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1.0 Introduction 
1.1 Experience 

1.1.1 The author of this report is Mark Steele BA DipLD CMLI, a fully qualified 

landscape architect and a chartered member of the Landscape Institute.  

He has over thirty years’ experience of landscape planning and design in 

Great Britain, Australia and Hong Kong.   

 

1.1.2 Since establishing Mark Steele Consultants Limited (MSC) in 2007 he has 

reviewed over fifty windfarm landscape and visual impact assessments 

(prepared by a broad range of landscape practices) and has given 

evidence at numerous windfarm inquiries. 

 

1.2 Appointment and Scope 

1.2.1 MSC was instructed to act on behalf of Save Straiton for Scotland (SSfS) in 

December 2013 to address matters relating to the landscape and visual 

impact of the proposed Keirs Hill s.36 windfarm development. 

 

1.2.2 The MSC review is based upon a desk study of relevant ES and other 

documents, as well as detailed fieldwork including visits to the site, the 

applicant’s viewpoints and the wider study area. 

 

1.2.3 The MSC report will refer to the following documents in particular: 

• Environmental Statement Volume : Non-Technical Summary; 

• Environmental Statement Volume 2: Main Report; 

• Environmental Statement Volume 4: Landscape Figures; 

• ‘East Ayrshire Landscape Wind Capacity Study’ (East Ayrshire 

Council July 2013); 
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• ‘South Ayrshire Landscape Wind Energy Capacity Study’ (South 

Ayrshire Council July 2013); 

• ‘Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment – 2nd 

Edition’ (LI & IEMA 2002); 

• ‘Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment – 3rd 

Edition’ (LI & IEMA 2013);  

• ‘Landscape Character Assessment Guidance for England and 

Scotland’ (Countryside Agency and SNH 2002); 

• ‘Topic Paper 6. Techniques and Criteria for Judging Capacity and 

Sensitivity’ (SNH 2004); 

• ‘Visual Representation of Windfarms – Good Practice Guidance’ 

(SNH 2006); 

• ‘Assessing the Cumulative Impact of Onshore Wind Energy 

Developments’ (SNH 2012); 

• ‘Druim Ba Windfarm: Report to Scottish Ministers’ (November 2012); 

and 

• ‘Burnhead Windfarm: Appeal Decision Notice’ (October 2013). 

 

1.2.4 The overall objection prepared by Save Straiton for Scotland draws on the 

conclusions of the MSC review and addresses the planning policy context 

as well as specific policies relevant to the application. 

 
1.3 The Applicant and Landscape Consultant 

1.3.1 ES paragraph 1.13 confirms that ‘The applicant, a subsidiary of Renewable 

Energy Systems Holdings Ltd., is applying to the Scottish Government 

under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989…’. 

 
1.3.2 ES Table 1.1 confirms that the author of ES ‘Chapter 7: Landscape and 

Visual Assessment’ is Land Use Consultants (LUC). 
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1.4 The Proposed Development 

1.4.1 The proposed development comprises seventeen turbines (with an overall 

height of 149m to blade tip) as well as ancillary works. 

 

1.4.2 Whilst there are numerous references to the overall height of 149m to 

blade tip, the Non-Technical Summary, ES section 4 ‘Description of 

Development’,  ES LVIA section ‘Mitigation by Design’ and ES Figure 4.2 

‘Typical Elevations of a Wind Turbine’ all fail to confirm the hub height or 

blade radius. 

 

The only reference is on ES Figure 7.2 ‘Viewpoint Locations and Zone of 

Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) to hub height (97m)’.  Therefore the proposed 

blade diameter is 104m and the blade clearance above ground level is 

45m. 

 

1.4.3 The proposed turbines are located on moorland above the Doon Valley, 1 

km south west of the village of Patna, East Ayrshire.  The land is currently 

used for commercial forestry and rough grazing. 

 

1.4.4 The ES Non-Technical Summary ‘Decommissioning’ section (P10) states 

that ‘The operational life of the wind farm is 25 years from the date of 

commissioning.  At the end of this period turbines could be refurbished, 

removed, or replaced.  Refurbishment or replacement would require 

relevant new permissions to be sought.’ 

 

 This is an important statement, as it acknowledges that not only is the 

development long term, it is potentially permanent.  This is of particular 

relevance to the assessment of the magnitude of effect in the landscape 

and visual impact assessment (LVIA). 
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1.5 Design 

1.5.1 The ES Non-Technical Summary ‘Site Design Evolution’ section (P5) states 

that ‘Initial site investigations considered a development comprising 33 

turbines with a height to tip of 125 m.  Following responses to the Scoping 

Report, submitted in December 2011, and the findings of technical surveys 

the number of turbines proposed was initially reduced to 18.  After further 

surveys and a thorough design process this was further reduced to 17 with 

an increased maximum tip height of 149 m.   

 

The proposed tip height has been increased to enable the replanting of 

the existing commercial forestry plantation, which would not have been 

possible with a lower tip height.’ 

 

1.5.2 It should be noted that both LUC and MSC gave evidence at the Druim 

Ba Windfarm inquiry (appeal dismissed) and that the ‘Druim Ba Windfarm: 

Report to Scottish Ministers’ paragraph 8.29 confirms that ‘The Scottish 

Government’s policy in relation to woodland is a presumption against its 

removal’ and continues ‘However, it is not fair to assert that the height of 

the proposed turbines is because of Scottish Government policy.  A wind 

farm must still be environmentally acceptable overall.  The Scottish 

Government’s woodland policy would equally be complied with if the 

forest were continued to be managed as a commercial forest without a 

wind farm.’ 

 

 The Reporter goes on to conclude in paragraph 8.43 ‘…that the key issue 

is the acceptability of the landscape and visual impact of the wind farm 

itself.  Forestry matters, whilst important, are not fundamental.’ 
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 Therefore, the intent to continue forest operations cannot be used as a 

justification for increasing the height of wind turbines at the expense of 

increased landscape and visual effects. 

  

1.5.3 The ES Non-Technical Summary ‘Forestry’ section (P18) states that ‘Where 

wind farms are proposed within areas of commercial forestry this can 

represent a large change to the land use.  The proposed Keirs Hill Wind 

Farm site is predominantly forested, with 15 of the 17 proposed turbines 

being located within the commercially planted forestry.  The site will be 

clear felled prior to the construction however the plantation will be 

restocked as part of the development process.’ 

 

 This is a key issue, as larger turbines within forested areas are usually 

located within cleared ‘keyhole’ areas, so as to minimise landscape and 

visual effects. 

 

 

2.0 Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment Methodologies 
2.1 ES and MSC Methodology 

2.1.1 The ES LVIA methodology is set out in ES paragraphs 7.22 to 7.60 and 

generally accords with current guidance.  

 
2.1.2 The MSC LVIA methodology (whilst differing from the ES in points of detail) 

also accords with current guidance and is set out in Appendix A to this 

report. 

 

2.2 Cumulative Effects 

2.2.1 ES paragraph 7.27 sets out three development scenarios: 
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• ‘Development Scenario 1’ – assessed against the baseline of 

existing and under construction windfarms; 

• ‘Development Scenario 2 (Cumulative)’ – assessed against the 

baseline of existing and under construction windfarms as well as 

consented windfarms; and 

• ‘Development Scenario 3 (Cumulative)’ – assessed against the 

baseline of existing and under construction windfarms as well as 

consented and planning application stage windfarms. 

 

This approach generally accords with current guidance.  However, the 

cumulative assessment in ES paragraphs 7.141 and 7.142 for 

‘Development Scenario 3’ refers to Glenmount Windfarm but not other 

scoping stage windfarms. 

 

2.2.2 It should be noted that an application has recently been lodged for the 

Linfairn Windfarm (to the southwest of Straiton) and that the submitted ES 

specifically assessed the cumulative effects of scoping stage windfarms 

(due to the large number of proposed windfarms in the vicinity of 

Straiton).   

 

Therefore, the Keirs Hill Windfarm ES LVIA should have included all scoping 

stage windfarms in development scenario 3. 

 

2.2.3 The ES methodology also fails to clarify whether it is the ‘combined 

cumulative effects’ or the ‘additional cumulative effects’ that are 

assessed.   

 

However, the terminology used in the ES assessments suggests that it is 

only the additional cumulative effects that are assessed in development 
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scenarios 2 and 3 (although the cumulative assessment for ES Viewpoint 6 

does refer to ‘combined and successive effects’).   Current SNH and 

GLVIA guidance advises that a greater emphasis should be placed on 

combined cumulative effects (MSC Appendix A paragraphs A5.1.1 to 

A5.1.3). 

 
2.3 Residential Visual Amenity 

2.3.1 ES Appendix 7.1 paragraphs 7.1.25 to 7.1.46 set out the ES methodology 

for the assessment of the visual component of residential amenity, which is 

similar to that used in the ES LVIA assessment of visual effects.   

 

2.3.2 ES Appendix 7.1 paragraph 7.1.45 states that ‘For properties experiencing 

a high magnitude of change, this study concludes with a judgement as to 

the effect of the change in view on ‘living conditions’, or residential visual 

amenity.’  However, no criteria are provided to substantiate the 

‘judgement’ of the level of visual effect on ‘living conditions’. 

 

2.3.3 There is no published guidance on the assessment of residential visual 

amenity and therefore MSC has undertaken a wide review of windfarm 

Appeal Decisions that refer to residential visual amenity in order to identify 

a consistent approach (MSC Appendix A paragraphs A4.6.1 to A4.6.9).  

This concludes that it is the ‘pervasiveness’ of significant visual effects that 

determines the level of effect on ‘living conditions’. 

 

 

3.0 Landscape Impact Assessment 
3.1 Landscape Character Baseline 

3.1.1 ES paragraphs 7.61 to 7.83 describe the landscape baseline. 
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3.2 Assessment of Landscape Effects 

3.2.1 The MSC assessment of ‘Development Scenario 1’ (baseline) is 

summarised alongside the ES assessment (ES paragraphs 7.141 and 7.142 

as well as Table 7.1).  For simplicity the assessment is confined to predicted 

effects during operation on landscape receptors subject to significant or 

potentially significant landscape effects (i.e. LCTs or landscape 

designations with theoretical visibility within 5km). 

 
MSC Table 1: Assessment of Landscape Effects (Development Scenario 1) 
 

Landscape 
Receptor 

ES 
Sensitivity 

ES 
Magnitude 

ES 
Level of 
Effect 

MSC 
Sensitivity 

MSC 
Magnitude 

MSC 
Level of Effect 

Upland River 
Valleys LCT 

(East Ayrshire) 

Medium  
 

Medium 
 

Moderate 
Adverse  

 

High Medium to 
High  

(within 5km) 
 

Indirect 
Moderate/ 

Major to Major 
Adverse 

 (within 5km)  
Foothills with Forest 

LCT 
(East Ayrshire and 

South Ayrshire) 
 

Medium  
 

High 
 

Major 
Adverse  

High - 
Medium 

Medium to 
High  

(within 5km) 
 

Direct 
Moderate/ 

Major Adverse 
to Moderate 

Adverse 
Doon Valley 

Sensitive 
Landscape 

Character Area 
(East Ayrshire) 

Medium  
 

Medium  
(reducing with 

distance) 

Moderate 
Adverse  

 

High High  
(area north of 
Dalmellington) 

 

Major Adverse 
 (area north of 
Dalmellington) 

 

Red Significant Effect  Blue Potential Significant Effect  Black No Significant Effect 

 
3.2.2 The MSC assessment of LCT sensitivity is derived from the ‘East Ayrshire 

Landscape Wind Capacity Study’ as well as the ‘South Ayrshire 

Landscape Wind Energy Capacity Study’. 

 
Upland River Valleys LCT 

3.2.3 The Upland River Valleys LCT located to the northeast of the site is 

identified as ‘LCT J’ on ES Figure 7.3a and as ‘LCT 10 – Upland River 

Valleys’ in the ‘East Ayrshire Landscape Wind Capacity Study’. 

 



 

Keirs Hill Windfarm Section 36 Application Objection   MSC January 2014 

9 Review of Environmental Statement Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment  
 

3.2.4 ES paragraph 7.4.1 states that ‘The sensitivity of the Upland River Valley 

LCT north of Dalmellington is judged to be medium, though the sensitivity 

further south will be higher.’  However, this distinction is questionable, as 

there is only a relatively small part of the LCT south of Dalmellington. 

 

The ‘East Ayrshire Landscape Wind Capacity Study’ concludes that ‘There 

would be a High sensitivity to the large typology (turbines>70m)…’ for the 

whole LCT. 

 

3.2.5 ES paragraph 7.4.1 states that ‘The magnitude of effect is judged to be 

medium, since the turbines will be located in an adjacent landscape.  

Magnitude of effect will reduce to the south, from where the turbines are 

unlikely to be extensively visible.’ 

 

ES Figure 7.3 demonstrates that there is theoretical visibility of the 

proposed development within the majority of the LCT (apart from the 

northeast facing slopes to the south of Waterside and Dalmellington). 

 

The MSC assessment judges that the magnitude of effects will be ‘High’ 

(within 5km), as the introduction of prominent uncharacteristic elements 

to an adjacent LCT will alter the attributes of the LCT. 

 

3.2.6 ES paragraph 7.4.1 concludes that ‘The level of effect of the 

development in scenario 1 on the local area of the Upland River Valleys 

LCT is judged to be moderate and significant.  This will affect the less 

sensitive area of the valley between Patna and Waterside.  Around 

Dalmellington and further south, the turbines will be more distant and less 

visible, and the level of effect will accordingly decrease.  The majority of 

the LCT will not experience a significant effect on character.’ 
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This implies that only a ‘local area’ between Patna and Waterside will be 

subject to significant landscape character effects. 

 

The MSC assessment finds that indirect landscape character effects 

(arising from the introduction of intrusive elements to an adjacent LCT) will 

vary but will be significant and adverse (causing a deterioration to 

landscape characteristics) for the majority of the LCT (apart from the 

northeast facing slopes to the south of Waterside and Dalmellington). 

 

Foothills with Forest LCT 

3.2.7 The site is located within a ‘Foothills with Forest LCT’ (incorporating the 

‘Foothills LCT’ to the south of Gass) and there is another beyond the Doon 

Valley to the northeast.  These LCTs are identified as ‘LCT Q(b)’ on ES 

Figure 7.3a (and as ‘LCT Q’ for the area to the south of Gass).  The area to 

the northeast is identified as ‘LCT 17a’ in the ‘East Ayrshire Landscape 

Wind Capacity Study’, whilst the area to the southeast of the site is 

classified as ‘LCT 17b – Foothills with Forest west of Doon Valley’ in the 

‘South Ayrshire Landscape Wind Energy Capacity Study’. 

 

3.2.8 ES paragraph 7.4.1 states that ‘The sensitivity of the Foothills with Forest LCT 

is judged to be medium’, whilst the ‘East Ayrshire Landscape Wind 

Capacity Study’ paragraph 10.2 and the ‘South Ayrshire Landscape Wind 

Energy Capacity Study’ paragraph 14.2 conclude that ‘There would be a 

High-medium sensitivity to the large typology (turbines>70m)…’.  

 

3.2.9 ES paragraph 7.4.1 states that the magnitude of effect for the area 

‘containing the application site’ as well as the area to the south of Gass 
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would be high and that that this would be ‘reduced’ for the area ‘to the 

north of Dalmellington’. 

 

ES Figure 7.3 demonstrates that there is theoretical visibility of the 

proposed development at the southwestern end of the LCT ‘to the north 

of Dalmellington’ within 5km of the proposed turbines. 

 

The MSC assessment judges that within the LCT ‘containing the 

application site’ and the southwestern end ‘to the north of Dalmellington’, 

the magnitude of effects will be ‘Medium to High’ (within 5km) as the 

introduction of prominent uncharacteristic elements will alter the 

attributes of the LCT. 

 

3.2.10 ES paragraph 7.4.1 concludes that effects would be ‘…major and 

significant for the area around the application site, extending north to the 

forested edge at Chapel Hill and Cloncaird Moor, and west to the edge 

of Sclenteuch Moor.  To the south the significant effect will extend to the 

summits of Auchenroy and Turgeny Hills, but will be reduced beyond these 

limits. Effects on other areas of the Foothills with Forest, including the great 

majority of the LCT, are not predicted to be significant.’ 

 

The MSC assessment finds that direct landscape character effects (arising 

from the introduction of intrusive elements to an adjacent LCT) will vary 

but will be significant and adverse (causing a deterioration to landscape 

characteristics) for parts of the LCT with visibility within 5km. 

 

Doon Valley SLCA  

3.2.11 The eastern part of the site is located within the Doon Valley ‘Special 

Landscape Character Area’ as illustrated by ES Figure 7.4a. 
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3.2.12 ES paragraph 7.4.2 states that ‘Overall, the sensitivity of this designated 

landscape is judged to be medium because its scenic qualities are 

vulnerable to some extent to change from this type of development, and 

the designation is of local importance.’   

 

This statement is incorrect, as vulnerability to change increases rather than 

decreases landscape sensitivity and as all designated landscapes are of 

high sensitivity (with national designations simply having a higher level of 

high sensitivity). 

 

3.2.13 ES paragraph 7.4.2 states that ‘…the magnitude of effect is considered to 

be medium.’ 

 

ES Figure 7.4a demonstrates that there is theoretical visibility of the 

proposed development to the north of Dalmellington (approximately a 

quarter of the designated area). 

 

The MSC assessment judges that within this area the magnitude of effects 

will be ‘High’, as the introduction of prominent uncharacteristic elements 

will alter the attributes of the designated landscape. 

 

3.2.14 ES paragraph 7.4.2 concludes that effects would be ‘The effect of the 

development in scenario 1 on the Doon Valley SLCA is judged to be 

locally moderate and significant’ but that ‘The purpose of the 

designation, which is assumed to be the protection of the scenic quality 

of Loch Doon and the integrity of the valley landscape, will not be 

significantly affected.’ 
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The MSC assessment finds that direct and indirect landscape character 

effects (arising from the introduction of intrusive elements to an adjacent 

LCT) will vary but will be significant and adverse (compromising the 

purpose of the designation) for parts of the SLCA with visibility within 5km. 

 

3.2.15 It should be noted that the Burnhead Windfarm Appeal Decision Notice 

paragraph 23 concludes that ‘The landscape effects of the wind farm fall 

to be assessed against a number of development plan policies, as set out 

above.  In terms of structure plan Policy ECON 7: Part F and Policy ENV 2, I 

do not consider that the proposals satisfactorily address the impacts on 

the Doon Valley Sensitive Landscape Character Area. I accept that the 

policy states that the designation shall not unreasonably restrict the 

overall ability of the plan area to contribute to national targets, but I note 

the council’s view that East Ayrshire already makes a major contribution 

to Scotland’s renewable energy, and I do not consider the restriction 

arising from the SLCA in this case to be unreasonable. The proposals 

would also conflict with structure plan Policy ENV 1 by failing to maintain 

and enhance the quality of Ayrshire’s landscape and its distinctive local 

characteristics.’ 

 

A similar conclusion would apply to the effects on the SLCA resulting from 

the proposed Keirs Hill Windfarm. 

 

3.3 Assessment of Cumulative Landscape Effects 

3.3.1 ES paragraphs 7.89 to 7.94 describe the baseline operational and under 

construction windfarms, as well as consented, application, appeal and 

scoping windfarms.  However, it should be noted that the Burnhead 

Windfarm Appeal was dismissed and that the Linfairn Windfarm is at 

application stage (rather than scoping). 
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3.3.2 ES paragraphs 7.141 and 7.142 confirm that for ‘Development Scenario 2’ 

(baseline plus consented windfarms) the assessment is the same as for 

‘Development Scenario 1’ (MSC Table 1), as there are no consented 

windfarms that will contribute to significant cumulative landscape effects.  

 

3.3.3 The MSC cumulative assessment for ‘Development Scenario 3’ (baseline 

plus consented, planning stage - N.B. Burnhead Windfarm Appeal 

dismissed - and scoping stage windfarms) is summarised alongside the ES 

assessment (ES paragraphs 7.141 and 7.142 as well as Table 7.1).  For 

simplicity, the assessment is confined to predicted effects during 

operation on landscape receptors subject to significant or potentially 

significant landscape effects (i.e. LCTs or landscape designations with 

theoretical visibility within 5km). 

 
MSC Table 2: Assessment of Cumulative Landscape Effects (Development Scenario 3) 
 

Landscape 
Receptor 

ES 
Sensitivity 

ES 
Magnitude 

ES 
Level of 
Effect 

MSC 
Sensitivity 

MSC 
Magnitude 

MSC 
Level of 
Effect 

Upland River 
Valleys LCT 

(East Ayrshire) 

Medium  
(to the north 

of 
Dalmelington 
and higher to 

the south) 
 

Medium 
(additional 
effects to 

Burnhead and 
Dersalloch) 

 

Moderate 
Adverse  

 

High 
 

High  
(Combined 
effects with 
Dersalloch, 
Benbrech 
and South 
Kyle within 

5km) 

Indirect 
Major 

Adverse 
 (within 5km)  

 

High  
(Additional 

effects within 
5km) 

Indirect 
Major 

Adverse 
 (within 5km)  

Foothills with Forest 
LCT 

(East Ayrshire and 
South Ayrshire) 

 

Medium  
(to the north 

of 
Dalmelington 
and higher to 

the south) 
 
 

High 
(additional 
effects to 

Dersalloch and 
Glenmount) 

 

Major 
Adverse  

High 
 

High  
(Combined 
effects with 
Dersalloch, 
Dalmorton 

(Knockskae) 
Linfairn and 
Glenmount 
within 5km) 

Direct and 
Indirect 
Major 

Adverse 
 (within 5km)  

 

High  
(Additional 

effects within 
5km) 

Direct Major 
Adverse 

 (within 5km)  
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Doon Valley 
Sensitive 

Landscape 
Character Area 
(East Ayrshire) 

Medium  
 

Medium 
(additional 
effects to 
Burnhead, 
Dersalloch, 
South Kyle, 

Benbrack and 
Glenmount) 

 

Moderate 
Adverse  

 

High High  
(Combined 
effects with 
Dersalloch, 
South Kyle, 
Benbreck 

and 
Glenmount 
within 5km) 

Direct and 
Indirect 
Major 

Adverse 
 (within 5km)  

 

High  
(Additional 

effects within 
5km) 

Direct and 
Indirect 
Major 

Adverse 
 (within 5km)  

Red Significant Effect  Blue Potential Significant Effect  Black No Significant Effect 

 

3.3.4 The ES and MSC assessments find significant cumulative landscape effects 

on the Upland River Valleys and Foothills with Forest LCTs as well as the 

Doon Valley SLCA. 

 

3.3.5 The MSC assessment of LCT sensitivity is derived from the ‘East Ayrshire 

Landscape Wind Capacity Study’ as well as the ‘South Ayrshire 

Landscape Wind Energy Capacity Study’. 

 
Upland River Valleys LCT 

3.3.6 The magnitude of the indirect cumulative landscape effects of Keirs Hill 

combined with Dersalloch as well as Glenmount, South Kyle (all 

application stage) and Benbreck (scoping stage) will be high, as the LCT 

will bordered by LCTs with substantial numbers of turbines to the east and 

southwest. 

 
3.3.7 The additional indirect cumulative landscape effects attributable to Keirs 

Hill will also be high, due to the proximity of the proposed turbines (relative 

to other windfarms) and the extent of visibility within the LCT.  Furthermore, 

Keirs Hill (as well as Dersalloch) will introduce effects from the southwest of 

the LCT. 
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Foothills with Forest LCT 

3.3.8 The magnitude of the direct cumulative landscape effects of Keirs Hill 

combined with Dersalloch (application stage) will be high.  These will be 

compounded by the indirect cumulative landscape effects of Linfairn  as 

well as Glenmount (both application stage) and Dalmorton/Knockskae 

(scoping stage), as the LCT will in close proximity to an LCT with substantial 

numbers of turbines to the southwest. 

 
3.3.9 The additional indirect cumulative landscape effects attributable to Keirs 

Hill (as well as Dersalloch) will also be high, due to its prominent location 

within the LCT. 

 
Doon Valley SLCA  

3.3.10 The magnitude of the direct and indirect cumulative landscape effects of 

Keirs Hill combined with the indirect effects of Dersalloch as well as 

Glenmount and South Kyle (all application stage) and, Benbreck (scoping 

stage) will be high, as the LCT will bordered by substantial numbers of 

turbines to the east and west. 

 
3.3.11 The additional direct and indirect cumulative landscape effects 

attributable to Keirs Hill will also be high, due to the proximity of the 

proposed turbines (it is the only windfarm proposal that intrudes into the 

SLCA) and the extent of visibility within the LCT. 

 
3.4 Landscape Capacity 

3.4.1 ES paragraphs 7.137 and 7.138 acknowledges that ‘The East Ayrshire 

Landscape Wind Energy Capacity Study, published in July 2013, draws a 

number of conclusions regarding the landscape character of the area in 

which the application site is located’ and that ‘The capacity study classes 

the landscape of the site as Foothills with Forest West of the Doon Valley, a 



 

Keirs Hill Windfarm Section 36 Application Objection   MSC January 2014 

17 Review of Environmental Statement Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment  
 

sub-type of the Foothills with Forest LCT.  The sub-type is assessed as 

having ‘high-medium’ sensitivity to large turbines.’ 

 

3.4.2 ES Table 7.1: ‘Consideration of the capacity study’ sets out the capacity 

study constraints for the ‘Foothills with Forest LCT’ sub-type as well as 

‘consideration of the proposed development’: 

• Landmark Hills: ES Table 7.1 states that ‘The Application Site avoids 

these landmark hills…’  However, this is not the case, as ‘Landmark 

Hill 1: Auchenroy Hill’ (‘The East Ayrshire Landscape Wind Energy 

Capacity Study’ Figure 6) will be viewed in the context of the 

proposed development from Bellsbank, Dalmellington (ES Figure 

7.18a: Viewpoint 7 and ES Figure 7.18d) and the A713; 

• Setting of Designed Landscapes: ES Table 7.1 states that designed 

landscape‘…are considered in detail in Chapter 10: Cultural 

Heritage.’  MSC acknowledges that effects on designed 

landscapes are principally a cultural heritage issue; 

• Setting of Settlements:  ES Table 7.1 states that ‘The effect of the 

development on settlements is assessed below, with effects on 

Patna and Waterside considered in more detail in the residential 

visibility assessment.’  This statement is ‘economical’ with the facts, 

as the ES assessment of effects on settlements finds that adverse 

visual effects are ‘major and significant’ from both Patna and 

Waterside; 

• Potential effects on adjacent valleys:  ES Table 7.1 states that ‘The 

development has been designed to occupy the western part of the 

site, forming the interior of this plateau, and the turbines are set 

back from the valley edge.’  This statement is incorrect as Keirs Hill 

(and the summit of Green Hill) forms the eastern edge of the 

‘plateau’.  Therefore the turbines are not ‘set back from the valley 
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edge’.  Indeed turbine numbers 11 to 17 are located on the upper 

southwestern slope of the Doon Valley (as is illustrated in ES Figures 

1.3, 7.16b & 7.16c), whilst turbine numbers 1 to 10 are on the eastern 

edge of the plateau.  Furthermore, the ES assessment for ES 

Viewpoints 3, 4, 5 and 7 (the four ES Viewpoints representing views 

from the Doon Valley) finds that adverse visual effects are either 

‘major and significant’ or ‘moderate and significant’; and 

• Views from Craigengower Monument and Auchenroy Hills: ES Table 

7.1 states that ‘Effects on views from Craigengower and Auchenroy 

Hill are considered in the viewpoint assessment, noting their high 

sensitivity.’  This statement is ‘economical’ with the facts, as the ES 

viewpoint assessment finds that adverse visual effects are ‘major 

and significant’ from both the Craigengower Monument and the 

Auchenroy Hills. 

 

3.4.3 ES Table 7.1 erroneously concludes that ‘…the larger turbines are 

considered to be compatible with the landscape of the site’, as the 

proposed Keirs Hill Windfarm satisfies none of the four landscape and 

visual constraints identified in the ‘The East Ayrshire Landscape Wind 

Energy Capacity Study’ for the ‘Foothills with Forest West of the Doon 

Valley’.   

 

3.4.4 ES paragraph 7.140 concedes that the proposed turbines are ‘…larger 

than the recommended typology…’; however, it does not explain that 

the proposed turbines are more than twice the height of the 

recommended maximum height of 70m.  Indeed, the Non-Technical 

Summary (page 5) confirms that the height of the proposed turbines was 

actually increased from 125m to 149m. 
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3.4.5 The viability of wind turbines at less than 70m height is sometimes 

questioned by windfarm developers.  However, it should be noted that 

RES have recently constructed the Meikle Carew Windfarm using turbines 

with a tip height of 70m (Non-Technical Summary page 5). 

 

3.4.6 The ES LVIA makes no reference to ‘The East Ayrshire Landscape Wind 

Energy Capacity Study’ Figure 4 ‘Search Areas for the large Typology 

(Turbines >70m)’ which demonstrates that the proposed development is 

outwith the ‘Search Area’.   

 

Nor does the ES LVIA refer to ‘The East Ayrshire Landscape Wind Energy 

Capacity Study’ paragraph 10.3 which states that there is ‘No scope for 

the large typology (>70m)…’. 

 
 
4.0  Visual Appraisal 
4.1 Visual Baseline 

4.1.1 ES paragraphs 7.84 to 7.88 describe the visual baseline. 

 
4.2  Viewpoint Assessment 

4.2.1 The MSC viewpoint assessment for ‘Development Scenario 1’ (baseline) is 

summarised alongside the ES viewpoint analysis (ES paragraph 7.148 as 

well as Table 7.1).  For simplicity the assessment is confined to predicted 

effects during operation on viewpoints subject to significant or potentially 

significant visual effects: 
 

MSC Table 3: Viewpoint Assessment (Development Scenario 1) 
 

Viewpoint 
 

ES 
Sensitivity 

ES 
Magnitude 

ES 
Level of 
Effect 

MSC 
Sensitivity 

MSC 
Magnitude 

MSC 
Level of 
Effect 

ES VP1 
B741 at Glass 

Low 
(Road Users) 

High Major High to Low 
(Road Users) 

High Major 
Adverse  

to Moderate 
Adverse 
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ES VP2 
Auchenroy Hill 

High 
(Walkers) 

 

High Major High 
(Walkers) 

 

High 
 

Major 
Adverse  

 

ES VP3 
Waterside 
Heritage 
Centre 

High 
(Residents & 

Visitors) 

High 
 

Major High 
(Residents & 

Visitors) 

High 
 

Major 
Adverse  

 

ES VP4 
Patna 

High 
(Residents) 

 

High 
 

Major High 
(Residents) 

 

High 
 

Major 
Adverse  

 
Medium 

(Road Users) 
High to Low 
(Road Users) 

High 
 

Major 
Adverse  

to Moderate 
Adverse 

ES VP5 
Lethanhill 

Schoolhouse 

High 
(Walkers & 
Residents) 

 

High 
 

Major High 
(Walkers) 

 

High 
 

Major 
 Adverse  

 

ES VP6 
Colonel Hunter 

Blair’s 
Monument, 

Craigengower 

High 
(Walkers) 

 
 

High 
 

Major High 
(Walkers) 

 
 

High 
 

Major 
 Adverse  

 

ES VP7 
Dalmellington 

High 
(Residents) 

Medium Moderate High 
(Residents) 

Medium Moderate/ 
Major 

 Adverse  
 

ES VP8 
Minor Road 

west of Straiton 

Medium 
(Road Users) 

Medium Moderate High to Low 
(Road Users) 

Medium Moderate/ 
Major 

Adverse to 
Minor 

 
ES VP9 

B7045 near 
Kirkmichael 

Medium 
(Road Users) 

Medium Moderate High to Low 
(Road Users) 

Medium Moderate/ 
Major 

Adverse to 
Minor 

 
ES VP10 

Maybole 
High 

(Residents) 
Low Minor High 

(Residents) 
Low Moderate 

Adverse 

ES VP11 
Ruglen 

Medium 
(Road Users) 

Low Minor High to Low 
(Road Users) 

Low Moderate 
Adverse to 

Minor 

ES VP12 
Cornish Hill 

High 
(Walkers) 

 

Low Minor * * * 

ES VP13 
Cairnsmore of 

Carsphairn 
 

* * * * * * 

ES VP14 
A713 and B742 
Road Junction 

High 
(Walkers) 

 

Low Minor * * * 
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ES VP15 
Merrick Summit 

High 
(Walkers) 

 

Low Minor * * * 

ES VP16 
Viewpoint at 

Troon 

High 
(Residents & 

Visitors) 

Low Minor * * * 

ES VP17 
Blairquhan 

High 
(Residents & 

Visitors) 

‘Small’ Minor High 
(Residents & 

Visitors) 

Low Moderate 
Adverse 

NB  * Not assessed   

Red Significant Effect  Blue Potential Significant Effect  Black No Significant Effect 

  

4.2.2 MSC does not assess ES Viewpoints 10 to 16, as significant effects (or 

potential significant effects) are not anticipated from these viewpoints 

and the ES does not assess ES Viewpoint 13, as it was withdrawn. 

 

4.2.3 There is general consistency between the ES and MSC assessment of 

sensitivity and magnitude of effect at each viewpoint.  Nevertheless, there 

are differences in the level of effects and the MSC assessment finds 

potential significant effects at ES Viewpoints 10, 11 and 17.  However, MSC 

conclude that none would be considered significant.   

 

Therefore, the ES and MSC assessment’s both finding significant visual 

effects at ES Viewpoints 1 to 9 (and as a consequence a detailed written 

MSC assessment is not required). 

 
4.3 Cumulative Viewpoint Assessment 

4.3.1 The ES assessment for ‘Development Scenario 2’ (baseline plus consented 

windfarms) is the same as for ‘Development Scenario 1’, as there are no 

consented windfarms that will contribute to significant cumulative visual 

effects.  
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4.3.2 The MSC cumulative viewpoint assessment for ‘Development Scenario 3’ 

is summarised alongside the ES viewpoint analysis (ES paragraph 7.148 as 

well as Table 7.1).  For simplicity the assessment is confined to predicted 

effects during operation on viewpoints that were assessed to be subject 

to significant visual effects for ‘Development Scenario 1’: 

 
MSC Table 4: Cumulative Viewpoint Assessment (Development Scenario 3) 

 
Viewpoint 

 
ES 

Sensitivity 
 

ES 
Magnitude 

 

ES 
Level of 
Effect 

MSC 
Sensitivity 

 

MSC 
Magnitude 

 

MSC 
Level of 
Effect 

ES VP1 
B741 at Gass 

Low 
(Road Users) 

 

High 
(Additional) 

Major  
Adverse  

 

High to Low 
(Road Users) 

High 
(Combined) 

Major  
Adverse to 
Moderate 
Adverse 

 (Combined) 
High 

(Additional) 
Major  

Adverse to 
Moderate 
Adverse  

 (Additional) 
ES VP2 

Auchenroy Hill 
High 

(Walkers) 
 

High 
(Additional) 

Major  
Adverse  

 

High 
(Walkers) 

 

High 
(Combined) 

Major  
Adverse  

 (Combined) 
High 

(Additional) 
Major  

Adverse  
 (Additional) 

ES VP3 
Waterside 
Heritage 
Centre 

 

High 
(Residents & 

Visitors) 
 

High 
(Additional) 

Major  
Adverse  

 

High 
(Residents & 

Visitors) 
 

High 
(Combined) 

Major  
Adverse  

 (Combined) 
High 

(Additional) 
Major  

Adverse  
 (Additional) 

ES VP4 
Patna ES  

 

High 
(Residents) 

and 
Medium 

(Road Users) 

High 
(Additional) 

Major  
Adverse  

 

High 
(Residents) 

and 
High to Low 
(Road Users) 

High 
(Combined) 

Major  
Adverse to 
Moderate 
Adverse 

 (Combined) 
High 

(Additional) 
Major  

Adverse to 
Moderate 
Adverse 

 (Additional) 
VP5 

Lethanhill 
Schoolhouse 

 

High 
(Walkers & 
Residents) 

 
 

High 
(Additional) 

Major  
Adverse  

 

High 
(Walkers) 

 

High 
(Combined) 

Major  
Adverse  

 (Combined) 

High 
(Additional) 

Major  
Adverse  

 (Additional) 

ES VP6 
Colonel Hunter 

Blair’s 

High 
(Walkers) 

 

High 
(‘Combined 

and 

Major  
Adverse  

 

High 
(Walkers) 

 

High 
(Combined) 

Major  
Adverse  

 (Combined) 
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Monument, 
Craigengower  

 Successive’) Medium 
(Additional) 

Major / 
Moderate 
Adverse  

 (Additional) 
ES VP7 

Dalmellington 
 
 

High 
(Residents)  

Medium 
(Additional) 

Moderate 
 

High 
(Residents)  

High 
(Combined) 

Major  
Adverse  

 (Combined) 
Medium 

(Additional) 
Major / 

Moderate 
Adverse  

 (Additional) 
ES VP8 

Minor Road 
west of Straiton 

 

Medium 
(Road Users) 

 

Medium 
(Additional) 

Moderate 
 

High to Low 
(Road Users) 

High 
(Combined) 

Major  
Adverse to 
Moderate 
Adverse 

 (Combined) 
Medium 

(Additional) 
Major / 

Moderate 
Adverse to 

Minor 
 (Additional) 

ES VP9 
B7045 near 
Kirkmichael 

 

Medium 
(Road Users) 

Medium 
(Additional) 

Moderate 
 

High to Low 
(Road Users) 

High 
(Combined) 

Major  
Adverse to 
Moderate 
Adverse 

 (Combined) 
Medium 

(Additional) 
Major / 

Moderate 
Adverse to 

Minor 
 (Additional) 

Red Significant Effect  Blue Potential Significant Effect  Black No Significant Effect 

 
 
4.3.3 There is general consistency between the ES and MSC assessment of 

sensitivity and magnitude of effect at each viewpoint.  

 

Therefore, the ES and MSC assessment’s both find significant visual 

cumulative effects at ES Viewpoints 1 to 9 (and as a consequence a 

detailed written MSC assessment is not required). 

 
4.4  Residential and Settlement Receptors 

4.4.1 ES Appendix 7.1 paragraph 7.1.77 concludes that ‘Of the six individual 

properties examined within this study, three were assessed as having the 

potential to experience a high magnitude of change to their visual 

amenity (Gass, High Keirs and Low Keirs).’  MSC has visited the curtilage of 

Gass and Low Keirs as well as within the curtilage (and interior of the 
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house) of High Keirs and generally agrees with the ES assessment that 

residents would be subject to significant effects. 

 

4.4.2 ES Appendix 7.1 paragraph 7.1.77 also concludes that ‘Within the two 

settlements, most of Waterside and some properties with open southward 

views in Patna were also judged likely to experience a high magnitude of 

change.’  MSC has visited Patna and Waterside and generally agrees 

with this assessment (although ‘some properties’ does not properly reflect 

the number of properties affected). 

 

4.4.3 However, ES Appendix 7.1 paragraph 7.1.78 goes on to conclude that 

‘…at none of the properties assessed would residents experience impacts 

on the visual component of residential amenity or living conditions from 

the proposed development which would affect “the outlook of these 

residents to such an extent, i.e. be so unpleasant, overwhelming and 

oppressive that, the property would become an unattractive place to 

live.”’ 

 

4.4.4 ES Appendix 7.1 paragraph 7.1.22 states that ‘…the visual impact of the 

wind farm has to be commonly described as ‘unacceptably 

overbearing’, ‘overpowering’, ‘oppressive’ or ‘unpleasantly overwhelming 

and unavoidably present in main views’ for there to be a potential 

unacceptable adverse impact on living conditions…’. 

 

However, the Burnhead Appeal Decision Notice paragraph 31 concludes 

that ‘The appellant argues that the test of the acceptability of effects on 

residential amenity should be that the wind farm does not have a 

dominant and overbearing impact such that the affected properties 

would become unpleasant places in which to live.  Such a test is not, 
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however, enshrined in the Scottish Government’s policy guidance. The 

relevant policies of the development plan are structure plan Policies 

ECON 7: E and G, and ENV 1; and local plan policies CS 12 and ENV 15. 

The acceptability of the wind farm’s impacts on the amenity of nearby 

communities and individual houses needs in my view to take account of 

the numbers of people and properties affected, the degree to which they 

would be affected , and the compensating benefits of the scheme.’ 

 

4.4.5 The ES assessment of impacts on views from settlements concludes that 

there will be significant effects on the communities of Patna, Waterside 

and Dalmellington.  MSC agrees with this assessment. 

 

 However, the ES assessment fails to acknowledge the considerable 

number of properties that will be subject to significant effects, particularly 

in Patna (where approximately half the properties would be within 2km of 

the proposed development), Burnfoot (where all properties would be 

within 2km) and Waterside (where the majority of properties would be 

within 2km).  SSfS have calculated that a total of 729 properties are within 

2km of the nearest turbine. 

 

4.4.6 SPP paragraph 190 states that ‘A separation distance of up to 2km 

between areas of search and the edge of cities, towns and villages is 

recommended to guide developments to the most appropriate sites and 

to reduce visual impact, but decisions on individual developments should 

take into account specific local circumstances and geography.’  It should 

be noted that the ‘geography’ does not screen the development to the 

extent claimed by the ES (due to the height of the turbines and as they 

are not set back from the valley edge) and there are no ‘specific local 
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circumstances’ that would justify such close proximity to the village of 

Patna. 

 

4.4.7 It should be noted that the ‘Druim Ba Windfarm: Report to Scottish 

Ministers’ paragraph 8.78 concludes that ‘In my opinion, the fact that it is 

considered that 27 properties would experience either major or moderate 

significant adverse visual effects reinforces my view that the overall 

landscape and visual impact of the proposal is unacceptable.’ 

 

 The Druim Ba Windfarm Appeal Report to Scottish Ministers conclusion 

(that the number of residential properties subject to significant effects 

would be unacceptable) would also apply to the Keirs Hill Windfarm 

effects. 

 
 
4.4.8 Furthermore, the Burnhead Windfarm Appeal Decision Notice paragraph 

31 concludes that ‘Development plan policies such as ENV 15 in the local 

plan require regard to the setting of communities in the landscape.  I 

have found that the setting of Dalmellington, including the more elevated 

northern part of its conservation area, would be adversely affected to a 

degree that I consider unacceptable. The effects of the proposal on 

residential amenity and on communities would therefore be in conflict 

with the relevant policies of the development plan.’ 

 
It should be noted that the ES assessment for the communities of Patna, 

Waterside and Dalmellington (ES paragraphs 7.153, 7.154 and 7.155) 

concludes that the views ‘…contribute to the landscape setting of the 

settlement as experienced by residents. These views are likely to be locally 

valued by the community’. 
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Therefore, the Burnhead Windfarm Appeal Decision Notice conclusion 

(that effects on settlement settings would be unacceptable) would also 

apply to the Keirs Hill Windfarm effects on the settlements of Patna, 

Waterside and Dalmellington. 

 
4.5 Route Visual Receptors 

4.5.1 The ES assessment concludes that there will be significant adverse visual 

(and cumulative) effects on users of the: 

• A713 between Hollybush and Waterside; and 

• B741 for 5km between Straiton and Dalmellington. 

 

MSC generally agrees with this assessment. 

 
 
5.0  Conclusion 

5.1  Summary 

5.1.1 With reference to landscape effects, the salient points arising from the 

MSC review are: 

• The ES and MSC assessments find significant landscape (and 

cumulative landscape) effects on the Upland River Valleys and 

Foothills with Forest LCTs as well as the Doon Valley SLCA. 

• the proposed Keirs Hill Windfarm satisfies none of the four landscape 

and visual constraints identified in the ‘The East Ayrshire Landscape 

Wind Energy Capacity Study’ for the ‘Foothills with Forest West of 

the Doon Valley’; 

• the proposed turbines are more than twice the height of the ‘The 

East Ayrshire Landscape Wind Energy Capacity Study’ 

recommended maximum height of 70m; and 

• the proposed development is outwith the ‘Search Areas for the 

large Typology (Turbines >70m)’. 
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5.1.2 With reference to visual effects, the salient points arising from the MSC 

review are: 

• the ES and MSC assessment’s both find significant visual (and 

cumulative visual ) effects at ES Viewpoints 1 to 9; 

• MSC generally agrees with the ES assessment that the residents of 

Gass, Low Keirs and High Keirs would be subject to significant 

effects.  However substantial numbers of residents in Patna, Burnfoot 

and Waterside would be also be subject to significant visual effects; 

• SSfS have calculated that a total of 729 properties are within 2km of 

the nearest turbine; 

• the Druim Ba Windfarm Appeal Report to Scottish Ministers 

conclusion (that the number of residential properties subject to 

significant effects would be unacceptable) would also apply to the 

Keirs Hill Windfarm effects; 

• the Burnhead Windfarm Appeal Decision Notice conclusion (that 

effects on settlement settings would be unacceptable) would also 

apply to the Keirs Hill Windfarm effects on the settlements of Patna, 

Waterside and Dalmellington; and 

• the ES and MSC assessments conclude that there will be significant 

adverse visual (and cumulative) effects on users of the A713 and 

B741. 

 

5.2  Conclusion and Recommendation 

5.2.1 The MSC review concludes that these points provide sufficient reason, in 

LVIA terms, for an objection to the proposed development by East 

Ayrshire Council and South Ayrshire Council.   

 

Mark Steele – January 2014  
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  Appendix A 
 MSC Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment Methodology 
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A1.0 Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment Methodology Guidance 
A1.1 Landscape Institute 

A 1.1.1 The MSC methodology is based upon the ‘Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact 

Assessment’ (GLVIA) 3rd Edition, supplemented by the GLVIA 2nd Edition where aspects 

have become part of established practice or are referenced by the 3rd Edition. 

 

A1.2 Scottish Natural Heritage 

A 1.2.1 The following SNH guidance will be referred to for windfarm developments in Scotland: 

•  ‘Siting and Designing Windfarms in the Landscape’ (SNH 2009); 

• ‘Assessing the Cumulative Impact of Onshore Wind Energy Developments’ (SNH 

2012), as referenced in GLVIA 3rd Edition; and 

• ‘Visual Representation of Windfarms – Good Practice Guidance’ (SNH 2006). 

 

A 1.2.2 The following SNH guidance (which has been endorsed by the Landscape Institute) will 

be referred to for windfarm developments in England or Wales:  

•  ‘Assessing the Cumulative Impact of Onshore Wind Energy Developments’ (SNH 

2012), as referenced in GLVIA 3rd Edition; and 

• ‘Visual Representation of Windfarms – Good Practice Guidance’ (SNH 2006), as 

referenced in Landscape Institute Advice Note 01/11. 

 

 
A2.0 Significant Effects 
A2.1 Significant Landscape and Visual Effects 

A 2.1.1 GLVIA 3rd Edition paragraph 2.21 defines the assessment of landscape effects as 

‘assessing effects on the landscape as a resource in its own right’ and the assessment of 

visual effects as ‘assessing effects of specific views and on the general visual amenity 

experienced by people’. 

 

A 2.1.2 The significance of landscape and visual effects is determined by the sensitivity of the 

landscape or visual receptor and the magnitude of change to the landscape or visual 

resource. 

 

A 2.1.3 The ‘Summary advice on good practice’ section of GLVIA 3rd Edition chapter 1 confirms 

that ‘The emphasis on likely significant effects stresses the need for an approach that is 

proportional to the scale of the project that is being assessed and the nature of the likely 
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effects’.  This is reflected in the MSC methodology which focuses on ‘likely significant 

effects’. 

 

 

A3.0 Assessment of Landscape Effects 
A3.1 Landscape Baseline 

A 3.1.1 GLVIA 3rd Edition paragraph 3.15 confirms that the aim for the landscape baseline is to 

‘…provide an understanding of the landscape in the area that may be affected – its 

constituent elements, its character and the way this varies spatially, its geographical 

extent, its history, its condition, the way the landscape is experienced and the value 

attached to it’. 

 

A 3.1.2 GLVIA 3rd Edition paragraph 3.21 confirms that the LVIA must identify ‘landscape 

receptors, including the constituent elements of the landscape, its specific aesthetic or 

perceptual qualities and the character of the landscape in different areas’. 

 

A3.2 Landscape Character Assessment 

A 3.2.1 GLVIA 3rd Edition paragraph 5.4 states that ‘…Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) is 

the key tool for understanding the landscape and should be used for baseline studies’ 

and paragraph 5.12 states that ‘Those published by competent authorities are usually 

the most robust and considered documents’. 

 

A3.3 Landscape Receptor Sensitivity 

A 3.3.1 GLVIA 3rd Edition paragraph 5.39 states that landscape receptors need to be assessed 

‘…in terms of their sensitivity, combining judgments of their susceptibility to the type of 

change or development proposed and the value attached to the landscape’. 

 

A 3.3.2 GLVIA 3rd Edition paragraph 5.40 defines susceptibility to change as ‘…the ability of the 

landscape receptor (whether it be the overall character or quality/condition of a 

particular landscape type or area, or an individual element and/or feature, or a 

particular aesthetic and perceptual aspect) to accommodate the proposed 

development without undue consequences for the maintenance of the baseline 

situation and/or of landscape planning polices and strategies’. 
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A 3.3.3 The determination of landscape capacity is outwith the scope of LVIA as landscape 

capacity studies are prepared and published by Local Authorities. 

 

A 3.3.4 GLVIA 3rd Edition paragraph 5.44 confirms that the value of a landscape receptor is 

determined by a ‘…review of any designations at both national and local levels, and 

where there are no designations, judgments based on criteria that can be used to 

establish landscape value’ (as set out in GLVIA Box 5.1) as well as the ‘…individual 

contributors to landscape character, especially the key characteristics, which may 

include individual elements of the landscape, particular landscape features, notable 

aesthetic, perceptual or experiential qualities and combination of these contributors’. 

 

A 3.3.5 The MSC methodology uses the following criteria (based on GLVIA 3rd Edition paragraphs 

5.19 to 5.31 and 5.39 to 5.47) when assessing the sensitivity of landscape receptors: 

 

Sensitivity Criteria 
High 

 
A poor ‘fit’ with a landscape character of high value (i.e. designated landscape or 
adjacent to a designated landscape) and/or key landscape characteristics, features or 
perceptual qualities. 

  
Medium 

 
A moderate ‘fit’ with a landscape character of moderate value (i.e. undesignated 
landscape with local value) and/or key landscape characteristics, features or perceptual 
qualities. 

  
Low A good ‘fit’ with a landscape character of low value and limited landscape 

characteristics, features or perceptual qualities. 
  

Negligible A very good ‘fit’ with a landscape character of very low value lacking key landscape 
characteristics, features or perceptual qualities. 

  

 

A3.4 Magnitude of Landscape Effects 

A 3.4.1 The most commonly used criteria are those set out in GLVIA 2nd Edition Appendix 6 – 

‘Determination of Magnitude Option 2’.  The MSC methodology has amended the 

criteria to reflect GLVIA 3rd Edition paragraphs 5.48 and 5.49: 
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Magnitude Criteria 
High 

 
Total loss of or large scale alteration to key elements/features/characteristics of the 
landscape resource (i.e. landscape or perceptions of the landscape) and/or introduction 
of prominent elements considered to be totally uncharacteristic when set within the 
distinctive attributes of the receiving landscape. 

  
Medium 

 
Partial loss or moderate scale alteration to one or more key elements/ 
features/characteristics of the landscape resource (i.e. landscape or perceptions of the 
landscape) and/or introduction of elements that may be prominent but may not 
necessarily be considered to be uncharacteristic when set within the distinctive attributes 
of the receiving landscape. 

  
Low Minor loss of or small scale alteration to one or more key elements/features/characteristics 

of the landscape resource (i.e. landscape or perceptions of the landscape) and/or 
introduction of elements that may be characteristic when set within the attributes of the 
receiving landscape. 

  
Negligible Very minor loss or very small scale alteration to one or more key elements/ 

features/characteristics of the landscape resource (i.e. landscape or perceptions of the 
landscape) and/or introduction of elements that are characteristic of the receiving 
landscape. 

  

A 3.4.2 The MSC methodology also determines the geographical extent of the varying levels of 

magnitude (as well as the consequential significance of effects). 

 

A 3.4.3 GLVIA 3rd Edition paragraph 5.51 suggests that the duration of the development can be 

judged on the following scale: 

• Short term – zero to five years; 

• Medium term – five to ten years; and 

• Long term – ten to twenty five years. 

 

The planning approval period for windfarms and turbines is twenty five years, the upper 

end of the ‘long term’ spectrum.   

 

A 3.4.4 GLVIA 3rd Edition paragraph 5.52 states that ‘Reversibility is a judgment about the 

prospects and practicality of the particular effect being reversed in, for example, a 

generation’.  

 

‘Siting and Designing Windfarms in the Landscape’ paragraph 2.16 acknowledges that 

‘There is likely to be continued demand for renewable energy generation in Scotland for 

many decades ahead.  Thus it is possible that existing well designed windfarms may 



 

Keirs Hill Windfarm Section 36 Application Objection   MSC January 2014 

34 Review of Environmental Statement Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment  
 

remain in use well beyond 25 years, with turbines either refurbished or replaced and a 

planning consent renewed’.  This point is equally relevant to England and Wales. 

 

Therefore, whilst it is practicable for a windfarm or turbine to be removed and the site 

restored, the prospects are unlikely within a generation. 

 

A3.5 Significance of Landscape Effects 

A 3.5.1 The following matrix (derived from GLVIA 3rd Edition paragraphs 3.33 to 3.36) describes 

the relative levels of significance: 

 

 High Sensitivity Medium Sensitivity Low Sensitivity Negligible Sensitivity 
High Magnitude 

 
Major Moderate/Major Moderate Moderate/Minor 

Medium Magnitude 
 

Moderate/Major Moderate Moderate/Minor Minor 

Low Magnitude 
 

Moderate Moderate/Minor Minor Minor/Negligible  

Negligible Magnitude 
 

Moderate/Minor Minor Minor/Negligible Negligible 

  Red – Significant    Blue – Potentially Significant    Black – Not Significant 

  

 The MSC assessment uses intermediate levels of sensitivity/magnitude (high/medium, 

medium/low, etc.) and the threshold of significance is placed within the moderate level 

of effect. 

 

A 3.5.2 Whilst the matrix is a useful tool to illustrate and test the basis for determining the level of 

effect, GLVIA 3rd Edition paragraph 3.35 advises that there should not be ‘an over 

reliance on matrices…’   

 

Therefore a reasoned professional judgment for the final allocation of the level of 

significance is based on the following significance criteria (derived from GLVIA 3rd Edition 

paragraphs 3.32 to 3.36, 5.53 to 5.57 and Figure 5.10): 
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Level Criteria 
Major 

 
The introduction of discordant and/or intrusive elements that will cause the loss or a 
substantial deterioration to distinctive landscape characteristics, features or perceptual 
qualities. 

  
Moderate 

 
The introduction of discordant and/or intrusive elements that will cause a partial 
deterioration to distinctive landscape characteristics, features or perceptual qualities. 

  
Minor The introduction of elements that will cause a slight deterioration to landscape 

characteristics, features or perceptual qualities. 
  

Negligible The introduction of elements that will cause an imperceptible deterioration to landscape 
characteristics, features or perceptual qualities. 

 

 

A3.6 Nature of Landscape Effects 

A 3.6.1 GLVIA 2nd Edition paragraph 2.14 states that ‘The description and analysis of effects on a 

landscape resource relies on the adoption of certain basic principles about the positive 

(or beneficial) and negative (or adverse) effects of change in the landscape.’ 

  

 It is usual for windfarm LVIAs to quote various public opinion surveys that report a wide 

range of public responses.  However it is not general perceptions of wind farms that are 

being assessed by the LVIA but the specific effects of the proposed development.  In the 

absence of opinion surveys for specific proposals it is reasonable to take a precautionary 

approach and assume that effects are adverse (i.e. the worst case scenario). 

 

A3.7 Wild Land 

A 3.7.1 The MSC assessment of effects on wild land is based upon the methodology set out in 

‘Interim Guidance Note: Assessing the Impacts on Wild Land’ (SNH 2007). 

 

A4.0 Assessment of Visual Effects 
A4.1 Visual Baseline 

A 4.1.1 GLVIA 3rd Edition paragraph 3.15 confirms that the aim for the Visual baseline is to 

‘…establish the area in which the development may be visible, the different groups of 

people who may experience views of the development, the places where they will be 

affected and the nature of the views and visual amenity at these points’. 
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A 4.1.2 GLVIA 3rd Edition paragraph 3.21 confirms that the LVIA must identify ‘visual receptors, 

that is, the people who will be affected by changes in views or visual amenity at different 

places’. 

 

A4.2 Viewpoints and Visual Representation 

A 4.2.1 The MSC selection and visual representation of viewpoints accords with GLVIA 3rd Edition 

paragraphs 6.16 to 6.23, Landscape Institute Advice Note 01/11 and ‘Visual 

Representation of Windfarms – Good Practice Guidance’. 

 

‘Visual Representation of Windfarms – Good Practice Guidance’ is endorsed by the 

Landscape Institute ‘Landscape Advice Note 01/11’ and ‘Visual Representation of 

Windfarms – Good Practice Guidance’ Table 7 sets out the ‘Views and viewers to be 

represented through choice of viewpoints’. 

 

A 4.2.2 The MSC photographs are either presented as a panorama (comprising stitched single 

frame images) with an angle of view or viewing distance corresponding to that used in 

the Environmental Statement or a single frame image. 

 

A 4.2.3 The MSC photographs have been taken using a digital SLR with a full frame sensor 

(Canon EOS 5D Mark II) and a 50mm fixed focal length lens.  Panoramic photographs 

have been taken using a Manfrotto calibrated panoramic head and tripod. 

 

A 4.2.4 The MSC wirelines have been produced by Envision 3D Ltd to match the photograph 

parameters. 

 

A4.3 Visual Receptor Sensitivity 

A 4.3.1 The MSC methodology uses the following criteria (based on GLVIA 3rd Edition paragraphs 

6.31 to 6.37) when assessing the sensitivity of landscape receptors:  
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Sensitivity Criteria 

High 
 

People engaged in an occupation or activity with views that make a substantial 
contribution to visual amenity (i.e. residents, communities with visual settings, those 
engaged in outdoor recreation (e.g. walkers, cyclists, field sportsmen, golfers, etc), visitors 
to heritage assets or other attractions and tourist as well as resident road users). 

  
Medium 

 
People engaged in an occupation or activity with views that make a contribution to 
visual amenity (i.e. general road users, home workers and those engaged in outdoor work 
(e.g. farmers)). 

  
Low People engaged in an occupation or activity with limited focus on visual amenity (i.e. 

commercial vehicle road users). 
  

Negligible People engaged in an occupation or activity with minimal focus on visual amenity (i.e. 
industrial workers). 

 

A4.4 Visual Magnitude of Effect 

A 4.4.1 The MSC methodology uses the following criteria (based on GLVIA 3rd Edition paragraphs 

6.38 to 6.41) when assessing the magnitude of effect on visual receptors:  

 

Magnitude Criteria 
High 

 
Total loss of or large scale alteration to key elements/features/characteristics of the visual 
resource and/or introduction of visually prominent elements considered to be totally 
uncharacteristic when set within the distinctive attributes of the view. 

  
Medium 

 
Partial loss or moderate scale alteration to one or more key elements/ 
features/characteristics of the visual resource and/or introduction of elements that may 
be visually prominent but may not necessarily be considered to be uncharacteristic when 
set within the distinctive attributes of the view. 

  
Low Minor loss of or small scale alteration to one or more key elements/features/characteristics 

of the visual resource and/or introduction of elements that may be characteristic of the 
view. 

  
Negligible Very minor loss or very small scale alteration to one or more key elements/ 

features/characteristics of the baseline and/or introduction of elements that are 
characteristic of the view. 

  

A 4.4.2 One of the most prominent aspects of wind turbines is movement and it is of particular 

relevance that the human eye (and in particular the peripheral field of view) is highly 

sensitive to movement.  Therefore even if the source of movement is towards the edge of 

a particular view it nevertheless can be a distraction that draws the attention of the 

viewer. 
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A 4.4.3 Furthermore, ‘Visual Representation of Windfarms’ (APP 7.6) Technical Appendix C 

paragraph C6 concludes that within a ‘…very large field of view only a very small central 

area will be seen in detail.  This is the part of the image which falls on the fovea of the 

eye and is about 6-10° across.’  Therefore a relatively small vertical and horizontal angle 

of visibility may nevertheless appear prominent within the view. 

 

A4.5 Significance of Visual Effects 

A 4.5.1 The MSC methodology for the assessment of the significance of visual effects uses a 

similar matrix similar to that used for the assessment of the significance of landscape 

effects. 

 

A 4.5.2 A reasoned professional judgment for the final allocation of the level of visual 

significance is based on the following criteria (derived from GLVIA 3rd Edition paragraphs 

6.42 to 6.45): 

 

Level Criteria 
Major 

 
The introduction of visually discordant and/or intrusive elements that will cause the loss or 
a substantial deterioration to distinctive visual characteristics or perceptual qualities. 

  
Moderate 

 
The introduction of visually discordant and/or intrusive elements that will cause a partial 
deterioration to distinctive visual characteristics or perceptual qualities. 

  
Minor The introduction of elements that will cause a slight deterioration to visual characteristics 

or perceptual qualities. 
  

Negligible The introduction of elements that will cause an imperceptible deterioration to visual 
characteristics or perceptual qualities. 

 

 

A4.6 Residential Visual Amenity 

A 4.6.1 There is limited published guidance on the assessment of effects on residential amenity 

(brief references in GLVIA 2nd Edition (APP 7.1) paragraphs 6.30, 7.30 and 7.32 and GLVIA 

3rd Edition (APP 7.2) paragraphs 6.17 and 6.36).  In the absence of comprehensive 

guidance it has become typical for reference to be made to Inspector’s/Reporter’s 

Appeal Decisions and in particular those of Mr. D Lavender. 

 

A 4.6.2 Consequently the assessment of residential amenity is often referred to as the ‘Lavender 

Test’.  However a ‘test’ implies an established methodology with agreed terminology and 
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criteria.  Mr. Lavender simply (and rightly for the decision maker) expresses his judgment 

on the acceptability of residential amenity effects. 

 

 This position is supported by the Burnhead Appeal Decision Notice which states that ‘The 

appellant argues that the test of the acceptability of effects on residential amenity 

should be that the wind farm does not have a dominant and overbearing impact such 

that the affected properties would become unpleasant places in which to live.  Such a 

test is not, however, enshrined in the Scottish Government’s policy guidance’ and 

concludes that ‘The acceptability of the wind farm’s impacts on the amenity of nearby 

communities and individual houses needs in my view to take account of the numbers of 

people and properties affected, the degree to which they would be affected, and the 

compensating benefits of the scheme.’ 

 

A 4.6.3 Furthermore, the specific findings of previous Appeal Decisions do not set a precedent 

(as each case must be judged on its merits) but may give some guidance on the 

purpose and scope of a residential amenity assessment.   

 

A 4.6.4 MSC has undertaken a wide review of windfarm Appeal Decisions that refer to residential 

visual amenity in order to identify a consistent approach.  A focus on ‘living conditions’ is 

expressed in a number of Appeal Decisions: 

• ‘…to ensure satisfactory living conditions…’ – Enifer Downs Farm Windfarm 

Decision Notice, Ref: APP/X2220/A/08/2071880, paragraphs 103 and 106; 

•  ‘…detrimental effect on the living conditions…’ – Newlands Farm Windfarm 

Decision Notice, Ref: APP/E0915/A/09/2101659, paragraphs 35 and 36;  

• ‘…the test should be whether living conditions would be demonstrably harmed 

by significant and over-dominant visual and other impacts…’ Spittal Hill Windfarm, 

Report to the Scottish Ministers, paragraph 9.61; and 

• ‘…pervading effect on living conditions…’ – Palmers Hollow Windfarm Decision 

Notice, Ref: APP/Y2430/A/09/2108595, paragraph 91. 

 

In summary, the purpose of the residential visual amenity assessment (RVAA) is to 

determine the ‘detrimental’ visual effects on ‘living conditions’ arising as a consequence 

of the proposed development. 
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A 4.6.5 It is usual for an assessment of effects on residential amenity to consider three factors: 

noise, shadow flicker and visual effects.  The MSC methodology relates specifically to the 

assessment of visual effects. 

 

A 4.6.6 The diversity of terms used to describe detrimental visual effects reflects the lack of 

published guidance and a settled terminology.  MSC has identified the following 

commonly used terms in Appeal Decisions: 

• Overwhelming / overbearing / overpowering / overdominant; 

• Inescapable / pervading / unavoidable; 

• Uncomfortable / unpleasant / unattractive. 

 

A 4.6.7 The use of ‘over’ in the first bullet point implies unacceptability which is a matter to be 

determined by the decision maker rather than the assessor.  The assessment of visual 

dominance (i.e. proximity, scale, composition, angle of view etc) corresponds to the LVIA 

assessment of the magnitude of effect and consequential significance. 

 

A 4.6.8 The second and third bullet points are qualitative and describe the way in which the 

effects are experienced / perceived.   Of these terms, ‘pervasiveness’ best describes the 

extent to which uncomfortable, unpleasant and unattractive dominant effects will affect 

the quality of life experienced by residents.  The nature of the effect is also relevant as 

only adverse visual effects could be considered detrimental. 

 

A 4.6.9 The ‘Druim Ba Windfarm: Report to Scottish Ministers’ supports this approach as 

paragraph 8.29 concludes that ‘…if the Enifer Downs Farm case is read as a whole, it 

seems to me that the Inspector was posing the question as a means to assess whether 

overall the wind farm had an acceptable impact on the residential amenities of the most 

directly affected properties.  In my judgement, this cannot just comprise the outlook from 

a garden or window.  Depending on the circumstances, it could include the overall 

landscape and visual impacts and noise.’ 

 

A 4.6.10 Therefore, the MSC residential visual amenity assessment provides a description of the 

predicted pervasiveness of adverse significant visual effects upon the residential amenity 

of residents at representative properties.   
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The Decision Maker can then make a judgment as to whether the level of pervasive 

significant and adverse visual residential amenity effects is sufficient to object, refuse 

planning permission or dismiss the appeal.  This judgment would be based on whether 

effects are particularly substantial on residents of one or more nearby properties (i.e. 

Newlands Farm Windfarm and Palmers Hollow Windfarm Appeal Decision Notices) 

and/or effects are substantial on a wider community (i.e. Spittal Hill Windfarm, Druim Ba 

Windfarm and Harelaw Renewable Energy Park Reports to Scottish Ministers). 

 

 

A5.0 Cumulative Landscape and Visual Effects 
A5.1 Cumulative Landscape and Visual Effects 

A 5.1.1 ES paragraph 6.11.1 quotes GLVIA 2nd Edition paragraph 7.12 which states that 

cumulative effects ‘…result from additional changes to the landscape or visual amenity 

caused by the proposed development in conjunction with other developments…’   

 

This definition is reiterated in ‘Assessing the Cumulative Impact of Onshore Wind Energy 

Developments’ paragraph 55.  

 

A 5.1.2 However ‘Assessing the Cumulative Impact of Onshore Wind Energy Developments’ 

paragraph 7 also defines cumulative impacts as ‘…the additional changes caused by a 

proposed development in conjunction with other similar developments or as the 

combined effect of a set of developments, taken together.’   

 

Furthermore, GLVIA 3rd Edition paragraph 7.18 describes an assessment focused on the 

additional effects as a ‘limited view’ and suggests that some stakeholders may be 

‘…more interested in the combined effects…’ 

  

A5.1.3 Therefore, the MSC methodology seeks to address both individual and combined effects 

by assessing the combined effects of all existing, under construction and planning stage 

windfarms and then assessing the individual contribution of the proposed windfarm to 

these combined effects. 

 

A5.1.4 The MSC assessment of cumulative effects does not assess receptors that are subject to 

less than moderate individual effects as these effects are unlikely to make a significant 

contribution to significant cumulative effects. 


