the site and a properly defined zone of 
influence and that the data then gathered should form the baseline for future monitoring. 
 
In their conclusions on non-avian ecology, the developer makes the following statements 
(sections 7.14.1 and 7.14.2); “the scope of the ecological assessment for the proposed wind 
farm was determined through a combination of desk study, to identify existing biological 
data relating to the development site and surrounding area, field surveys and consultation 
with relevant nature conservation organisations. This included a detailed desk review of the 
aquatic interests along with the purchase of existing electrofishing survey data”, and “a 
habitat survey was carried out across the site and surrounding area. A detailed botanical 
survey along with specific surveys for bats, otter, water vole, badger and red squirrel were 
also undertaken”.  SSfS takes issue with these conclusions.  As discussed, the scope of the 
ecological assessment was inconsistent and incomplete, the data drawn upon for the desk 
study was inadequate for the purpose and the habitat surveys undertaken were variable in 
their scope and consideration and thus incomplete and insufficient.  It is the view of SSfS 
that the ecological studies were inadequate and insufficient to permit the drawing of any 
meaningful conclusions and objects, therefore, to any and all conclusions asserted by the 
developer based on these studies, most particularly the closing statement 7.14.8 that “no 
significant residual effects are anticipated as a results of the construction, operation or 
decommissioning of the mitigated Glenmount wind farm development”. 
 
SSfS is also deeply concerned to note that the developer fails, at any point, to make mention 
of the fact that the proposed site falls entirely within the buffer zone of the Galloway and 
Southern Ayrshire UNESCO Biosphere.  Biospheres are described as “places with world-class 
environments that are designated by the United Nations to promote and demonstrate a 
balanced relationship between people and nature.  Biospheres  are created to protect the 
biological and cultural diversity of a region”.  Biosphere reserves are established through the 
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United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) Programme on 
Man and the Biosphere (MAB).  The Galloway and Southern Ayrshire Biosphere is the first in 
Scotland - recognising the unique combination of wildlife, landscape and culture within the 
area - and one of only 580 biosphere’s worldwide.   
 
The Biosphere Partnership is clear in it’s aims and has published a “Sense of Place” toolkit 
describing the features and characteristics of the biosphere: a place of wildlife and natural 
beauty; a place of heritage and culture; a place of inspiration, a place of tranquility; a place 
of recreation and enjoyment; a place of local produce.   
The Buffer zone of Galloway Forest Park is described as “a working landscape managed to 
protect the natural heritage of the core areas. The area offers tremendous recreational 
opportunities in dramatic landscapes.  Activities compatible with good ecological practices 
are encouraged.”  SSfS is of the view that industrial-scale windfarm development would not 
fall within the activities deemed compatible with good ecological practices as defined by 
UNESCO.  Indeed, whilst renewable energy projects are encouraged within the Biosphere 
buffer zone, they are clearly described as micro renewables only.  Projects considered 
appropriate include; supporting wood fuel supply chains and service networks; skills for 
micro renewable s installation; supporting sustainable design within housing development 
schemes; educational partnerships with local schools and colleges, development of 
curriculum resources and environmental vocational training; visitor investment schemes;  
sustainable tourism initiatives; business brand accreditation scheme for local businesses; 
support for a local food produce and service network; promotion of rural skills for 
biodiversity management; linking sustainable transport schemes to walking, cycling and 
outdoor access; enhancing urban biodiversity – gardening projects; celebration and 
interpretation of local heritage and culture; volunteer conservation projects and local 
nature reserves; natural resource mapping; climate change research; carbon reduction and 
sequestration research; projects to bring the well-being benefits of access to the 
environment more equitably to communities in Galloway and Southern Ayrshire.   
 
It is the opinion of SSfS that the UESCO Programme on MAB and the Galloway and Southern 

Ayrshire Biosphere Partnership should have been consulted on the proposals prior to the 

submission of the planning application.  Furthermore, SSfS objects to the proposal on the 

grounds that there is no inclusion of any consideration on the impact of the proposed 

development on the biosphere (or indeed the continued biosphere status).  Whilst SSfS 

asserts that the proposals should be withdrawn and the ecological impacts of the proposed 

development on the biosphere be considered, studied and reported-upon.  SSfS is of the 

view that the proposals are completely incompatible with the designation and purpose of 

the Galloway and Southern Ayrshire Biosphere. 
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Appendix 2  - Response to Chapter 10: Access, Traffic Transportation 
 

Not included in the Access, Traffic and Transportation Chapter are traffic movements after 

the development is operational, if approved. It is estimated that this traffic will be minimal 

and, in the main, it may well be. However, should a blade require replacing (not unknown in 

operational wind farms) it would entail an abnormal load to remove the broken blade plus 

another abnormal load to replace with a new one. Both journeys will entail a police escort 

and disruption to normal traffic flow. We feel this should be addressed in the developer’s 

traffic assessment. 

 

Also not included are the associated roadworks which the development will necessitate. The 

developer has stated that these will last approximately 4 weeks. This will cause much 

inconvenience to road users and is not mentioned in the Environmental Statement or Traffic 

Management Plan. 

 

The developer has not taken into consideration the significant number of listed buildings 

sited on the route and within feet of the road. These include; The Kirkmichael Arms plus two 

adjacent houses (B listed), gatepiers to Kirkmichael House (B listed), a William Burn 

designed bridge at the entrance to Blairquhan Castle (B listed), St Cuthbert’s Church and 

graveyard, Straiton (A listed and is immediately adjacent to the road), Both sides of Main 

Street in Straiton (C listed), Black Bull Hotel (B listed) and the War Memorial. In view of the 

number and importance of these historic buildings we feel that this should have been 

addressed by the developer and the effects of 14,000+ HGV journeys carefully and fully 

considered. 

 

The following numbered sections relate to Chapter 10 in the developer’s Environmental 

Statement. 

 

10.2.9 “This study has considered impacts relating to access, traffic and transport during the 

wind farm construction phase only and so all effects are temporary.” 

This is not so, there are at least four instances where effects will be permanent. These are: 

1. A 100m wide site entrance on the Newton Stewart Road will be created and will 

remain after construction is completed. 

2. It is envisaged the road will be lowered to allow access under the railway bridge 

located near Cassillis on the B7045, again this will be a permanent alteration. 

3. Lay bys to be created at several points along the route. 
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4. Alterations to corners along the B7045 which include creating stone verges to allow 

the abnormal loads to negotiate the tight bends are to be left in situ. 

Note: The fact that the above 4 road changes will be permanent contradicts ES Table 10.1 

where the need to assess traffic in the Operational phase is ‘scoped out’. 

 

Route Profiles 

10.4.3 “...the B7045 has a theoretical capacity of approximately 2,400 two-way vehicle 

movements per hour2.”  

If traffic were moving at the national speed limit and the road was completely straight this 

might indeed be the case, but to suggest, even as a theoretical possibility, that this amount 

of vehicle movements could be achieved is ludicrous and to draw on this conclusion unwise. 

In any event Table 10.3 shows that the B7045 and the Newton Stewart Road outwith the 

30mph restrictions to be 1,800 and not 2,400. 

 

10.4.4 “...Within Kirkmichael footways and street lighting are provided on both sides of the 

carriageway.”  

This is not the case. There is a long stretch alongside the environs of Kirkmichael House 

which has no footpath. 

 

10.4.5 “The B7045 passes a number of residential properties, and within 100m of the 

Kirkmichael Primary School. The Kirkmichael Primary School is located on Woodside Avenue 

which runs parallel to the B7045 at the southern extent of Kirkmichael. Fencing separates 

Woodside Avenue and the B7045; however there are breaks in the fence.” 

No mention is made of the graveyard at the entrance to Kirkmichael, it faces directly onto 

the B7045 and is situated on a sharp corner and there is a small lay by for parking (picture 

1).   

 

Picture 1. Kirkmichael graveyard, lay by and B7045 
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The difficulty of large vehicles negotiating this corner when a service it taking place needs to 

be taken into consideration, mourners park alongside the graveyard, half on verge, half on 

road and half on the pavement on the section of road leading from Kirkmichael. Noisy HGV 

lorries passing during services cause disruption and unnecessary stress and if two HGVs 

were to meet at this section during a service it would be very disruptive indeed. 

 

No mention is made of the Kirkmichael Arms and its outdoor seating area located on the 

B7045; seated customers would not only be very close to heavy traffic but all customers 

would face the prospect of increased danger from traffic while parking, and getting to and 

from their cars. There is also a telephone kiosk which again means an increase in normal 

pedestrian traffic. 

 

The school is located right next the B7045, the actual building is about 5m from the road 

with the playground perimeter adjoining the footpath of the B7045 (picture 2) to suggest it 

is within 100m is misleading and meaningless. Many children walk along the B7045 and cut 

through a break in the fence to Woodside Avenue to access the main entrance.  
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Picture 2. Kirkmichael Primary School and B7045 

No mention is made of the bus stops in Kirkmichael where bus passengers regularly cross 

the road to catch or after alighting from the bus.  

 

10.4.6 “A children’s play park also faces directly onto the B7045 to the west of Kirkmichael.” 

Incorrect, the play park is located on the B7045 in the centre of the village. (Picture 3) 
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Picture 3. Kirkmichael play-park and B7045 

After Kirkmichael the B7045 continues for approximately 3.5 miles to Straiton. There are 

various sharp bends on this road, three of which are extremely sharp. A previous wind farm 

application identified these as requiring alteration to accommodate abnormal loads. The 

applicant has failed to mention this but we can assume it will necessitate disruption for 

existing road users. 

 



68 
 

10.4.10 “The B741 passes a number of residential properties, a children’s play-park, Straiton 

Parish Church, McCandlish Hall, The Buck Café and the Black Bull Hotel.” 

18 properties face directly onto the road, many have only the width of the footpath 

between the house walls and the road. 

 

It also passes Straiton Stores and the bus terminus. Located directly behind the McCandlish 

Hall are public toilets, there are access steps to the McCandlish Hall and the toilets directly 

onto the road (picture 4).  

 
Picture 4. Steps to McCandlish Hall and Toilets on B741, Straiton 

 

There is no footpath by the Church (picture 5) and those attending services park on the 

roadside; it should be noted that it is used throughout the week and not just on Sundays. 

When attending weddings, funerals and other services it is usual for those attending to 

stand and chat, take photographs, assist elderly folk from their cars etc. we feel this normal, 

everyday activity would be curtailed with HGV vehicles passing every few minutes.  
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Picture 5. St Cuthbert’s Church entrance, Straiton 

The Mobile Bank utilises the area in front of the Hall and the 361 bus service starts and ends 

here. The children’s play-park has an information board with a map of the various walks. All 

the walks involve crossing the road, or walking alongside the road to start and again on 

return. Access to the play-park is directly onto the B741, there is no footpath, just a narrow 

strip of grass (picture 6).  

 
Picture 6. Entrance to play-park, Straiton 

The road bridge across the Fowler Burn has only pedestrian access on one side (picture 7) so 

all walkers have to cross over the B741 to access all walks, the village centre, the shop, the 

toilets and Hall. 

 



70 
 

  
Picture 7. Bridge over Fowler Burn, Straiton 

 

The extra traffic caused by walkers is sometimes substantial (picture 8) where the car park 

at the play-park is very busy. 

 

 
Picture 8. Car park by play-park, Straiton 

 

The McCandlish Hall is used by the mother and toddler group, in fine weather the children 

are taken down to the play-park, the increase in traffic could potentially result in an 

accident, mothers may well be reluctant to take their small children down to the play-park 

with HGVs passing by frequently. The Hall is also used for village events such as the 

Children’s Halloween Party, Whist Drives, Harvest Lunch, Christmas and Spring Fayres, 
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Christmas Lunch, Badminton and is hired out for various other events including cycle races 

(registration and changing facilities), birthday parties, coffee mornings and meetings. 

Parking for all these events is along the B741 in the village and along Main Street. The Buck 

also has outdoor seating. We believe the increased traffic would make this once enjoyable 

and scenic resting place unappealing. 

 

The developer has failed to mention that facilities in the village of Straiton are located on 

both sides of the street. The play-park, McCandlish Hall, Church and Black Bull Hotel on one 

side and Straiton Stores, The Buck, the Forestry Commission Offices (just off Main Street) 

and War Memorial on the other. There is only a footpath on the south side of the village 

from the Black Bull Hotel, along Main Street and a short distance along Newton Stewart 

road, the rest of the village has only a footpath on one side of the road. 

 

At the east end of Main Street the road turns very sharply by the War Memorial, it 

continues up past the Primary School and graveyard. Parking for the school is on the other 

side of the road, The graveyard has a lay by to park in and again this is on the other side of 

the road. No mention is made of the graveyard and therefore no consideration has been 

given to it. The graveyard is situated beyond the school on the Newton Stewart road and 

after this point there is no footpath so visitors and mourners have to walk along the 

roadside to access the graveyard. An increase in HGV traffic would cause noise and 

disturbance during services plus there would a marked increase in the potential for an 

accident. The car park by the graveyard is also used by walkers (picture 9). 

 

 

 

Picture 9. Car park by graveyard, Straiton 
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The B7045, B741 Straiton Main Street (see 10.6.26 below) and Newton Stewart Road are in 

essence the same road, there is no requirement to stop or turn into a different road - the 

number merely changes. This means there is no requirement for traffic to slow down. 

We feel that the inaccuracies and omissions and lack of local knowledge shown by the 

developer demonstrates that the Route Profiles cannot be relied upon. 

 

Existing Traffic Flow 

Traffic counters were positioned at 3 points along the route. RS1 just before the entrance to 

the village of Straiton, RS2 on the B741 at the western end of Main Street, Straiton and RS3 

at the site entrance, Newton Stewart road. 

 

Table 10.3 shows the volume of traffic at these points. It also includes the theoretical 

capacity (two-way movements per hour) as RS1-1800, RS2-1600 and RS3-1800. It concludes 

that a whole day’s traffic could be accommodated in one hour and still only utilise half of 

the road’s capacity. We have mentioned before that this theoretical capacity is ludicrous 

and frankly just wrong. It is impossible to drive along many sections of the B7045 and 

Newton Stewart road at 60mph without leaving the road. Likewise it would be impossible to 

drive round the corner at the end of Main Street in Straiton by the War Memorial at 30mph. 

 

Table 10.4 shows various traffic speeds along the route and it is clear from this that drivers 

typically drive at speeds much, much lower than the national speed limit. Average speeds on 

the Newton Stewart road are 34.5mph. The conclusion drawn therefore is incorrect. 

 

Personal Injury Accident (PIA) History 

 

Data gathered by the developer show only accidents where people have been injured. Had 

they spoken to local people they would have quickly realised that there have been 

numerous accidents on the Newton Stewart road. On one winter’s morning 5 vehicles 

skidded off the road alone. On the B7045 north of Kirkmichael 3 cars came off the road at 

the same point on 22 January 2011. 

There are far more accidents than their data suggests and to conclude “No PIAs occurred on 

RS2 or RS3 during this period and on this basis road safety on RS2 and RS3 has not been 

considered further” is a mistake, just because there has not been personal injury does not 

mean there have been no accidents. 

 

10.4.21 The developer mentions that the accident rate for this section RS1 is markedly 

higher than the national average but then goes on to suggest that by disregarding one 

section the accident rate falls within the average range. Why would one section be 

disregarded just because it does not ‘fit’ with the figures the developer would like to 
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present? 

 

Road Safety 

 

10.4.27 “Zero accidents have occurred on the sections of the B741 RS2 and Newton Stewart 

road RS3 in the last 5 years, which fall within the Study Area, and so road safety is not 

considered to be a problem on these sections.”  

This is completely incorrect, there have been many accidents, we believe road safety should 

be considered in detail. 

 

Planned Local Developments 

 

Again the conclusions drawn are incorrect. The ‘official’ Linfairn development route does 

not enter Straiton but many vehicles will travel along the B7045 to the site entrance, 

similarly there will many journeys along the B741 from Dalmellington, through Straiton to 

the entrance. Cumulative effects should be taken into consideration not only for Linfairn but 

Keirs Hill and Knockskae as well. Traffic will undoubtedly use the B7045 and B741 to get to 

these developments should they proceed. 

 

Assessment of Predicted Effects 

 

Construction Staff 

 

10.6.20 “It has been assumed that all staff will travel by car or small van (allowance two per 

vehicle) from local settlements. In practice, staff may utilise public transport or minibuses for 

at least part of their journey.” 

In our experience, gained from living here and commuting to our places of work, most 

people make single occupancy journeys, using public transport is virtually impossible. The 

bus service to Straiton is very infrequent (every 2 hours) and takes an hour to get to Ayr due 

to the route it follows. 

 

Table 10.9 Construction Traffic Generation and Increases against 2017 Baseline 

 

Traffic counters were in place for a week in May 2013. Given the scale of the project and 

predicted traffic volumes we feel this is insufficient time to gain accurate data. 

 

The traffic counter located on the Main Street, Straiton was positioned to give a biased 

effect of traffic increases. Please see the next page for a full explanation. 
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UNDERSTATED TRAFFIC VOLUME INCREASES 

The two paragraphs quoted below from the 12.9.7 and 10.6.26 both appear to deliberately 

understate the traffic volume increases for the eastern end of Straiton’s Main Street. 

 

By associating Main Street with the B741, which we all know to have a greater traffic 

volume than the Newton Stewart Road, they have tried to misrepresent the much larger 

increases for the eastern end of Main Street. 

 

12.9.7 Noise 

 

Based on the DMRB procedure construction traffic movements would need to increase 

existing traffic movements by 125% to result in a 5dB increase in traffic noise. 

 

Chapter 10: Access, Traffic and Transport details that for the proposed construction phase 

the peak traffic flow will increase as follows: 

 

B7045, NW of Straiton – 18.6% 

B741 Straiton Main St – 10.9% 

Straiton Main Street (Dalmellington Rd to Newton Stewart Rd) – 31.6% 

Newton Stewart Rd – 31.6% 

 

Only three of the above bullet points are shown by the developer in paragraph 12.9. The 

one in bold italics has been added to address the part of the route not explicitly addressed 

in print by the developer. In so doing we have attributed the Newton Stewart Road figures 

to the eastern end of Main Street as traffic leaving by this road would have travelled along 

all of Main Street if they are using the route suggested. 

 

The traffic counts used for the ES were taken on the B7045 somewhere between Milton and 

the B741 Dailly road, on the B741 part of Main Street between the Dailly road and 

Dalmellington Road and at the entrance to Baing on the Newton Stewart Road. Figure 10.1 

Access, Traffic and Transport shows these traffic count locations. The only traffic omitted 

from the Newton Stewart Rd count is a small amount of traffic turning right just after Craig 

Farm. 

 

We have made the same alteration to Table 10.9 Construction Traffic Generation and 

Increases against 2017 Baseline below, referring to the addition as Road Section RS3a. From 

this addition it is evident that at the peak of construction the HGV traffic increase in Straiton 

Main Street (East) will be just shy of +375%. That’s three hundred and seventy five percent 

more HGVs than the current log lorries and the odd water or oil tanker. 

 

Having made this link it seems that the 125% increase in traffic volumes referred to in 
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paragraph 12.9.7 above is triggered by the HGV increase alone. 

 

10.6.26. 

 

Table 10.9: Construction Traffic Generation and Increases against 2017 Baseline 

 

 

 

10.4.7. “To the south of Kirkmichael, the B7045 enters the village of Straiton and soon after, 

the B7045 terminates at its junction with the B741. 

RS2: B741 (B7045 to Newton Stewart Road) 

10.4.8. The B741 junctions with the B7045 to the west of Straiton and extends eastwards to 

the junction with the Newton Stewart Road, near the Black Bull Hotel” 

 

The authors of the traffic section have, for whatever reason, completely “misunderstood” 

the street naming in Straiton because they seem to think that the Newton Stewart Road 

begins at the junction of Main Street and Dalmellington Road, see paragraphs 10.4.7/8 

above, and in doing so appeared to have been able to understate the east Main Street 

traffic increases as in the above table. 

 

10.6.33 “As a result of the large number of abnormal load movements generated, it is 

considered that the proposed development may have a major effect (significant) on driver 

delay if unmitigated.” 

 

We would agree with this statement. Of particular concern is the ability of emergency 

vehicles to access the east end of Main Street and the considerable number of properties 

between the B741 and site entrance. In the Traffic Management Plan lay bys have been 

indicated on Appendix B Proposed Abnormal Load Stop Locations. The developer has said 

these will be consist of a compacted stone area at the edge of the road to allow the 
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abnormal load to pull over and traffic to pass. However the width of the Newton Stewart 

road is only 5m wide, even with the lay by it will not be possible for an emergency vehicle to 

pass an abnormal load which would be 4.5m wide and that would be assuming the 

abnormal load happened to be positioned at the lay by when an emergency vehicle was 

wishing to pass. The B7045 between Kirkmichael and Straiton is 6m wide and the same 

problem would occur here. The developer has indicated that the abnormal loads would 

travel in convoys of three, the lay bys proposed are not long enough to accommodate three 

abnormal vehicles. 

 

If an abnormal vehicle were to breakdown on the B7045 or Newton Stewart Road and a lay 

by was not convenient the road would be blocked. It is possible to get access to the western 

part of Straiton and to Kirkmichael by other roads, however, the eastern part of Straiton and 

properties along the Newton Stewart Road (Straiton Primary school and the graveyard are 

on this section of road) would be effectively cut off. There is a single track road involving a 

detour of many, many miles which is not gritted in winter. Again the ability of emergency 

vehicles to access properties would be compromised and we feel this is unacceptable. There 

have been many occasions when several fire engines have had to attend a forest fire in the 

Galloway Forest Park. 

 

The Traffic Management Plan mentions they would suspend traffic movements during 

Straiton Show Day, the annual agricultural show. However they make no mention of 

Kirkmichael Gala Day, Straiton Fun Day & Hill Race (involving runners using the Main Street 

and Newton Stewart Road), the Straiton Struggle cycle race, the Straiton Car Boot Event all 

of which attract large amounts of people. There are numerous other cycle races along roads 

in this area (Davie Bell Memorial, Girvan 3 Day, Graeme Obree Sportiv), as well as events 

such as weddings, vintage vehicle rallies, classic car tours and Duke of Edinburgh horse 

riding treks. 

 

Possible effects from pollution have not been addressed. 

 

In response to concerns about the War Memorial in Straiton the developer stated that they 

had carried out a computer simulated journey of an abnormal load and it managed, in 

theory, to negotiate this corner without damage to the Memorial. Drivers are human 

though and it would only take a tiny error to result in damage to either the Memorial or a 

listed building. 

 

In conclusion we feel that the route proposed for construction traffic is entirely 

inappropriate for many reasons including the following: 
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 The devloper has not only made some fundamental errors in profiling the route but 

not carried out a proper traffic count. One week in May is not acceptable. Given the 

amount of time spent on the ES we would have expected the developer to have a 

better understanding of the route. 

 The potential damage to a considerable number of historic properties, in particular 

St Cuthbert’s Church and graveyard, has not been addressed.  

 The developer acknowledges community effects are considered to be moderate 

(significant) but has done nothing to mitigate these effects. 

 The fact that emergency vehicles would not have access to many homes is of grave 

concern. 

 The disregard of accidents not involving personal injury and, in consequence, 

underestimating the likely number of accidents which may occur with. 
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Appendix 3  - Response to Chapter 11: Hydrology, Hydrogeology and 

Geology  
 

 Derclach Loch and Loch Finlas are part of Scottish Water’s supply to Bradan Water 
Treatment works and water is supplied to public in Ayrshire.  
 

 Location of turbines are within a few meters of Loch Finlas and will inevitably lead to 
water run off.  It will be impossible to prevent water pollution regardless of 
mitigation efforts.  
 

 11.3.1 – Scottish Water recommended a meeting to discuss the development.  The 
developer has indicated that they have decided that further consultation is 
unnecessary.  This should be a decision taken by Scottish Water not the developer.  
 

 It is unacceptable that the water supply to Ayrshire is compromised by siting 
turbines so close to Loch Finlas in particular.  
 

 SEPA commented that there should be “avoidance of engineering activities in water 
environments and water course crossing and culverts ……” the siting of turbine to 
north east of Loch Finlas is on low lying ground which forms part of marsh land 
which is below water table in wet weather.  
 
Despite assurances that this has been addressed by developer in site selection this 
cannot be the case – construction and engineering works will be in “water 
environment” on low lying land next to Loch Finlas. 
 

 11.5.3 – Despite SNH’s observation of the presence of two SSSIs:- 
 
*  Loch Doon  
*  Ness Glen  
 
Developer merely acknowledged them but fails to indicate how the proposed 
development will affect the SSSIs and how any impact will be mitigated against. 
 

 SNH’s report on Loch Doon SSSI (last reviewed 31/3/2011) indicates that the 
existence of Arctic Charr in Loch Doon is “unfavourable, declining”. Their objective is 
to “halt the decline of Arctic charr population” and the “future of the charr 
population is therefore heavily dependent on improving water quality”. 
 
The proposed development would inevitably produce risks to this aim and the 
disturbance of peat in particular could lead to increased acidification of the water 
which is the major risk to the charr. 
 

 Despite SNH’s recommendations:- 
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*  No CEMP has been produced  
*  Insufficient ecological surveys have been carried out 
 

 Ayrshire Rivers Trust points out existence of eels, lampreys, salmon and fresh water 
mussels.  The developer accepts these but fails to adequately assess the impact of 
the development on them.  
 

 11.4 – Only 3 site visits are referred to in September 2012, July 2013 and August 
2013.  
 
*  3 visits is insufficient to adequately survey/assess the sites  
*  All 3 visits took place at the end of the summer – visits should have been planned  
    following consistently wet periods during winter.  This would have highlighted 
water levels/run off etc.  
*  11.4 tries to suggest that preceding weather conditions had been wet but no 
evidence that ground was saturated – this is when the impact would be evidenced.  
 

 11.5.9 – Document tries to overemphasise the importance of existing water course 
crossings.  These crossing are minor compared to effect of works during construction 
phase.  
 

 Table 11.8 – Status of all water course/bodies can be described as delicate.  SEPA 
have set environmental objectives to convert all to “good”.  This will be less likely to 
be achieved with a wind farm development of the size proposed.  
 
The water supplied to Ayrshire public should be targeted to be “good”.  
 

 11.5.21 – Suggests flood risk on shores of Loch Finlas and Loch Doon.  Turbines 
should not be constructed on a site identified as a flood risk. 
 
*  Run off during construction phase  
*  Potential pollution from vehicles inspecting turbines  
*  Peat assessment seems superficial and existence of peat is downplayed. 
 

 11.5.50 – Merely list of private water supplies with inadequate assessment of impact 
of development of them.  
 

 11.6 – Confirmed high level of sensitivity of the surface water environment.   
 
*  Mitigations at 11.7.2 onwards are inadequate 
*  50m buffer around all water bodies is too small and 200m around Loch Finlas is 
ridiculous,  particularly due to low lying land around Loch Finlas.  
*  Will 1000m distance from Loch Doon in highly sensitive area adequately project 
SSSI?  There is no evidence that this is adequate. 
*  Why is developer suggesting any turbines in area of peat over 1m in depth in a 
highly  sensitive area? 
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 11.7.3 – Developer acknowledges loss of highly sensitive GWDTE habitat (0.25ha – 
M6) and moderately sensitive (9.27ha – M23)  This is unacceptable and as the 
developer admits, unavoidable.  
 

 11.7.20 – Acknowledged by developer that turbid run off will occur.  It is suggested 
that this will be localised and short term.  
 
Whilst the occurrence may be localised and short term there could potentially be a 
long term impact on SSSI at Loch Doon and to public water supply in Loch Finlas and 
Derclach Loch.  
 

 11.7.30 – This section acknowledged that “it is possible that groundwater will be 
encountered” when excavating for foundations.  
 
It is certain not possible. 
 
It will be impossible given the low lying land of the site that developer will be able to 
avoid contact between cement and ground water.  This is an extremely important 
issue and the developer’s mitigation is poor.  Doubt must be placed on whether any 
mitigation can protect against the risk of contamination.  
 
Borrow Pit Report is merely a desk top exercise and fails to adequately explore the 
precise geology of each proposed site.  If any or all of the borrow pits are unsuitable 
or fail to produce the volume of rock anticipated there will be a huge increase in 
traffic to the site.  The traffic levels have already been shown to be excessive.  
 
It is a “concept design stage”.  This is unacceptable and developer should be required 
to carry out more in depth investigations.   
 
Borrow Pit Report itself outlines its limitations and inadequacies. 
 

 11.7.49 – Accepted that areas of peat over 0.5m will be affected and drainage 
changes will be impacted (para 6.1.2 of Burrow Pit Report suggests some depth in 
excess of 3m).  The developer acknowledges that it is impossible to avoid impacting 
drainage channels due to widespread nature of channels on site.  
 
Table 11.1.7 – This outlines the impact of the construction work and operation of 
site once mitigation has been put in place.  
 
All show that mitigation moves the likelihood of occurrence as “unlikely” and the 
likely impact as “minor”.  
 
These conclusions fly in the face of the acceptance of the nature of the site with low 
lying turbine sites selected and multiple drainage channels.  
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Summary  

 Selected site is close to SSSI – Loch Doon and to public water supplies – Loch Finlas 
and Derclach Loch.  
 

 Developer will be unable to mitigate fully against risks to these particularly given the 
topography with run off through “widespread” drainage channels and so many 
turbines on low lying wet ground.  Despite developer’s claims, it is inconceivable, 
due to the site selection, that sensitive receptors (many highly sensitive) can be 
protected fully.  
 

 In addition only 3 visits during the “dry season” by developer’s advisors show that 
their assessment of the hydrology, hydrogeology and geology is woefully inadequate 
and can be summed up as “theoretical”.  
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Appendix 4 – Environmental Statement -  Errors and Inconsistencies  
 

Page 2-5 Table 2.1 - either title wrong or table wrong, no proposed windfarms included 

Page 2-6 Table 2.2 - Keirs Hill Scoped out 

Page 2-7 Para. 2.3.1. - 4th bullet point - not true re Keirs Hill 

Page 3-2 Para. 3.3.7. - repetition of Para. 3.3.6.  

Page 3-9 Para. 3.5.15 - full stop omitted at paragraph end 

Page 4-9 Para. 4.11.1. - 1st bullet point syntax error 

Page 5-1 Para. 5.1.3. - line 2, no apostrophe required in 'Plan's' 

Page 5-2 Para. 5.2.3. - "Applicant" not defined (check) 

 Para. 5.2.4. - punctuation (") missing at end of paragraph 

Page 5-5 Para. 5.3.14. - line 1, 'highlights as that' - unclear, singular or plural? 

 Para. 5.3.15 - line 1, omission of the word 'an' in 'that increase' 

 Para. 5.3.17. - line 1, should read 'in November', not 'In November'  

Page 5-6 Para. 5.3.23. - final line, full stop missing after '(page 19)' 

 Para. 5.3.24. - line 2, should read 'crosscutting' as one word not two 

Page 5-8 Para. 5.4.1. - from line 4, second sentence does not make sense ?syntax 

 Para. 5.4.2. - the sub-heading and start of this paragraph should have the 

word "The" (to be consistent with 5.4.1 subtitle) 

 Para. 5.4.3. - line 1, "R" in Renewable should be lower case and 'the' added 

before 'draft'  

Page 5-14 Para. 5.6.1. - in the penultimate bullet point semi-colon is omitted after 

'Ayrshire', and in the final bullet point there should be a space in '&East' and a 

full stop at the end of that bullet point 

Page 5-15 Para. 5.6.6. - line 5, 'there' should read 'that'  

Page 5-17 Table 5.2 - 2nd column, full stop between 'Air' and 'Noise' should be a comma 
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 Table 5.3 - entry for Policy SD5 Development Proposals outwith Settlement 

Boundaries.  'proposals' should read 'proposals' on first line 

Page 5-19 Table 5.3 - entry for Policy ENV15 Natural Heritage.  Full stop omitted after 

'features' and a comma added between 'on, developers' 

Page 5-20 Table 5.3 - entry for Policy T3 Roads.  Missing apostrophe in 'Councils'   

 Table 5.3 - entry for Policy T5 Section 75 Agreements.  Poor use of syntax 

Page 5-23 Para. 5.6.22. and 5.6.24. - inconsistent use of upper and lower case in 

'development Site' and 'Application Site' 

Page 5-24 Table 5.5 - entry for LDP policy on Historic Environment.  Improper insertion 

of comma between 'proposals, affecting' 

Page 5-25 Para. 5.6.26. - full stop omitted after 'within Ayrshire' 

Page 6-1 Chapter 6: Landscape and Visual.  Sub-paragraph numbering format changes, 

no longer '.' after each number, as there was in previous chapters (e.g. 6.1.5.) 

 Para. 6.1.5 - should be semi-colon at end of 2nd bullet point to be consistent 

with other bullet points 

Page 6-2 Para. 6.1.5 (cont'd) - 1st and 4th bullet points on this page should have a  

semi-colon at the end 

Page 6-10 Para. 6.4.2 - end of 10th bullet point, 'and' is not required 

 Para. 6.4.2 - end of 13th bullet point 'and' is required 

 Para. 6.4.2 - end of 14th bullet point ']' is not required as there is no opening 

bracket 

 Para. 6.5.1 - 5th bullet point should have a semi-colon at the end of it, not a 

full stop 

Page 6-11 Para. 6.5.1 - last bullet point has extra word 'areas area' 

Page 6-13 Para. 6.6.21 - line 8, missing punctuation in 'workers'  

Page 6-14 Para. 6.6.30 - line 8, missing punctuation in 'areas'  

Page 6-14 Para. 6.6.39 - should be a colon between 'area; the' not a semi-colon 

Page 6-23 Para. 6.7.4 - line 2, word 'deign' should read 'design'? 

Page 6-28 Para. 6.8.10 - line 2, improper use of comma after 'Resource'  
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 Para. 6.9.8 - inconsistent use of punctuation at end of three bullet points 

Page 6-37 Para. 6.9.45 - 1st bullet point, should not be full stop between 

'Dalmellington.Carsphairn' 

 Para. 6.9.45 - 2nd bullet point, full stop omitted at end  

Page 6-42 Para. 6.9.66 - line 6, repetition of 'House' renders the sentence meaningless 

 Para. 6.9.68 - line 5, 'to blade tips' not make sense 

 Para. 6.9.68 - line 7, 'house' should have initial letter in uppercase to be 

consistent 

Page 6-52 Para. 6.10.44 - line 2, 'experience' should read 'experienced' 

Page 6-73 Paras. 6.11.77 and 6.11.79 - spelling of 'Bradan' inconsistent 

Page 6-92 Para. 6.11.161 - distance of '8.5km' in text different to that on photomontage 

of 8km.  On photomontage 6.3.21d - missing information in key 

Page 6-93 Para. 6.11.164 - distance of '8.5km' in text different to that on photomontage 

of 8km 

Page 6-99 Para. 6.11.193 - distance of '2.6km' in text different to that on photomontage 

6.3.27a of 3.51km 

Page 6-103 Para. 6.12.7 - line 2, colon should replace full stop 

Page 6-104 Formatting mistake - repetition of paragraph numbering from 6.12.1 (already 

used on page 6-103) makes it impossible to work with/cross-reference 

Page 6-109 Formatting mistake - repetition of paragraph numbering from 6.12.1 (already 

used on pages 6-103, 6-108 and yet again on 6-109) makes it impossible to 

work with/cross-reference 

Page 6-115 Formatting mistake - repetition of paragraph numbering from 6.12.1 (already 

used on pages 6-103, 6-108, 6-109, 6-110, 6-111 and 6-112) makes it 

impossible to work with/cross-reference 
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Page 6-118 Formatting mistake - repetition of paragraph numbering 6.13.1 to 6.13.2 

(used in paragraphs immediately above these) makes it impossible to work 

with/cross-reference 

 Para. 6.13.1 - sub-heading missing 

 Para. 6.13.2 - lines 1-2, 'to the south of' is repeated  

Page 6-120 Formatting mistake - repetition of paragraph numbering from 6.13.1 (already 

used twice on page 6-118) makes it impossible to work with/cross-reference 

 Para. 6.13.2 - line 1, 'that the key site that' - poor syntax means makes little  

sense 

 Para. 6.13.2 - final line, inaccurate information - 'A741' should read 'B741' 

Page 6-121  Para. 6.13.5 - line 1, 'potential' should read 'potentially'; line 2, inaccurate 

information - 'A741' should read 'B741' 

 Formatting mistake - repetition of table numbering 6.26 (already used on 

page 6-120) makes it difficult to work with/cross-reference 

 Formatting mistake - repetition of paragraph numbering from 6.13.1 (already 

used twice on page 6-118 and subsequently on page 6-120) makes it 

impossible to work with/cross-reference 

 Para. 6.13.1 - line 4, missing word(s) on line 3 around 'applies to'? 

 Para. 6.13.3 - line 5, 'rote' should read 'route' 

Page 6-123 Para. 6.13.15 - line 1, missing word 'are' between 'sites potentially' 

Page 6-124 Formatting mistake - repetition of table numbering 6.24 (already used on 

page 6-117) 

 Formatting mistake - repetition of paragraph numbering from 6.13.1 (already 

used twice on page 6-118, subsequently on page 6-120 and yet again on page 

6-121) makes it impossible to work with/cross-reference 

 Paras. 6.13.4. and 6.13.5 content repeated at Paras. 6.13.8 and 6.13.9 

respectively 

Page 6-125 Para. 6.14.1 - 2nd bullet point 'Lock' should read 'Loch' 

Page 6-126 Para. 6.14.8 - line 4, 'limited' on line 4 should read 'limiting'? 
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 Para. 6.14.9 - 'Viewpoint 8' should read 'Viewpoint 3' 

 

Page 6-127 Para. 6.14.18 - line 2, missing word 'of' in 'appearance wind turbines' and 

'from this location' should be added after 'wind turbines' 

Page 6-128 Para. 6.14.25 - line 4, per sub-heading text should read 'Planning Application 

sites', not 'built'consented sites' 

Page 6-131 Para. 6.14.56 - line 3, missing word 'of' in 'introduction turbines' 

Page 6-132 Para. 6.14.63 - lines 2 and 4, 'Afton' should read 'Ashmark' 
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