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1. The Submission
The planning process experience and ES submission provided by WilloWind with respect to Linfairn
Windfarm, has given rise to numerous concerns which are deemed to be valid planning considerations that,
it is hoped, will ultimately lead to planning consent being refused by the Scottish Government. The following
comments have been raised by concerned residents, and consolidated by SSfS. These have not been subject
to any professional review or advice, but merely present issues which, in the opinion of SSfS, the ECDU
should be aware of.
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2. The Applicant
While it is understood that views on an applicant do not form part of a material ‘planning’ objection, the
concerns raised time and again by the community to SSfS with regard to the ‘developer’, WilloWind Linfairn
Ltd (a subsidiary of WilloWind Energy Ltd), have led us to raise them (following advice by Local MSP’s) with
the ECDU, as there is no other forum available to consolidate these concerns.
WilloWind Energy (hereby referred to as WilloWind), refer to themselves as a ‘developer’ and ‘operator’ of
windfarms focused on generating sustainable energy in the UK. However, it is clear that they do not operate
and neither have developed or even received planning consent for any wind farms in the UK. Given that
material claiming this status has been incorporated into their public consultation, the WilloWind website
content and various company circular letters which have been distributed to the Straiton Area, this issue has
been raised with the Advertising Standards Agency, who are investigating accordingly.
It is understood that applicants must submit supporting evidence for any development, demonstrating the
need for the development and a full range of alternative courses of action. There does not appear to be any
evidence of this need having been demonstrated or alternative courses investigated. In their planning
statement, the applicant suggests that 15 sites have progressed to full planning. Again, this is untrue, as
they have to date progressed only 4 to planning stage – one of which has been refused due to its
inappropriate location, and the other 3 are still in the planning system - with Linfairn wind farm being the
only Section 36 application. From the outset, this misleading information has left our community feeling
extremely vulnerable as to the motives and long term plans for this particular site should it be granted
planning permission. Despite numerous attempts to contact them and clarify their position, WilloWind have
consistently refused to answer any questions on this – disregarding them as ‘irrelevant’. It is the opinion of
SSfS that deliberately misleading the public and planning officials in order to imply experience in the area of
wind farm development is a relevant and pertinent issue.
WilloWind have further stated that they are passionate about renewable energy, however, in addition to the
fact that they do not have a license to generate electricity, they were actually set up (via London Investment
Bank Balbourne Capital Partners) with the explicit purpose of generating profit for the investment bank and
their Swiss-based Venture Capital Investors (B-toV Partners AG). These motives are clearly stated in the
comment B-to-V Partners made on their financing ‘deal’ with WilloWind (under its banking name ‘Balbourne
Wind Fund no 1’), where it can be seen that there is no mention of a passion for renewable energy:
The project Balbourne Wind Fund No. 1 LP is the development of onshore wind farms in Scotland. After b-to-v
Investors had already invested in late April 2011 in Balbourne Wind Fund No. 1 LP, now held another round of
financing. At which, due to the successful launch and the potential-rich prospects of the project, the project
volume was increased. The positive expected returns, the high approval rates for wind farms and the
ambitious objectives of the Scottish Government in the field of renewable energies are crucial for the
investment... (http://www.b-to-v.com/newsletter/april2012.html)
The community of Straiton and the surrounding area is facing no less than 5 wind farm developments in
close proximity to the village, and as such are well versed in the community engagement process. So much
so that SSfS Chairman, Bill Steven, was invited to the Scottish Renewables Onshore Wind Conference & Mini
Expo in June 2013 specifically to discuss what a community expects from developers.
It should be noted that while SSfS and its supporters believe in principle that the Straiton and surrounding
area is unsuitable for windfarm development, no other developer has given the same level of concern with
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regard to community engagement – rather SSfS has been encouraged by the open, participative and
transparent methods that the other developers have thus far adopted. It is conceded that Willowind may
have followed the bare minimum ‘statutory’ requirements in order to proceed with an application, however,
they have categorically not followed Scottish Government Guidelines (Planning Advice Note 3/2010
Community Engagement). At best they have been dismissive and unprofessional, at worst they have been
hostile and aggressive in their attitude to the local community. Below are some examples raised with SSfS
that demonstrate this:
i.

ii.

iii.

WilloWind have stated on a number of occasions that they listened to community concerns and
sensitively adjusted their plans in order to avoid routing traffic through the Conservation village of
Straiton. In the initial scoping documents, there was no indication that the route would ever have
gone through the village. If there was a cursory consideration of this, it was unfeasible from the
outset as it would have involved removing a war memorial and several houses in the process. As
such, there were no real concerns from a local perspective and the proposed route subsequently
known to access the site via a minor road, some 5 miles away. This appears to have now changed,
and it is staggering that the community has never been consulted in connection to their more
recently proposed and completely inappropriate access route which comes far closer to the village
than was ever envisaged. It appears to carve through a field just metres from the village boundary
itself, next to a popular Salmon fishing river, crossing several widely used local footpaths, and
following a tiny single track road which will inevitably and regrettably lead to removal of hedgerows,
mature woodland and stone dykes.
WilloWind have stated on a number of occasions that they ‘listened to community concerns’ and
sensitively adjusted their plans in order to reduce the number of turbines from 29 to 25. On this
point it should be noted that the initial scoping reports always showed intentions for 25 WTGs and
the number was only increased to 29 at the time of the community consultation in Jan 2013. It could
be argued that there was never any intention of having 29 WTGs on site and that the additional ones
were only a tactic, introduced in order to be able to ‘sensitively’ reduce them again following the
community consultation.
A further indication that the WTG reduction was not due to the desire to ‘listen to the community’ is
provided for in the ES itself. In Chapter 9 and its Appendices, it is mentioned repeatedly that the
reason for scaling back on the number of WTGs in the Northern eastern part of the site was due to
their encroachment upon areas of deeper peat. For example:
Provision of peat depth data to enable the layout design to be designed to avoid areas of deep peat.
For example, early design proposals included WTGs in the pocket of deep peat to the north-east of
the current application site boundary… which were subsequently moved following the provision of
peat probing depth data. (p.23, Chapter 9, Hydrology)

Most prominent however, has been the sheer lack of information provided and disrespectful and
unprofessional engagement with the local community and surrounding area.
i.

ii.

During the only public consultation in Jan 2013, WilloWind representatives were extremely
dismissive and expressed disregard for local concerns. In one instance, the CEO stated WilloWind
were not there to get support, rather to ‘tell you’ it was happening. WilloWind refused to answer
questions in any depth, preferring instead to accuse concerned residents of 'NIMBY-ism'.
Many residents left the consultation angry with some in tears due to the nature of the engagement.
The only coherent message given by the CEO for WilloWind was that "nobody in Scotland is entitled
to a view": this is not the kind of attitude expected of a responsible developer.
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iii.

iv.

v.

vi.

vii.

viii.

One of the closest residents to the WTGs on the northern site expressed concern to a representative
about the potential access route coming within 3 metres of their home, which faces a tiny single
track road. The response to this was “he laughed as he said 'Ah yes, oops, well sorry about that.'
Then shrugged and started to speak to someone else”. Again, this is not the behaviour expected
from a responsible professional, whom the community is expected to trust.
Furthermore, the public consultation lacked any data apart from a few high level picture boards. In
addition, the WilloWind website contains only a non-technical summary of the development and
contains no reference to any other information in respect of the application. This is disappointing
given that it is simple to provide this information electronically.
In the Planning Statement, WilloWind claim to have ‘initiated a number of meetings with the chair
and committee (of SSfS) to advise them of progress with the project and to seek early engagement
over issues such access and community benefits’. This is untrue – WilloWind ‘reluctantly’ attended
one meeting, which was requested many times by SSfS who were seeking clarification over the
timescales and progress of the project as it appeared to be slipping from the original date of March
2013. At no point were community benefits spoken of, SSfS does not have the mandate from its
supporters to do so. This meeting, conducted on 26th February, lasted approximately 20 minutes,
during which time Mr Davie (CEO) refused to discuss any changes (stating they would only become
public once in the planning submission), belittled members of the community who had tried to
contact him with concerns and questions (specifically the residents of Knockskae, whose home is
ironically the most impacted by the proposal yet not even included in the LVIA), talked about suing
their Energy Consultants, Sgurr, should the ES contain unfavourable results, and eventually stormed
out of the meeting following a question for clarity and transparency over their long term plans with
regard to the financial situation of the company. The minutes to this meeting are provided in
Appendix 1 – however, it should be noted that WilloWind stated should details of the meeting be
released they would deny any such discussion took place. Further timescale updates were only able
to take place (thankfully) through the intervention of MSP Chic Brodie who specifically requested
WilloWind attend these meetings with him personally.
Residents of Crosshill and Maybole have raised express concerns that they not been notified of the
proposed access route which will bring an additional 40,000 units of traffic (during the construction
phase) past a very narrow road which houses 2 Primary schools in Maybole, then continuing along a
national cycle route and through the Conservation village of Crosshill.
One resident raised concerns with regard to a private hydro electric scheme (which will be impacted
by access tracks), and the effect on tourism particularly in respect to a large self-catering business
close to the proposed site. In response to these, Mr Davie (CEO) indicated that he did not need to
take account of either issue as they had not been included in the original scoping document which
was approved by South Ayrshire Council. This is an extremely dismissive and unprofessional attitude
and undermines the submission as a whole which clearly has not taken account of public input
subsequent to the initial scoping phase, at which point the public were not even aware of the
project.
Some residents tried to contact WilloWind regarding private water supply. Again, repeated letters /
emails were ignored and intervention only came with those who raised the issue with MPs and
MSPs.
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3. Site Selection
From the outset, the applicant has arrogantly claimed to have looked at specific criteria which render this
particular area ‘suitable’ for their development out of hundreds of alternatives. From their public exhibition
in Jan 2013, and subsequent ES submission, they mention suitability of the Linfairn site with regard to:
accessible location; suitable land conditions; good average windspeed; and reasonable distance from
environmental designations such as National Parks, National Scenic Areas, Sites of Specific Scientific Interest,
etc. SSfS believes that each of these criteria are not met for the following reasons:
a) Accessible location
SSfS: this is doubtful given the last minute compromise with respect to access, whereby thousands of
additional construction vehicles will lumber through Maybole’s Kirkland Street, which houses 2 primary
schools and already has recognised traffic issues. The route continues towards Crosshill paying no heed to
the National Cycle Network (Route 7), comes well within the protected setting of the conservation village of
Straiton, crosses several well used local footpaths and cycle routes, and is dangerously close to the local
fishing club’s most popular Salmon beat.
b) Suitable land conditions
SSfS: by the applicant’s own admission the area is full of peat at varying levels, full of watercourses which
have to be crossed and catchment areas which feed the local salmon rivers and private water supplies. It is
outwith a preferred area of search for windfarms and fails to meet the criteria required by the Development
Plan to overcome this (see Planning Policy Report). Furthermore, it presents an alien and dominant element
in the backdrop to the setting of the protected LCT, intimate pastoral valley which has been shown by the
latest South Ayrshire Wind Capacity Report 2013 to have no capacity to tolerate a turbine of any size, let
alone a large farm.
c) Good average windspeed
SSfS: while it is understood that South Ayrshire is generally considered to have above average wind speeds,
it is notable from the interactive mapping service for windfarm development offered by the Ayrshire Joint
Planning Steering Group, that the majority of both the northern and the southern sites have average wind
speeds which fall well below 6.5 m/s.
d) Reasonable distance from environmental designations such as National Parks, National Scenic Areas,
Sites of Specific Scientific Interest, etc
SSfS: in direct contrast to this statement, SSfS and its supporters consider the area to exemplify absolutely
an ‘inappropriate’ setting for development and as such requires the safeguards afforded by the SPP. It is the
only area in the world which borders a Biosphere, a Forest Park, and a Dark Sky Park with an observatory,
not to mention the proximity to Knockgardner, Merrick Kells, and Auchalton (also an SWT reserve) SSSIs. In
addition, it lies to the north of the proposed SNH core area of wild land (Area 1: “Merrick”), also an SNH
2002 Search Area for Wild Land; this is one of very few proposed core areas of wild land in the south of
Scotland. The southern site borders an RSPB Important Bird Area. There are no less than 3 designated
Gardens and Designed Landscapes within 3km of the site (Kilkerran, Kirkbride House and Blairquhan). The
conservation village of Straiton (within 2km) is one of only 3 villages locally to have been designated as
‘outstanding’ by the Scottish Government and its setting is fundamentally threatened by this proposal.
Furthermore, there are various local triggers which would be impacted by the development, such as:
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i.
ii.
iii.

2 grade A, 2 grade B, and 20 grade C Listed Buildings within Straiton itself and many more within 5
km.
Core Paths – D6, SA 46, SA 46, SA 47, SA 40, SA 39, SA 1 and SA 43 – several of which pass directly
through the windfarm sites.
Sustrans National Cycle Route 7.

SSfS contends that the culmination of these triggers and designations in such proximity to the proposed
development is unreasonable, and it is incomprehensible as to how this location proved favourable above
‘hundreds’ of others.
In the applicant’s Planning Statement, they request a 50m micro siting distance ‘only to be undertaken
where achievable within the application boundary, taking into account blade oversail’. Given the pitiful redline boundary identified in the Site Layout Plan (figure PS1, PS2, figure 2.1, figure 1.1), SSfS contends that this
would be completely unfeasible. The anticipated turbine dimensions (and therefore the blade oversail of
46.5m) mean that in practice there would only be a micro siting of 3.5m available.
The repeated and extensive references in site descriptions to the areas of ‘commercial forestry’ contained
within the site boundary is blatantly inaccurate – there is no commercial forestry within the site boundary.
Furthermore, this is confusing and misleading to the reader as they give the general impression that the land
is less valuable or attractive and therefore less sensitive to development. There are also references to Back
Fell as being incorporated within the site. This again is incorrect. Whether these are deliberate errors, or
examples of drafting complacency, they render the submission and its content as a whole questionable.
It is understood that the proposed SPP 3 has not come into effect yet, however with reference to turbine
distances from villages, the spirit of the document is clear: given the increasing size of WTGs, the
recommended distances are also to be increased to 2.5km. SSfS notes that the vast majority of Straiton
village would be within 2.5kms and a great many individual homes outwith the village closer still. The
applicant suggests that the plans demonstrate a generous concession to the village, however, SSfS contends
that actual concession would follow the spirit of the proposed SPP guidelines and keep the WTGs 2.5kms
away from the village. Given that Straiton is an outstanding conservation village and its setting is likewise
protected, 2.5kms still presents an imposition.
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4. Ecology (bats)
Bat activity survey results submitted in support of the application state that six bat species were recorded
using the site. These species included Nyctalus (Leisler's) bats one of the rarest species of bats found in
Scotland, and listed on Annex IV of the EC Habitats Directive. Due to their flight behavior, Leisler's are
considered to be at high risk from wind farm developments, in particular due to the risk of collision with
turbines.
The survey completed does not meet minimum standards within the current guidance (Bat Conservation
Trust 2012). SSfS asks that this is rectified. Static detectors should be deployed so as to enable collection of
representative data on bat activity across range of habitats within the site. The applicant’s chosen locations
for the main Benyaw turbine array have deployed survey equipment around the perimeter of the site, all on
conifer plantation edge. This means that general knowledge about bat activity within the main habitats (a
mixture of grazing, heath, flushes and bog within the area where the turbines are to be sited) has been
ignored. There is little evidence of any correlation between habitat type (including woodland edge) and
Leisler's activity, whereas other species do exhibit more of a preference for linear/edge habitat and are less
inclined to fly across open habitats.
No at-height survey has been completed for the assessment. Although guidance is not conclusive, there is a
general expectation that consideration be given to height surveys where Nyctalus species are present (which
they are shown to be). SSfS asks that this is rectified.
With regard to the bat survey, there are several pertinent issues noted below and taken from the application
documentation which render it as questionable, incomplete and therefore contrary to policy guidelines:
i.

ES: ‘Myotis bat species, were recorded across the site during different season, but with much less
activity, indicating the presence of far fewer individuals. Low levels of Nyctalus species were
recorded, and at fewer locations’

SSfS: justification of the phrase ‘low’ level - what is a low level of an extremely rare species?
ii.

ES: ‘If Nyctalus species were using the site to forage rather than just passing through, much higher
levels of activity would be expected. Levels of bat activity recorded on the open moorland suggests
that although bats are present and actively using the open moorland, they are not using these areas
to forage to the same extent as the forested parts of site.
SSfS: comparatively little survey was completed on the open moorland so this statement is
questionable.

iii.

ES: ‘very few bat deaths have been reported at UK wind farms and all have been soprano
pipistrelles’… ‘Noctule bats are the most commonly recorded bats species killed by WTGs in the UK’.
SSfS: completely conflicting and contradictory statements which, again, renders the quality of this
analysis questionable.

iv.

ES: ‘All Nyctalus species passes were recorded within half an hour of dusk/dawn, indicating that the
bats are commuting to the site from a roost in the local area’, yet previously the ES states ‘if Nyctalus
species were using the site to forage rather than just passing through, much higher levels of activity
would be expected’.
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SSfS: another contradiction rendering the analysis inconsistent and misleading.
v.

ES: ‘Many bat species tend to fly close to landscape habitat features such as woodland edges and
rivers, and are therefore probably less likely to collide with WTGs if the WTGs are located in the
open, away from these features.
SSfS: use of the phrase – ‘probably less likely to collide’ implies they might collide. A small number of
collisions are recognised by the applicant’s own admission. ‘Leisler bats are considered to be relatively
more vulnerable to injury associated with WTGs’. Given the rarity of the species, it is reasonable to
expect that the development would therefore have a significant impact on population.

vi.

ES: With regard to Leisler’s, ‘It only requires a small number of these bats to be impacted by the
WTG blades resulting in losses to the Scottish populations to have a significant effect.

SSfS - this acknowledgement that there could be significant impacts on Nyctalus populations, if only a
small number of collisions is noted and SSfS requests that further investigation is undertaken in this
regard.
vii.

ES: ‘Those species that fly higher… will be at greater risk, although their activity levels are likely to
decline away from key habitat features’.
SSfS: this is a flippant and dismissive assumption - the applicant has not provided a reference to
support statement nor any site-specific data to support it.

viii.

ES: ‘Where achievable, a minimum 200m buffer zone from the edge of the rotor sweep to the top of
mature trees will be maintained for all WTGs in areas where Nyctalus have been recorded (best
general guidance). This area will be kept clear of woodland or scrub planting, and will reduce the
value of WTG areas to bat species for foraging and commuting activities, reducing the likelihood of
collision effect’.

SSfS: there is no reference or supporting information from the site that this will make any difference to
Leisler’s bat. SSfS requests that some is made available.
ix.

ES: ‘The buffer will be increased in some areas’.
SSfS: this increase is particularly vague - by/to what and where?

x.

ES: ‘For those WTGs where a 200m buffer may not be achievable (WTG 12, 18, 23 and 25) a night
time shut down during the months of April to September would be implemented. However the
specific shutdown period would be agreed prior to operation’.
SSfS: this should be agreed prior to submission rather than operation. Furthermore, is this nighttime
shut down for 6months of 4 of the WTGs included in the wieighing up of the benefits for the proposed
farm – the annual output will be significantly less than indicated in the ES and the benefits require to
be recalculated to take this, conservative mitigation into account. SSfS requests that in the light of the
possible adverse effects, it would be reasonable to expect a commitment to a nightly shut down across
the entire site until a level of survey work and data collection has been conducted that would support
otherwise and another benefits calculation be circulated to reflect this.
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xi.

ES: Should further surveys suggest that mitigation could be scaled back, a minimum cut in speed of 6
m/s will be implemented for those WTGs to reduce Nyctalus casualties.
SSfS: the referenced Technical Information Note makes no mention of 6 m/s cut in speed. In addition,
no analysis of site specific wind speeds and Leisler’s activity has been completed. The applicant did not
survey the open habitats / middle of the site.

It is clear throughout this particular section of the ES, that the applicant has not followed the correct
guidelines. Having established presence of this species, they admit they do not know enough about the
numbers and activity of the species: ‘further pre-construction bat surveys will be undertaken to further
current knowledge and determine Leisler’s bat activity and numbers at key times... This will help refine the
mitigation strategy and provide further confidence of where and when most sensitive bat activity occurs on
site so that bat collision is avoided’.
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5. Ecology (other)
Having had the opportunity to investigate the potential effects this proposal would have on bats, these
conclusions give SSfS great concern as to how the other rare and protected species known to be in the area
are considered, or lack thereof - for example: Otters and badgers in and around the Palmullen and Balbeg
burns, Red Squirrels and Adders – all of which are frequently seen by local residents and visitors to the area.
Because mitigation strategies and the ‘Habitat Management Plan’ etc. have not been fully laid out for the
purposes of the proposal, approval has the potential to detrimentally affect all of these local vulnerable
species.
With respect to the requested micro-siting for the WTGs, SSfS are concerned that such micro siting has not
been adequately accounted for in terms of peat, water courses (otters) and other protected species.
As per Scottish Government Policy, ‘it needs to be categorically established which species are present on the
site, and where, before the application is considered for consent. The presence of legally protected species
and habitats, in this case Schedules 5 of the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981, (as amended in Scotland), must
be included and considered as part of the application process, not as an issue which can be considered at a
later stage. Any consent given without due consideration to these species may breach European Directive’.
Furthermore, Scottish Policy is in place to ensure that ‘if any protected species are found on the site we
recommend that the Species Team of the Scottish Executive be formally approached at the earliest possible
opportunity to clarify whether a licence is needed’. Again, there is nothing in the assessments that indicate
this guidance has been followed. SSfS is concerned that the assessments are incomplete and contrary to
Scottish Government Policy.
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6. Hydrology and Access
Some major concerns have been raised by our supporters with respect to hydrology issues assessed in the ES
for Linfairn Wind farm and are noted below.
6.1 Access

It is of great concern that the access routes suggested in the proposal are immediately adjacent to the River
Girvan and related waterways, despite the location maps not showing this (due to their scale) and the
accompanying text not mentioning this. Appendix 14.1 Access Study p. 14 (of 9) shows a photo of access
through a field: immediately behind the camera is the River Girvan. p.10 (of 9) shows the new access route
map.
a. 4 Annex- c- pp2-p1 Access: SSfS is concerned with respect to the proximity to the river and bank at
Cloyntie and B741; a vague reference notes that works are required, but these are not described
thoroughly with respect to possible impacts upon the river.
b. 5 Annex c –pp3 –p1 (1) – Access from B741 right into field adjacent to River Girvan. Entrance into
this field is restricted by the bridge at Straiton to the north and the privately owned woods to the
south. The scale of this map is so great, it does not show the river, but the side of the bridge can be
seen and the field fence marks the river’s bank. Again, SSfS is concerned by the impact that this
proximity may have.

It is clear and obvious to anyone acquainted with the area, that the proposed access track will be sited
metres away from the edge of the River Girvan (a notable salmon and trout river). During construction
(40,000 vehicle journeys), on-going maintenance and decommissioning there is the potential for pollution to
occur. Fuel and chemical spillage poses the possibility of pollution to the ground and surface water. There
does not appear to have been any consultation with SEPA, Ayrshire Rivers Trust, or Local Angling Clubs. This
leaves SSfS supporters feeling concerned and disheartened about the lack of consideration by the applicant
given to this valuable amenity for Ayrshire, let alone the possibility of pollutants which may derive from this
development.
It is also noted that the aforementioned route where the new access track is proposed contains the
overhead power lines which supply the village of Straiton and surrounding areas with electricity. Given the
height of the vehicles expected to pass through, there would clearly be an impact to electricity supply as this
would need to be re-routed. Again, there has been no consultation with the community or the Electricity
Board in order to present a clear view of how this issue will be handled.
It should also be noted that the field required for this access track beside the river Girvan is identified in the
Joint Ayrshire Steering Map as both ‘improved pastureland’ and a Sand and Gravel reserve resource.
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6.2 Balbeg Burn Hydro

A recent hydro scheme has been put in place on this Burn on the land at Balbeg. The residents have an
abstraction License for Balbeg Burn. This scheme was noted on their response to the Envirocentre
questionnaire in Dec 2012, but they have had no further information or contact with anyone representing
the Developers since, bar a response from the CEO at the public consultation who indicated that because it
was not mentioned in the original scoping documents that were signed off by South Ayrshire council, it does
not have to be considered. It is astonishing and dismissive that the hydro is not mentioned in the hydrology
chapter and the grave concern is that, as the Burn will be crossed by access tracks not far from the hydro
itself, there may be some potentially significant impact which needs to be addressed.

6.3 Private Water Supplies

These have been considered, however only 7 of the known 14 have been specifically considered and even
then, it seems, with little to no detail (please see Appendix (ii)). A single and vague questionnaire was sent
out to residents in December 2012, but this was not followed up with any further enquiry or contact. In
some cases, residents sought further advice or information and this was not forthcoming for 8/9 months,
despite repeated attempts and concerns. Given the size of the proposed development and its associated
access tracks, the contours of the area and the complexity of the local catchment areas, SSfS expects a far
more detailed plan with respect to these private water supplies – it would be devastating to retrospectively
find out they are affected to the detriment of receptors’ health, as is currently being investigated at
Whitelees.

6.4 Balbeg Burn hatchery

Balbeg Burn, to be crossed at least 3 times by the access tracks in the project, supports a salmon hatchery
scheme which has not been detailed in the assessment. Further investigation is required.

6.5 The general level of competency of the assessment

Some readers, without the technical knowledge required for a thorough understanding of the hydrology
chapter and assessments, have noted that at various points there are discrepancies, grammatical and other
errors, obvious to a non-professional eye and have called into question the quality of the report as a whole.
For example: there are many references to felling around WTGs and the access track, however the turbine
numbers specified do not match those adjacent to the forestry areas. The text frequently refers to
commercial forest plantation present in the north-eastern part of the site. There is no forestry in the north
eastern part of the site.
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6.6 General notes and comments

Appendix (ii) shows comments taken from various parts of the ES for Linfairn Windfarm, with further
comments raising concerns in relation to hydrology issues inserted in bold.
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7. Landscape
Landscape issues have been extensively reviewed in various responses and reports on behalf of SSfS. There
are some additional comments to which SSfS would like to draw attention.
SSfS note that the applicant has inconsistently applied Guidelines and Policies throughout the ES for its own
purposes. For example, the South Ayrshire Wind Capacity Study 2013 has not been fully incorporated into
the application, despite being published and adopted before the application was made; the application also
recommends that little weight should be attached to the proposed SPP (to be adopted in June 2014). On the
other hand, other proposed policies i.e. the Ayrshire Proposed Development Plan (due to be adopted in
2014) have been cited as material considerations.
The applicant has made much in the ES of highlighting areas of forestry, vegetation and hedgerows etc which
will ‘screen’ the views and therefore ‘reduce’ visual impact for different receptors. This is a weak premise, as
many of these ‘screening’ features are outwith the control of the Developer and cannot be depended upon
to be a permanent feature, to the same degree, in the same area for the proceeding 25 years.
The viewpoints were adopted ‘in consultation with SNH’, however, it appears that the SNH ‘consultation’
referred to was only a suggestion that the applicant follow the relevant Guidelines, rather than a productive
discussion as to the actual viewpoints to be chosen. It certainly appears that many significant and
representative viewpoints have been sidelined in favour of more obscure ones. Anyone with knowledge of
the local geography can see this.
The site map is a contrived mechanism and a weak attempt to demonstrate that the two turbine sites are
contained within a single line red boundary. This contradicts the application text, site description and design
iteration which show 2 separate 'groups' of turbines that are artificially joined by a long "access track linking
the sites".
There is a notable lack of visual photomontages from many of the local walks and viewpoints around the
village with the exception of Craigengower Monument. This viewpoint alone (again indicative of the duelfarm nature of this proposal) shows full visibility of both sites of the proposal. The result is alarming. All 25
WTG seem to be almost toppling over the intimate valley below, brutally dominating the landscape. The
applicant has dismissed this impact to a lower significance with the suggestion that the monument is
‘designed to orientate to the village of Straiton and more importantly the Blairquhan estate’. To suggest
that the ‘design’ was such that anybody should be somehow dissuaded from looking towards Ailsa Craig or
the Galloway Hills is not only incorrect, but somewhat astonishing and disrespectful. This prominent obelisk
above Straiton is a Commemorative Monument in memory of Lt Col James Hunter Blair who was killed at the
Battle of Inkerman in 1854, and as such, should be treated with the respect it deserves.
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8. Tourism
SSfS notes and supports the VisitStraiton representation and 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.
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9. Archaeology
The South Ayrshire Joint Steering Map identifies 6 archaeological consultation triggers in the northern site of
the Linfairn windfarm and 2 triggers in the southern site. These are given at best, a cursory nod in the ES.
SSfS supporters have raised concerns about aspects of the development in relation to this area.
For example, the South Ayrshire Council Planning Enforcement Officer has already been contacted about the
disregard shown by the applicant to the ruins of the Ardachie Farmstead (WoSAS no. 6116). In this case the
anchoring stays of the Meteorological Mast erected on Knockgardner Farm have been disrespectfully drilled
into this significant piece of archaeological heritage. It is understood that on the initial plans supplied for the
Meteorological Mast none of the anchor points were to have been located on the ruins of the farmstead, so
it is especially disturbing that even at this early stage the developer does not conform to the plans for which
consent was issued.
Both Ardachie and Cawin farmsteads would be squashed under the proposed Windfarm Access Track. These
farmsteads and many other archaeological remains listed by WoSAS and RCAHMS are important sites that
are part of our Scottish heritage and many of these would be lost forever, others would end up in an alien
landscape that would obscure their true story. People lived up there: in Neolithic times, because the climate
was much wetter and the valleys were prone to flooding; in later times because it was the only way that they
could scratch a living from the ground. Even today one can see the evidence of their rig-and-furrow
cultivations.
As regards these farmsteads and the other triggers aforementioned, SSfS would expect a further exploration
and assessment as to the potential impacts this development entails.
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Appendix i - WilloWind Meeting: Tuesday, 26th Feb 2013
1. Meeting with WilloWind, developers for Linfairn wind farm proposal.
Present Martin Davie, CEO of WilloWind
David Bell, Project Manager, FE Architects Edinburgh
William Steven, Chair, Save Straiton Group
Whirly Marshall, member Save Straiton Group (planning interest)
Joanna Clapton, member Save Straiton Group (company research interest)
Meeting started cordially, Bill explained who we were and what Save Straiton is mandated to do by village
and supported by Kirkmichael and Crosshill.
Timescales: We asked for information as to timescales and were told by Martin that there had been no
change, still intended for the application to be made in March.
Benefit: Bill explained that the Community Council was committed to being impartial and therefore would
talk with WilloWind about possibility of monies etc, but that the vast majority of locals did not want the
turbines and were resolved to oppose the 130. Thus would not want to talk re benefits at this stage.
Cumulative impact: Martin suggested that cumulative impact would mean there would be no way near 130,
and indicated that if Linfairn got the go ahead, Dalmorton wouldn't stand a chance. (He specifically did not
want to be quoted on this).
Martin then continued to outline details re some phone calls and emails he had received from concerned
locals. Upset because it had been implied WilloWind were liars etc., categorically declared 'they would not
step over the line'.
Bill explained that the emails were from individuals concerned and emotionally responding to what they saw
as a threat to their homes etc, but that they were not sent from our Group.
Both Martin and David indicated that it was hard to communicate effectively with the community when
WilloWind was viewed as being part of 130 turbines, ring of steel etc and not on its own merits.
Bill mentioned that as far as we could ascertain from councillors and politicians who had met with us,
Linfairn was an example of a wind farm they would not support due to inappropriate siting from landscape
and also proximity to homes point of view.
Martin "do you honestly believe that we have never looked at this from a professional point of view...we
would sue Sgurr for 350K if they have got it wrong".
At this point the discussions became more 'heated'.
Design freeze: Bill asking if we could have details of the site plan once it was frozen and was told once it was
frozen, it would immediately go into planning and so details would be publicly available then. Whirly
mentioned the 2 week advertisement time and asked if we could be sent the design freeze at their earliest
convenience, but at latest by then. Martin confirmed they would pass them on.
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Company issues: Martin indicated that the developer is a private enterprise, David said the 2 biggest
investors in this project were Scottish-based. Joanna challenged them re Scottish-based investment (she
understands it to be Swiss and London bankers) and WilloWind shareholders (she understands Balbourne
Holdings to be a major player) per information she had gleaned from Companies House, etc. Martin became
very agitated, asserted he is the only shareholder of WilloWind and became so cross he terminated the
meeting.
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Appendix ii – Access / Hydrology Chapter Comments.
1. ES Chapter 14 Transport/Access at 14.8 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS p.17
‘Several other wind farm sites are proposed in proximity to the Project including: Dalmorton / Knockskae (19
WTGs) – Scoping; It is considered that the only wind farm that may result in cumulative impacts is the
Dalmorton development. This site is the closest in proximity to the Project and so similar transportation
routes may be proposed. It is however recognised that this wind farm is only in the early stages of planning
and so is not likely to be constructed at the same time as the Project.’
SSfS: Dalmorton/Knockskae developer has indicated to SSfS that they aim to submit an application in
Spring next year, and so the construction phases are indeed likely to coincide and cumulative effects to
water courses etc would be particularly worrisome. It is appreciated that this proposal is only in the
Scoping stages of development, but should the construction phase coincide with Willowind, as is probable,
cumulative effects are easy to anticipate and should be appropriately managed to ensure that the
developments result in no significant detriment to existing conditions.
2. Chapter 9 – Hydrology
2.1 (p.7) ‘Site: The majority of the site is used for upland grazing. The north-eastern part of the site,
between WTG 4 and Cawin Hill is used for commercial forestry.’
SSfS: This inaccuracy occurs time and again in the ES – within the identified site for the Linfairn proposal,
there are very few trees, let alone commercial forestry. To state that the site comprises of commercial
forestry is entirely misleading and wrong. This makes it hard to rely on the ES assessments in order to
make balanced and accurately informed judgements for those with local knowledge, let alone officers of
the ECDU and the SAC. SSfS are duly concerned in this respect.
2.2 (p.15) 9.4.8 WATER SUPPLIES: The water supplies (public and private) in the local area surrounding the
Project have been identified through consultation with SEPA and South Ayrshire Council. Questionnaires
were also sent to residents, with responses received from seven of the 14 properties contacted.
Information on CAR licences obtained from SEPA indicated that there are no licensed or registered
abstractions from groundwater with 2 km of the proposed site.
SSfS: This is incorrect, Balbeg Country Holidays has an Abstraction License for Balbeg Burn.
All the identified private water supplies are sourced from springs, as detailed in Table 9-11. The locations of
these private water supplies are provided in Figure 9.2. Two of these are sourced from within the site
boundary. The properties at Dyke and Balbeg use mains supply, while Threethorns is believed to have access
to both a private water supply and mains supply, although this has not been confirmed by the property
owner.
All the private water supplies are situated over 250 m from the nearest infrastructure, other than PWS1
which is situated uphill of the Project.’ See also p.19 and Table on p.20.
SSfS: What about the other PWSs who did not respond to the single questionnaire sent out in December
2012? Further, there was no follow up as to the information gleaned from this single PWS questionnaire.
These dwellings are hereinafter treated as though they do not exist by the ES and the impacts are
accordingly understated/not included making the assessment fundamentally inaccurate. SSfS requests
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that Developer is required to undertake further investigation as to the potential impacts the proposal may
have to these ‘unassessed’ PWSs before any final decision is made as to the granting of planning
permission for this application.
2.3 (p.17) Knockgardner SSSI is not considered as a potential receptor in this assessment as the proposed
infrastructure has been designed to avoid the SSSI site area.
SSfS: Given the absolute proximity to the site and associated access tracks, SSfS is concerned about the
possibility of vibrations/access/40,000 extra journeys, hillside drilling may have impact on the SSSI. It is
particularly close and there is no detail is provided to demonstrate how it won’t be affected.
2.4 (p.18) Seventeen new watercourse crossings are proposed.
SSfS: A thorough investigation into the effects that 17 crossings would have upon the vulnerable local
water systems is called for. This appears to be a particularly high number of crossings for such a scheme
and SSfS asks for further evidence to suggest why this is necessary. It contends that the cumulative effect
of such a high number of crossings would significantly impact the area’s watercourses.
2.5 (p.18) Felling activities also have the potential to increase surface water runoff. The magnitude of this
impact will be limited by the use of key-holing rather than clear-felling to reduce the total felled area
associated with the Project. See also p.23.
SSfS: Again, there is no forestry on the site and therefore no need to key-hole fell etc. The copy and paste
exercise or failure to review their own information given the substantial change to the site area (effected
prior to scoping) prevents the ES from being a sound document which can be relied upon to accurately
inform ECDU and Council officers in drawing their conclusions.
2.6 (p.18) The potential impact on surface water flow alterations and increased runoff would be of a Medium
magnitude prior to mitigation measures given that a number of watercourse crossings are required and the
catchments will be subjected to minor disturbances associated with the increase in impermeable area. The
magnitude of a potential increase in flood risk associated with watercourse crossings is considered to be Low
due to limited flood extent of the watercourses affected and lack of any built receptors at risk of flooding in
proximity to the crossings.
SSfS: Is concerned that Balbeg and its hydro have not been included in this evaluation.
2.7 (p.21) The use of heavy machinery on site poses a risk of compaction and soil erosion, particularly in
areas of peat. Changes in natural drainage patterns due to runoff from exposed soil, dewatering and
stripping of vegetation may lead to erosion and an overall loss of the soil layer. These effects would be
localised and generally limited to areas affected by construction activities. Increased flow rates due to site
drainage can also lead to increased erosion of watercourse bed and banks.
SSfS: Is concerned as crossing 17 watercourses (Balbeg Burn is crossed 3 times)?
2.8 (p.21) The impact of construction on soil loss, erosion and compaction would be of a Medium magnitude
prior to the mitigation measures.
SSfS: Doubts the mitigation measures have been calculated should micro siting is found to be necessary
due to non-hydrology related impacts. Micro siting is likely to be necessary per noise/landscape issues as
well, but would still have the negative impact associated with construction loss, erosion and compaction.
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2.9 (p.23) …designed iteratively to avoid hydrologically-sensitive areas and deeper peat where possible.
SSfS: given the number of catchment areas and watercourses this project encroaches upon, let alone the
PWS, the salmon concerns, the Hydro etc., it is submitted that the applicant has NOT designed the
proposed wind farm ‘iteratively to avoid hydrologically-sensitive areas’.
2.10 (p.23) Provision of appropriate buffer zones between construction elements and watercourses to
minimise the risk of water pollution and increased sediment loading;
SSfS: Doubts the buffer zones have been calculated to include the micro siting area of up to 50m which is
essential to meaningfully minimise the risks mentioned.
2.11 (p.25) Access tracks are also located outside of the 50 m buffer zone except in proximity to watercourse
crossings.
SSfS: Doubts the possibility of this given route of the new access track which passes through a small field
beside the River Girvan at Straiton (well within 50m of the River).
3. Appendix 9.1
SSfS: Some of the photos may be inaccurately described:
Photo 13: There is no farm track adjacent to Palmullan Burn such as shown in the photo, this is clearly a
different burn.
Photo 8, looking North towards Balbeg Burn – it cannot be, given the lie of the forestry – SSfS suggests
that the photo is actually taken looking South.
4. Appendix 9.2
4.1 (p. 4) ‘…and around Carrick Hill’
SSfS: Perhaps the applicant meant to refer to Cawin Hill? Geology and names are so fundamental to the
project, it is surprising and disappointing to find so many inaccuracies/mistakes.
4.2 (p. 6) Table 2.2
SSfS: Regrets that the applicant has provided inaccurate data again, this time with respect to the
percentages –
Number of Locations with very deep peat: 16
therefore found to be 115

% of Locations with very deep peat: 16…… total % is

SSfS notes that this report is relied upon in good faith for its accuracy; some of these errors are clear to
locals, but what of those that specialist knowledge is required in order to identify. Consequently, local
confidence in the application, its assessments and conclusions as a whole, is minimal given the number of
easily apparent flaws.
4.3 (p.7) “The identification of features that are indicative of potential failure in the peat environment is
discussed in section Error! Reference source not found….”
SSfS: This a direct copy of the sentence on p.6, clearly evident that this document has not been checked by
its authors – again, this demonstrates a surprising lack of professionalism.
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4.5 (p.7) A 25 m buffer has been applied to watercourses and the remainder of the site zoned according to
the presence or absence of these hydrological pre-failure indicators.
SSfS: Again, it is questionable whether this is actually possible, given the number of watercourses?
5. Appendix 9.3
5.1 (p. 2, 4 and 5). 12 WTGs, 15 hardstandings, 13.3 km of track, both construction compounds and the
control building will require no excavation of peat (as shown in Figures 9.8a –f, Volume 3 of the ES);
SSfS: notes that all the rest does encroach on peat – i.e. 13 WTGs, 10 of the hardstandings (45x25m) are
located on peat.
‘Of the 15.9 km of access track, only 2.6 km are located on peat’ (p.2)
SSfS: notes that the figure is changed to 2.2km of 5m wide access tracks on p.4.
6. Appendix 9.4
This report forms a Technical Appendix to Chapter 8 (Water Environment & Soils) of the Environmental
Statement (ES) for Linfairn Wind Farm and should be read with reference to this chapter.
SSFS: Inaccurate again, the chapter it needs to be read in conjunction with is actually chapter 9, 8 being
Ornithology.
7. SSfS notes that in Table 17.1 Impacts the PWSs and Hydro scheme again not mentioned.

24

