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Dear Sirs,  
 
RE: the proposed KEIRS HILL WIND FARM, near Patna, East Ayrshire 
 
In addition to objections which we will be making separately as concerned individuals, we (the 
undersigned) would like to object to the proposed Keirs Hill Wind Farm, which we believe 
would have a damaging effect on a healthy local tourist industry in Straiton, 3.5km away.  
 
In brief, we belief that the integrity of the Galloway Forest Park, the Galloway Forest Dark Sky 
Park and the Galloway and South Ayrshire Biosphere as tourist destinations are threatened 
by a development on such a large scale on the major tourist route from the Central Belt to 
Dumfries and Galloway, the A713; we believe the development is too close to the much loved 
and used Monument Hill walk, as well as to the nationally significant Designed Landscapes of 
Blairquhan and Craigengillan; and we believe the survey carried out shows that the threat 
posed by Keirs Hill to the many tourist businesses in Straiton and nearby is real, and the 
dismissal of this threat by the PBA Roger Tym survey is completely contradicted by the 
evidence that they themselves adduce.  
 
In April 2013, we also produced a report on tourism in Straiton, Wind Farm Development & 
Tourism in Straiton: a case-study of tourist provision for the Galloway Forest Park and the 
Galloway Forest Dark Sky Park. The report is available online at 
http://visitstraiton.com/about/about-this-website/ and we request that the information which it 
contains about tourism in Straiton is considered as part of our objection to the Keirs Hill plans.   
 

* 
We welcome the fact that a tourism assessment was carried out, and that local businesses 
were consulted. However we do not accept the conclusions of the Socio-Economic And 
Tourism & Recreation Assessment prepared by PBA Roger Tym on behalf of RES, which 
forms Chapter 16 of the main report on the proposal. We have specific reservations about the 
way in which the statistics have been presented, and the conclusions drawn from them, and 
the lack of parts of the data gathered. This will be discussed in detail below. 
 
We have some comments to make about Chapter 2, Planning and Policy Context. 
 
We have comments also on some of the viewpoints presented in (or absent from) the LVIA, 
chapter 7. 
 
We also have reservations about some parts of Chapter 10 Cultural Heritage, especially in 
relation to the designed landscape at Blairquhan, and the likely impact of the turbines. 
 

* 

As the planning documents are extensive, we would like to reserve the right to re-visit our 
objections at a later date if it becomes necessary in the light of additional information.  

mailto:representations@scotland.gsi.gov.uk
mailto:visitstraiton@gmail.com
http://visitstraiton.com/
http://visitstraiton.com/about/about-this-website/
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RE: Chapter 2, Planning and Policy Context. 
 
South Ayrshire policies and concerns under-represented in the document.  
 
Despite recognising that Keirs Hill Wind Farm site “sits immediately adjacent to the boundary 
of South Ayrshire Council” and that “the South Ayrshire development plan will also be of some 
relevance to the assessment of the scheme’s suitability”

1
 it seems to us that South Ayrshire’s 

policies in relation to development, tourism and wind power are understated throughout those 
parts of the report with which we are concerned. Tourism generates nearly three times more 
revenue in South Ayrshire than in East Ayrshire

2
, and more consideration should be given to 

this. In addition, the South Ayrshire Landscape Wind Capacity Study is not cited (see below, 
our comments on Chapter 7).  
 
RE: Chapter 7, Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment. 
 
Landscape Wind Capacity Studies for East and South Ayrshire reject large turbines at this 
site. 
 
The East Ayrshire Landscape Wind Capacity Study finds "No scope for the large typology 
(>70m)" in the area adjoining Keirs Hill.

3
 

 
Although the E.A. Landscape Wind Capacity Study is discussed in the Keirs Hill LVIA

4
, at no 

point do the authors mention that the study finds “no scope” for the large typology. The report 
for RES states that the EALWCS “recommends the medium typology”, but it does not: the 
EALWCS says “There is limited scope for the medium typology (50-70m) to be located in this  
landscape.” This is not a recommendation. The fact that the EALWCS finds “no scope” for 
turbines over 70m should have been clearly stated within the RES report, and the reasons for 
rejecting this advice explained clearly.  
 
South Ayrshire Landscape Wind Capacity Study also finds "No scope for the large typology 
(>70m)" in the area adjoining Keirs Hill.

5
 – the report is not directly cited, but is highly relevant, 

as the wind farm was originally conceived as spreading over the boundary into South Ayrshire 
– and planning permission has recently (December 2012) been sought to continue monitoring 
wind speeds using a meteorological mast in South Ayrshire, 2km from the proposed Keirs Hill 
site, but adjoining it

6
. This suggests an interest in a future extension.  

 
VisitStraiton supports the South and East Ayrshire Landscape Wind Capacity Study 
conclusions that the site of Keirs Hill and the neighbouring area of South Ayrshire are 
unsuited to large-scale turbines.  
 
 
Effects on wild land 
 
In para 7.147, it is stated that “The proposed development is theoretically visible from a small 
proportion of the area of the SAWL, concentrated around the north edge of the area, as 
represented by Viewpoint 12 Cornish Hill.” 
 
This statement is completely at odds with the photomontage of the view from Merrick itself

7
, in 

which the Keirs hill turbines are very prominent, relative to the wildness and beauty of the 
setting.  
 

                                                      
1
 para 2.109 

2
 Chapter 16, para 16.7 

3
 Foothills west of the Doon Valley, type 17b – see paragraph 10.3, p. 48 of East Ayrshire Landscape Wind Capacity 

Study, 2013. 
4
 See paras. 7.137 to 7.140 and table 7.1 of the Keirs Hill LVIA 

5
 Foothills west of the Doon Valley, type 17b – see paragraph 16.3 of the South Ayrshire Landscape Wind Capacity 

Study, 2103. 
6
 http://ww6.south-ayrshire.gov.uk:81/bumblebee-

web/applicationDetails.do?action=showSummary&caseNo=13/01409/FUR 
7
 viewpoint 15 

http://ww6.south-ayrshire.gov.uk:81/bumblebee-web/applicationDetails.do?action=showSummary&caseNo=13/01409/FUR
http://ww6.south-ayrshire.gov.uk:81/bumblebee-web/applicationDetails.do?action=showSummary&caseNo=13/01409/FUR
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The main path up Merrick, used by the vast majority of walkers, ascends from Glentrool, to 
the south of the summit. The ascent is a typical experience of Scottish wild land, with forestry 
giving way to moorland, grass and rock, and the views of the remote Galloway hills getting 
wilder all the time. Arriving at the summit, the beautiful views across the wild country to the 
north (towards lochs Macaterick and Riecawr) open up for the first time on the walk, and it is 
precisely at the apex of this new view, seen for the first time from the summit, that the visitor 
will now see not a picture of Scottish landscape at its best, but the giant turbines of Keirs Hill.  
 
We submit that this will seriously impact the aesthetic of the ascent of Merrick, the 
highest mountain in the Southern Uplands, and the most popular ascent.  
 
 
Blairquhan Viewpoint missing 
 
In relation to Blairquhan, the LVIA talks about “viewpoint 17” from the drive in Blairquhan 
estate  and mentions that 12 hubs and 17 blades will be visible.

8
 However, the 

photomontages and wireframes of the viewpoint seem to be missing from Vol. 4 part 2 of the 
documentation, which ends with Troon (viewpoint 16). Viewpoint 17 is a highly significant one, 
and it should be supplied. 
  
 
Chapter 10: Cultural Heritage 
 
Blairquhan 
 

“The principal orientation of the house appears to be to the south, although there 
would be views across the parkland to the north from the house.”

9
 

 
This odd sentence suggests that the castle was not visited. The principal orientation of the 
castle is to the north. The drive and approach to the house, (after the style of Capability 
Brown) is recognised as one of the most important features of this landscape (with nearby 
Bargany it is “among the best landscapes of its type in Scotland”

10
). The drive to the house is 

designed to take in the best aspects of the parkland, and to view the front of the house in the 
most attractive setting possible. The drive then arrives at south elevation of the house, which 
although splendid, is the “back” of the house, where there is a porte-cochère (originally for 
giving shelter to guests alighting from their carriages). The “front” of the house is to the north, 
designed to be uncluttered by traffic and to orient to the principal views. This is a standard 
element of this type of landscaping. It is completely misleading or incorrect to say that “there 
would be views across the parkland to the north”: these (and the reciprocal views from the 
park up towards the north front of the house) are the principal views of this particular 
designed landscape. 
 
These views to the north, and the views from the drive, are the most significant of the whole 
landscape and would be especially adversely affected by the Keirs Hill turbines. The most 
important point of the approach on the drive is where it emerges from the woodland fringing 
the Girvan (signposted on the drive itself as a significant viewpoint, and the principal 
illustration on the Historic Scotland website).

11
 It then swings away from the river, in order to 

view the river, parkland studded with large specimen trees, and the house, all with the 
backdrop of Sclenteuch moor and Craigengower in the middle distance.  
 
The discussion of Blairquhan suggests that “While the contribution of the internal 
configuration of the GDL makes a high contribution to the heritage significance of the GDL, 
the contribution of the wider landscape is low, in part due to the historic changes in land 
use.”

12
 We disagree completely with this assessment, which seems to be based on a poor 

understanding of the historic evolution of this type of landscape. Dense plantations of Sitka 

                                                      
8
 just before para 7.149 

9
 para 10.41 

10
 Ayrshire Designed Landscapes Survey, Final Report, September 2009. Peter McGowan  Associates: p. 16 

11
 http://data.historic-scotland.gov.uk/pls/htmldb/f?p=2400:15:0::::GARDEN:GDL00063 

12
 para 10.111 

http://data.historic-scotland.gov.uk/pls/htmldb/f?p=2400:15:0::::GARDEN:GDL00063
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spruce or other similar conifers are not as pleasing aesthetically as a mixed plantation, but 
forestry has been a part of the ideal of a productive estate ever since the 18th century when 
this type landscaping began to be introduced: “Most of the sites in this survey [Ayshire 
Designed Landscapes] were originally developed by country landowners for their own use as 
pleasure grounds and their economic benefit though agriculture and forestry.”

13
. The wider 

landscape setting of any major estate and particularly Blairquhan is a crucial component of its 
aesthetic and historical significance.  
 
The presence of such large turbines on the horizon in a key part of the middle distance 
framing of the Blairquhan designed landscape is one of the most destructive aspects of the 
Keirs Hill proposal from a scenic, historic and conservationist point of view.  
 
We disagree that “the marginal effects on the setting contributed by the wider landscape 
would be small.”

14
 We disagree with the assessment that “the magnitude of impact on the 

setting of the Blairquhan GDL [… should be …] rated as negligible.”
15

 Therefore we also 
cannot accept that “The significance of the effect is therefore nil”

16
 – we see it as serious and 

adverse. 
 
 
RE: Chapter 16, Socio-Economic And Tourism & Recreation Assessment  
 
Economic significance of demographic not correctly assessed.  
 
In its background assessment of the socio-economic status of the areas around the proposed 
wind farm, the chapter follows a convention of classing retired people as “economically 
inactive”. Whilst recognising that this is an accepted convention, we should point out that the 
economic importance of the retired population in certain rural areas is extremely significant 
and has grown hugely over the last few decades. Retired people have spending power and 
participate in tourism (and are recognised as a key market segment by Ayrshire and Arran 
tourism

17
), they also create and participate in businesses, often in tourism, when they retire.  

 
The report recognises that there is a growing retired population

18
 – this is not just because the 

demographic is shifting, but also in part because people have chosen to retire to scenic rural 
areas. 
 
 
 
South Ayrshire tourism policies are not cited, despite producing 2.8 times more income from 
tourism than East Ayrshire. 
 
The proposed development is right on the border of South Ayrshire, and, as shown in the map 
(Fig. 16.2) in para 16.42, reproduced below, South Ayrshire has almost as much land in the 
“local area”, “wider area” and “wider region” as East Ayrshire. It should also be noted that the 
“local area” that falls within South Ayrshire contains far greater population – including as it 
does both Ayr and Prestwick.  
 

                                                      
13

  Ayrshire Designed Landscapes Survey: p. 33 
14

 para 10.137 
15

 Ibid. 
16

 Ibid. 
17

 Ayrshire  &  Arran  Tourism  Strategy  2012-17: pp. 8, 21 
18

 para 16.58 
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South Ayrshire’s policies in respect of tourism, and wind farm development are not cited in 
chapter 16, whereas clearly the impacts on South Ayrshire are as great as those on East 
Ayrshire.  
 
Tourism Employment 
In para 16.62, statistics are given for tourism employment. These show only East Ayrshire, 
where the figures are said to be low. The relevance of showing just East Ayrshire figures is 
unclear, given the importance, elsewhere recognised  of tourism in the “local area”, “wider 
area”, and “wider region” as defined by driving times

19
 and given that the survey of tourism 

businesses included many in South Ayrshire. 
 
Elsewhere in the tourism survey, statistics on employment in general are derived from 
Experian and do cover the “local area”, “wider area” and the “wider region”. (i.e. not just East 
Ayrshire). This begs the question of why the statistics on tourism employment are given solely 
for East Ayrshire. We can only conclude that because tourism is very much less significant in 
East Ayrshire than it is in South Ayrshire, the report has concentrated on East Ayrshire 
tourism in the hope of downplaying the significance and economic significance of tourism.  
 
The figures show a fall in tourism employment in East Ayrshire between 2006 and 2008 
(which is described as “recently”). The relevance of using just these two dates is not clear, as 
they are too randomly selected to give a good overall picture statistically.  
 
As stated in paragraph 16.7, “Nearly 50% of the income from visitors to Ayrshire is 
generated in South Ayrshire, while East Ayrshire accounts for only 18%.” 
 
In the paragraph “Tourism Volume and Value”

20
 it is stated that “This section provides a 

tourism profile of Ayrshire & Arran relative to Scotland in terms of visitor and tourist trends, 

                                                      
19

 see above and para 16.42 
20

 para 16.69 
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tourism volume and value, visitor patterns, visitor accommodation occupancy rates and 
expenditure patterns. The most up-to-date sources of information have been used. Where 
possible, figures for East Ayrshire have been provided in preference to the wider Ayrshire & 
Arran area.” Again, given the geographical location of the wind farm on the borders of South 
Ayrshire, the only justification we can think of for this approach is that tourism is less 
significant in East Ayrshire – and the far lower figures for tourism volume and value in East 
Ayrshire will give an impression that tourism is far less significant than it actually is, thus 
favouring the developers’ proposals.  
 
Decline in Overseas Visitors 
It is stated that “overall the total number of overseas visitors to Ayrshire & Arran fell sharply 
between 2006 and 2011, by over 40%.  Total tourism expenditure has also decreased 
significantly.”

21
 This statistic is probably insignificant. The source of these statistics 

(VisitScotland) warns that “As with all surveys the data at sub-levels are based on smaller 
sample sizes and therefore incur a larger margin of statistical error reducing data reliability.”

22
 

 
What gives us much greater cause for concern at VisitStraiton is the steady overall 
decline in overseas visitors to Scotland between 2006 and 2012 identified in the same 
annual set of VisitScotland statistics. It is significant, because it coincides with the 
great boom in onshore wind farms under the present Scottish Government. 
 
Tourism audit incomplete and lacking explanation of methodology 
It is stated in the report that “A full tourism and recreation audit has been carried out (see 
Technical Appendices 11.2 – 11.10)”

23
 (the reference is incorrect – section 16 of the 

Technical Appendices is the relevant section) – but we refute the validity of this audit, as there 
is no indication given of the methodology of the survey on which the audit is based.  
 
The following information is not, and should be given:  
 
Failure to give rationale of businesses selected 
87 businesses were contacted and 47 replied (a response rate of 54%) 
 
However there is no indication of why certain businesses were contacted and not others. For 
example, the list of businesses consulted in the tourism survey includes 12 “hotels”

24
 

(including, incorrectly, Blairquhan and Cloncaird, which are not hotels). This includes 3 in Ayr. 
A further 17 businesses in Ayr are listed under the classification “guesthouses”. Evidently and 
understandably the survey is not attempting to be comprehensive, as there are far more 
“hotels” and “guesthouses” in Ayr than were surveyed.

25
 If the survey is not comprehensive, 

there needs to be an explanation of which businesses were selected and on what basis.  
 
Businesses in Ayr are likely to be affected only indirectly by events in Patna. This is partly 
because the tourist offering in Ayr is quite different from that in inland Ayrshire and attracts a 
different demographic.

26
 Why then were at least 20 accommodation providers in Ayr 

contacted? Was this a representative sample of the density of accommodation providers in 
different communities? 
 
Some “Bars and Pubs” were contacted for the survey,

27
 but significantly, the “Bars and Pubs” 

classification does not include the Wheatsheaf Inn in Patna, the Barley Bree in Patna, or the 
Swallow Inn in Burnfoot. Nor does it include the Black Bull in Straiton, although this hotel and 
inn responded to a survey by PBA Roger Tym about the proposed South Kyle wind farm on 
behalf of Vattenfall in 2012. The failure to contact all three pubs in the villages which are most 

                                                      
21

 para 16.77 
22

 Scotland: The key facts on tourism in 2012: VisitScotland, p. 2 
23

 para 16.9 
24

 Volume 3: Technical Appendices, p. 466: Appendix 16.1: Business Survey List 
25

 Yell.com lists 37 “hotels” within 2 miles of the centre of Ayr, and a further 26 “bed and breakfasts”. There is some 
overlap, no doubt, between these classifications, but it illustrates the simple point that there are far “hotels” and 
“guesthouses” in Ayr than were surveyed. 
26

 Ayrshire  &  Arran  Tourism  Strategy  2012-17: p. 21 
27

 in Dalmellington, low Coylton and Kirkmichael 
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closely connected with the proposed development and the sole inn in Straiton, 3.5km away, is 
surely a major flaw in the methodology of the survey. 
 
1. Respondents 
No information is given on which of the 87 businesses responded. 
 
2. Type and Duration of Interview 
No information is given on how the interviews were conducted or on how long they took. 
 
3. Location and Makeup of respondents 
Because no information is given on which businesses responded, no breakdown is possible 
of their type or location, or proximity to the turbines.  
 
4. Booking origin of visitors 
No information is given on the origin of visitors staying at any of the accommodation 
providers. 
 
5. Main activities of visitors 
No information is given. 
 
6. Business performance of the businesses surveyed 
No information is given. 
 
It essential that information such as is listed in 1-6 above is given in order to be able to 
assess the merits of a particular survey, and to provide a quantitative analysis of the likely 
effects on those businesses of any tourism drop-off as a result of wind turbines.  
 
It is also entirely possible. All these categories of information were collected and published by 
PBA Roger Tym for their report on the likely effects on tourism of the South Kyle wind farm 
(Vattenfall).  
 
The South Kyle (Vattenfall) report contains much overlap with the Keirs Hill (RES) report, 
indeed many paragraphs are identical. Given that the same firm produced these two reports, 
we would like to know why they did not publish similar essential background information on 
businesses for the Keirs Hill report. We can only surmise that it is because the attitudes of 
those businesses to the Keirs Hill proposal are overwhelmingly more negative than the 
attitudes of businesses (many of them the same, surveyed a year earlier) to the South Kyle 
proposal.  
 
Promoted Paths 
The map and list of “Principal Walking Routes”

28
 is completely inadequate.  

 
It does not include the Straiton path network under its “promoted paths” list. This is surprising 
as the paths are heavily promoted (by South Ayrshire Council and by all local tourism 
businesses in Straiton and by the VisitStraiton website, the Ayrshire Paths website

29
 and 

many other walking websites) and heavily used – more so that the paths at Dailly, for 
example, which are listed.  
 
The well-used Cornish Hill walk and Stinchar Falls walk, promoted for decades past by the 
Forestry commission, are not listed.  
 
The marked Hill tracks (80, 81 and 84 on the Principal Walking Routes map, and 
subsequently listed as part of the “Recreational Impact assessment”

30
) bear only the vaguest 

relationship to anything on the ground. Some of the routes which they are shown as taking 
are clearly imaginary. Quite how it was possible to assess the “recreational impact” of the 
turbines on these substantially non-existent paths, is not clear.  
 

                                                      
28

 Volume 3: Technical Appendices, p. 472: Appendix 16.3 
29

  http://www.ayrshirepaths.org.uk/walkstraiton.htm  
30

 Appendix 16.11, p. 491 

http://www.ayrshirepaths.org.uk/
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The map which was used as the basis of the “Principal Walking Routes” map has clear 
footprint symbols, indicating a path network, at Straiton and at the Stinchar Falls carpark. 
There are also footprint symbols near Sinclairston and Skares. These paths are not discussed 
or listed.  
 
The path around Loch Bradan (promoted, signed and maintained by the Forestry 
Commission) which is for walkers and cyclists, is not listed on the “Principal Walking Routes” 
map or promoted paths list

31
, nor is it marked on the Cycle Routes list and map

32
 

 
The path from Loch Bradan to Loch Doon (promoted, signed and maintained by the Forestry 
Commission) which is for walkers and cyclists, is not listed on the “Principal Walking Routes” 
map or promoted paths list

33
, nor is it marked on the Cycle Routes list and map

34
 

 
It is obvious that some of the paths mentioned above were known to RES. The view from 
Craigengower (the Hunter Blair monument) has been selected as one of the viewpoints of the 
LVIA.

35
 The effect of the turbines on the visitor experience at the summit of the hill is rightly 

classed as “major and significant”. It is therefore completely incomprehensible that the path 
which leads up to the Hunter Blair monument (used by thousands of walkers annually) is not 
considered in the “promoted paths section” and not included in the “recreational impact 
assessment” in appendix 16.11. 
 
Likewise, the view from Cornish Hill is included in the LVIA,

36
 but the Cornish Hill path 

(signed, promoted and maintained by the Forestry Commission) is not listed on the “Principal 
Walking Routes” map or promoted paths list and is not included in the “Recreational Impact 
assessment.” 
 
As the most well-used, picturesque and historic paths in the vicinity of the proposed 
wind farm are not included in its assessment of recreational impact, we cannot 
therefore accept any of the conclusions of the tourism assessment in respect of 
impact of the turbines on path receptors.  
 
Meaningless statistics, part 1 
The report attempts to quantify the employment likely to be created by the proposed project 
during its creation, maintenance and decommissioning phases. This extends to totalling 
together the jobs created during these three phases,

37
 and making the completely misleading 

claim that the project would create 38 FTE (full time equivalent jobs) in its lifetime. However, 
this “total” appears to be meaningless, given that the construction phase would last 18 
months, the maintenance phase 25 years, and the decommissioning phase 6 months: and 
that the maintenance phase (by far the longest) only provides 1.8 FTE. The FTE statistics 
should be appropriately averaged, and not totalled.  
 
Quantifying of positive and negative impacts not extended to tourism 
The report makes an attempt to quantify the economic consequences, via employment and 
associated expenditure of the construction phases, maintenance and decommission 
phases.

38
 Detailed estimates are adduced. We would like to have further detail on the 

rationale of some of these estimates.
39

 
 
The report extends this economic analysis to the potential economic benefit of the payment of 
business rates

40
 and even the potential economic benefit of “Land Owner Reinvestment”.

41
 In 

                                                      
31

 Appendix 16.3 
32

 Appendix 16.6 
33

 Appendix 16.3 
34

 Appendix 16.6 
35

 LVIA, viewpoint 6: p. 120 
36

 LVIA, viewpoint 12, p. 123  
37

 paragraph 16.112 
38

 Paras 16.91 – 16.112 
39

 For example, the estimate that £360,000 would be spent annually in the local area during the life of the project – 
this figure apparently comes from a report by Gerald Hassan for Scottish Enterprise which we were unable to find, as 
the citation is not very complete.  
40

 Paras 16.119 – 16.120 
41

 Para 16.121 
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all cases except the last (where commercial confidentiality is cited), concrete figures are 
suggested.  
 
However, all of these figures are virtually meaningless as there is no corresponding attempt to 
quantify the size of the local tourist industry, and project its future development with and 
without the construction of the Keirs Hill development. We are very disappointed that a 
business survey was undertaken which has failed to publish basic primary data about the 
businesses which it has surveyed. PBA Roger Tym were in an excellent position to produce 
this data, and without it, their report cannot assess satisfactorily the full socio-economic 
impacts of the Keirs Hill project.  
 
Incomplete lists of activities 
The PBA Roger Tym Recreational Impact Assessment

42
 includes their own list of 

Recreational Activities.
43

 This list is incomplete. It should also include Craigengower 
Monument, Cloncaird Castle (visitor attractions), as well as the conservation village of 
Straiton itself, visited by thousands of walkers and cyclists annually, the conservation village 
of Kirkmichael, the Carrick Forest Drive (complete with picnic places and a play park 
overlooking Loch Riecawr) and Kilkerran. 
 
An incomplete listing invalidates the conclusions of the Recreational Impact Assessment. 
 
Incomplete lists of fishing locations 
The PBA Roger Tym Recreational Impact Assessment also includes their own list of fishing 
locations.

44
 This list is incomplete. Missing from it are Loch Bradan, Loch Riecawr, Loch 

Brechbowie, the fishing club based at Balloch lodge serviced by Ballochbeatties, Linfern 
Loch, the Approach Loch at Blairquhan

45
 and most crucially of all, Loch Spallander

46
 only 

around a kilometre from the edge of the proposed site. 
 
An incomplete listing invalidates the conclusions of the Recreational Impact Assessment. 
 
Incomplete lists of Events 
The listing of Events

47
 is also incomplete. All events listed are 11km from the site of the 

proposed development. Among the events not listed are the Straiton Show, the Coylton 
Show, bike races such as the South Carrick David Bell memorial race, car rallies through the 
Galloway Forest, etc. etc.  
 
An incomplete listing invalidates the conclusions of the Recreational Impact Assessment. 
 
Negative view of local businesses not highlighted. 
The most interesting result of the business survey undertaken by PBA Roger Tym is the 
overwhelmingly negative response to the Keirs Hill proposal which it revealed.  
 
Perhaps because these statistics are so overwhelmingly negative, they are barely discussed 
and are misleadingly summarised in the text of the report, nor do they form part of its 
conclusions. This is clearly a major omission.  
 
The statistics are these:

48
 

                                                      
42

 Appendix 16.11 
43

 Appendix 16.7 
44

 Appendix 16.7 
45

 http://www.celticcastles.com/castles/blairquhan-castle/activities.html 
46

 http://wheretofish.spinfish.co.uk/wtfwildbrowntrout/wtfwildbtlochsayrshire.html 
47

 Appendix 16.9 
48

 Paras 16.139 to 16.142 and Figures 16.14 and 16.15 

http://www.celticcastles.com/castles/blairquhan-castle/activities.html
http://wheretofish.spinfish.co.uk/wtfwildbrowntrout/wtfwildbtlochsayrshire.html
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PREDICTED EFFECTS ON INDIVIDUAL BUSINESSES 
 
57% of businesses surveyed felt that the Keirs Hill proposal would have a negative impact on 
their business.  
(25% high, 12% medium, 20% low) 
 
12% expected a positive impact (principally during the construction phase) 
(0% high, 2% medium, 10% low) 
 
PREDICTED EFFECTS ON TOURISM IN AYRSHIRE 
 
70% felt that impact would be negative on Ayrshire tourism 
(36% high, 17% medium, 17% low) 
 
4% felt that impact would be positive on Ayrshire tourism 
(2% high, 0% medium, 2% low) 
 
nb – 2% means one respondent. 
 
Misleading summaries of data 
In commenting on the statistics given above on the predicted effects of tourism in Ayrshire, 
the report states in para 16.141 that “4% of respondents expected that to various degrees the 
development would have a positive impact on Ayrshire tourism. Some people considered that 
the wind farm would be an attraction in itself if it had a visitor centre to go along with it.” It 
should be noted that this discussion refers to the opinions of just two respondents – one 
predicting a high positive impact and one a low positive impact. It seems highly likely that the 
quoted “some people” who considered that the wind farm would be an attraction in itself were 
in fact “one person”.  
 
In the next paragraph, 16.142, it is stated “A little over half (51%) thought that the 
Development would have either a moderate or high adverse impact  on  tourism  in Ayrshire.” 
Note first that selected figure of 51% appears to be at odds with the Pie Chart in Figure 16.15, 
which gives a figure of 53% – and it also (unlike the figures discussed for the positive impact) 
excludes those who think the development will have a low negative impact (a further 17% – 
making a total of 70%).  
 
Significance of very high predictions by businesses of the negative effect of Keirs Hill 
The significance of these negative figures should not be understated. Instead, the report does 
its best to ignore them, and by a sleight of hand dismisses them completely at the very end of 
the report and Appendices, by simply refusing to accept the validity of any of the negative 
comments which businesses made

49
. VisitStraiton regards this as a completely unacceptable 

misuse of valid and relevant data.  
 
Comparison with South Kyle 
It should be noted that PBA Roger Tym recently completed a tourism and socio-economic 
analysis for Vattenfall in relation to the proposed South Kyle wind farm

50
. There is much 

overlap with the material in the current report for RES.  However what is significantly different 
is the perception of the effect of South Kyle wind farm among businesses surveyed.  
 

                                                      
49

 Para 16.179 and Appendix 16.13 
50

 Available at http://www.vattenfall.co.uk/south-kyle-pdf/ 

http://www.vattenfall.co.uk/south-kyle-pdf/
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Table 1: Predicted Impact on their own Business Prospects: 
 

 Keirs Hill (RES) South Kyle (Vattenfall) 

No impact 31% 70% 

Minor negative 20% 6% 

Moderate negative 12% 3% 

Major negative 25% 9% 

Minor positive 10% 3% 

Moderate positive 2% 6% 

Major positive 0% 3% 

 
 
Table 2: Predicted Impact on tourism in the Wider Area (Ayrshire / Ayrshire and Dumfries 
& Galloway): 
 

 Keirs Hill (RES) South Kyle (Vattenfall) 

No impact 26% 53% 

Minor negative 17% 7% 

Moderate negative 17% 17% 

Major negative 36% 23% 

Minor positive 2% 0% 

Moderate positive 0% 0% 

Major positive 2% 0% 

 
The comparison shows clearly that businesses surveyed feared far worse effects from the 
Keirs Hill wind farm than from the South Kyle wind farm, which is almost three times larger.  
 
There are only two possible explanations for this: first that there is some probability that Keirs 
Hill will have a larger effect on tourism than South Kyle, or second, that in the interval of 
around a year between the two surveys, businesses have grown more anxious about the 
growth in the number of wind farms and their likely damaging effect on tourism.  
 
What cannot possibly be claimed is that businesses surveyed have no idea what awaits them, 
and have no idea what their customers and visitors want. The difference between the two 
surveys shows clearly that businesses can take a hard-headed look at what is or is not likely 
to impact on them and on the wider community. If something is going to be damaging, they 
say so, and if it is not, they say it is not.  
 
The predictions of damage to tourism by Keirs Hill cannot be dismissed: and should not be 
waved away in the manner in which the PBA Roger Tym report tries to do.  
 
Meaningless statistics, part two 
Paragraph 16.143 is devoted to “Perceived tourism impact – magnitude”. 
This paragraph appears to us to be meaningless. It appears that the survey has lumped 
together those that perceive a positive impact with those that perceive a negative impact.  
“The perceived impact on turnover/customer base is considered to be [sic – presumably 
should read “by”] just over a third of business survey respondents to be high (i.e. greater than 
15% reduction or increase) or moderate (i.e. greater than 10% but less than 15% reduction or 
increase). There seems to be no particular value in information that puts “reduction” and 
“increase” in the same box. 
 
High Positive and High Adverse impacts expected for different periods. 
It should be noted that the 10% of businesses which are expecting a “High positive impact” 
from the wind farm (Figure 16.14) will be expecting it “during the construction period” (para. 
16.139). This is 18 months. Those businesses expecting a “High Adverse Impact” will be 
expecting it for the duration of the wind farm (25 years). This should be quantified and taken 
note of.  
 



Objection by VisitStraiton to Keirs Hill Wind Farm, Patna, East Ayrshire 12 

Inaccurate assessment of “sensitivity” of receptors 
The “Sensitivity” of the various receptors is based on status (i.e. national, regional, local).

51
  

This might make some sense if this “status” is a type of cultural assessment (e.g. a national 
tourism resource, or a local tourism resource. However it is not at all clear what relevance it 
has to a “settlement”. All “settlements” (Patna, Straiton, etc.) are assessed as having “local” 
status and so are allocated “low sensitivity”. This suggests that the only criterion used in 
relation to settlements is their size and general economic power (as suggested in Table 16.3). 
 
This cannot make any sense at all in terms of an assessment of the impact of Keirs Hill on, for 
example, tourist numbers. In tourism terms, for example, Straiton should be listed as having 
“high” sensitivity. It is a conservation village, one of only 3 villages in the county to have been 
designated as ‘outstanding’

52
 by the Scottish Government, welcomes thousands of day 

visitors annually, and was home at the last count to 15 businesses offering facilities and 
accommodation to tourists – managing 29 properties between them and offering beds for over 
100 visitors. 
 
Kirkmichael is also a conservation village with a high tourist presence.  
 
We do not accept this criterion of “sensitivity” which applies throughout all settlements, and so 
cannot accept the report’s conclusion in this regard.  
 
Omission of the Galloway Forest Park and Dark Sky Park as receptors. 
Both the Galloway Forest Park and Dark Sky Park are omitted from list tourism receptors. 
Both are of National and International significance and their omission is a huge weakness in 
the assessment of recreational impacts. The Forest Park attracts over 800,000 visitors a year, 
and the three visitor centres attract 150,000 visitors

53
. Recent multi-million pound investments 

have been made to upgrade the visitor centres.  
 
We recognise that the Forestry Commission was approached as a possible consultee,

54
 and 

did not respond
55

 but the fact that it did not respond does not mean that its huge tourist 
offering in the region should be ignored as a receptor.  
 
The omission of the single most important tourism receptor in the region, whose border is only 
a few kilometres from the proposed site, must cast more doubt on the report’s assessment of 
recreational impact.  
 
Miscellaneous errors 
Figure 7.6 (in first part of Illustrations sections) 
Glenmount is listed as “included” – but only one turbine is shown (listed correctly in table 7.2). 
 
Comparative Assessments 
 
Final conclusions of the Moffat report invalid for the current proposal 
The report quotes from four “pre-development” assessments of the effect of tourism on 
visitors, and three “post-development”. The most important of these is probably the Moffat 
report

56
. What the Keirs Hill tourist assessment fails to recognise is that the final conclusions 

of the Moffat report do not apply to the Keirs Hill scenario, as the Moffat report stresses the 
importance of continuing to adhere to past local planning policies which have so far acted to 
prevent wind farms from being built in scenic areas: it is important to note too that the 
continuance of such protection is taken as a given by the report.

57
 The Keirs Hill development 
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 Table 16.29, and associated paragraphs 16.148 to 16.150 and Appendix 16.11 (not 11.13 as incorrectly cited in the 
main report). 
52

 Ayshire Local Plan, 2007: pp. 43–4 
53

 http://www.gallowayforestpark.com/ 
54

 Table 16.40 
55

 This may well be a matter of policy. VisitScotland also chooses not to respond to wind farm requests to act as a 
consultee. 
56

 The economic impacts of wind farms on Scottish tourism: a report for the Scottish Government. The Moffat Centre 
for travel and tourism business development, Glasgow Caledonian University, March 2008. Available online at 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2008/03/07113554/0 
57

 Ibid: p. 53: “In the UK the planning system, discussed in Chapter 13, has an important role. An environmental 
appraisal is required for all developments and where there is a significant negative impact on the environment the 

http://www.gallowayforestpark.com/
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2008/03/07113554/0
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is proposed in direct contravention of local planning guidance, as laid out in the East Ayrshire 
Landscape Wind Development Study, and so presents a type of development which was not 
studied by the Moffat report, which considered only those wind farms which had been 
sensitively located away from scenic areas according to local planning policies. The 
Assessment should further note that the Moffat report specifically recommends the siting of 
wind farms away from major tourist routes. The A713 is the major tourist route between the 
Central Belt and Dumfries and Galloway, and is how most Scottish visitors come to access 
the Galloway Forest Park. We cannot overstate our opposition to the cluttering of this 
principal tourist route with inappropriately large industrial turbines.   
 
“Pre-development” and “Post-development” not clearly defined 
We do not accept the premise of dividing the cited surveys into “pre-” and “post-” 
development. All the surveys were undertaken with wind farms already in existence. The 
distinction needs to be made instead between three types of survey: visitors’ intentions 
business anticipations, and business experience. It would be hugely difficult, or impossible 
ever to do a “post-development” survey of visitors-who-never-came.  
 
“Pre-development” studies show statistically highly significant numbers opposed to Wind 
Farms 
 
It is very important to realise the importance of the statistics quoted by the PBA Roger Tym 
survey. For the purposes of assessing the likely damage to tourism of wind farms like Keirs 
Hill, the figures for those who “like” or “approve of” or “would not be deterred by” wind farms 
are irrelevant, even if they are in the majority. These majorities are the status quo, the people 
who will continue to visit. What tourist businesses need to know is the numbers of people who 
will stop coming if a wind farm is built in their area. The statistics for these significant 
minorities are revealing: 
 

 Moffat OnePoll ComRes YouGov 

% of opposition 
to wind farms by 
potential visitors 

25% negative 
(including 10% 

strongly 
negative) 

20% UK 
18% Scottish 

23% 26% 

 
 
These figures are far too high for tourist businesses to be complacent about their prospects if 
wind farms are built nearby. The average for the figures in the table above is 22.4% 
 
They should be seen in the context of PBA Roger Tym’s own statistic for assuming a high 
negative effect on business: the following is the description of the scale of adverse impact 
assumed in the Roger Tym study:

58
 

 
“The scale of adverse impact of the wind farm on both the individual business and on tourism in 
the area generally was defined as follows:    
 

                                                                                                                                                        
assumption is that the development will not be allowed. Given the assumed direct relationship between landscape 
and tourism, ex post findings of limited impact of wind farms on tourism could be taken as evidence of effective 
planning rather than evidence that wind farms in inappropriate locations or linked in a continuous band could not 
have serious negative effects on tourism.”  contd./ 
Ibid. p. 67: “There is often strong hostility to developments at the planning stage on the grounds of the scenic impact 
and the knock on effect on tourism. However the most sensitive of these do not appear to have been given approval 
so that where negative impacts on tourism might have been a real outcome there is, in practice, no evidence of a 
negative effect.”      contd./ 
Ibid. p. 68: “Even if there is a loss of value the effect on tourism in practice is extremely small. This possibly reflects 
the current limited nature of the exposure (e.g. 10 minutes in a 5 hour journey) and, as mentioned earlier, the effect of 
the planning system preventing seriously adverse developments.”    contd./ 
Ibid. p. 86: “We conclude that whilst there is evidence of a belief from local people prior to a development that it might 
be injurious to tourism there is virtually no evidence of significant change after development has taken place. 
However that is not to say that it could not have an effect, rather it reflects the undoubted fact that where outstanding 
scenery, with high potential tourist appeal, has been threatened, permission has been refused.” 
58

 The quote is from the Roger Tym report on the South Kyle Wind Farm, p. 62, section 16.8.2.1. The same criteria 
are used in the Keirs Hill report; see paras 16.135 to 16.137 
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 minor / Low Impact = <10%  
 moderate / Medium Impact = 10-15%  
 major / High Impact = >15%  

  
These definitions of  impact are based on wide market experience where in tourism related 
business surveys across Scotland and elsewhere,  respondents have generally stated that 
reductions in turnover of 15% or more are critical to business sustainability/survival, but 10-
14% represents a  moderate impact which can be recouped through marketing, cost saving 
and  similar market responses, and <10 is subsumed within general changes in trading 
conditions.”    

 
The crucial sentence is “that reductions in turnover of 15% or more are critical to business 
sustainability/survival”. All four of the pre-development surveys predict that visitors will decline 
in proportions from 18 to 26%. They are remarkably consistent. In all cases, the surveys 
predict that visitor drop-off may be enough to endanger business sustainability/survival. They 
suggest that the businesses surveyed by PBA Roger Tym were absolutely right to be 
concerned about their prospects should a major wind farm by developed in the vicinity, and 
the dismissal of their arguments by Roger Tym is completely unjustified by all the evidence.  
 
“Post-development” visitor surveys. 
The only directly relevant post-development survey of the three cited by Roger Tym is the 
“Fairburn Ex Post Tourism Impact Assessment of 2012”. This is also prepared by Roger Tym, 
on behalf of the energy company SSE, which raises questions in our minds, as the current 
report has been so evidently partial. Nor have we seen the full figures – only the partial ones 
quoted in the Keirs Hill report. These figures

59
 appear to be muddled, with two paragraphs 

apparently giving two different sets of figures for the same scenario. “High” and “moderate” 
adverse impact figures are not quoted. There is simply not enough here to provide any guide, 
and our conclusion must be that, as elsewhere, PBA Roger Tym are simply attempting to hide 
any statistics which might lead to adverse conclusions.  
 
Throughout Appendix 16.13, where the individual responses of businesses are briefly 
described and dismissed, the same phrase is used for all businesses’ concerns whether they 
expect moderate or major adverse effects: “Strong comparative evidence base to suggest 
visitor/ tourism behaviour will not be adversely affected by the presence of wind turbines and 
that is potential effect is overstated.” 
 
The evidence that Roger Tym has collected suggests the reverse of what they state in their 
conclusions. Their own comparative evidence base suggests a visitor drop-off of around 
22.4% – considerably over the 15% threshold which they suggest is enough to endanger the 
survival of a business.  
 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 

1. VisitStraiton supports the South and East Ayrshire Landscape Wind Capacity Study 
conclusions that the site of Keirs Hill and the neighbouring area of South Ayrshire are 
unsuited to large-scale turbines.   

2. We argue that the effect on wild land (that of the Galloway Hills) is understated in the 
report, and we submit that Keirs Hill will seriously impact the ascent and view from the 
summit of Merrick, the highest mountain in the Southern Uplands, and the most 
popular ascent, as well as of other major summits in the Galloway Hills range.  

3. RE: Blairquhan: we disagree that “the marginal effects on the setting contributed by 
the wider landscape would be small.” We disagree with the assessment that “the 
magnitude of impact on the setting of the Blairquhan GDL [… should be …] rated as 
negligible.” Therefore we also cannot accept that “The significance of the effect is 
therefore nil” – we see it as serious and adverse.  

                                                      
59

 para 16.169 
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4. In the business survey, although some “Bars and Pubs” were contacted in 
Dalmellington, Low Coylton and Kirkmichael, there was no attempt to contact any of 
the three pubs in the Patna and Burnfoot, which are most closely connected with the 
proposed development, nor the Black Bull in Straiton. This is surely a major flaw in 
the methodology of the survey.  

5. As the most well used, picturesque and historic paths in the vicinity of the proposed 
wind farm (including the Monument Hill walk in Straiton and the Cornish Hill walk) are 
not included in its assessment of recreational impact, we cannot therefore accept any 
of the conclusions of the tourism assessment in respect of impact of the turbines on 
path receptors.  

6. We are very disappointed that a business survey was undertaken which has failed to 
publish basic primary data about the businesses which it has surveyed. PBA Roger 
Tym were in an excellent position to produce this data, and without it, their report 
cannot assess satisfactorily the full socio-economic impacts of the Keirs Hill project. 

7. We would like to stress again, as the data is so carefully hidden by the Roger Tym 
report and conclusions, that 57% of businesses surveyed felt that the Keirs Hill 
proposal would have a negative impact on their business (25% high, 12% medium, 
20% low), and that 70% felt that impact would be negative on Ayrshire tourism (36% 
high, 17% medium, 17% low adverse). 

8. We note that the Recreational Impact assessment is based on incomplete lists of 
Visitor Attractions, Fishing Locations, and Events, which further invalidate its 
conclusions.  

9. The omission of the single most important tourism receptor in the region, the 
Galloway Forest / Dark Sky Park, whose border is only a few kilometres from the 
proposed site, must cast more doubt on the report’s assessment of recreational 
impact.  

10. VisitStraiton notes with interest the overwhelmingly negative attitude to businesses to 
the Keirs Hill proposal (unlike for example, the much more moderate view of the 
anticipated effect of the South Kyle wind farm), both in terms of the damage which 
they anticipate to their own business prospects and the damage to tourism in 
Ayrshire. The report refuses to accept the validity of any of the negative comments 
which businesses made. VisitStraiton regards this as a completely unacceptable 
misuse of valid and relevant data.  

11. We do not accept the criterion of “sensitivity” as applied to “settlements” in Chapter 
16 and associated appendices, so cannot accept the report’s conclusion in this 
regard.   

12. The report should note that the Moffat report on the economic effect of wind farms 
specifically recommends the siting of wind farms away from major tourist routes. The 
A713 is the major tourist route between the Central Belt and Dumfries and Galloway, 
and is how most Scottish visitors come to access the Galloway Forest Park. We 
cannot overstate our opposition to the cluttering of this principal tourist route with 
inappropriately large industrial turbines.    

13. All the evidence adduced by Roger Tym in pre-development comparative studies 
suggest that visitor numbers will decline in proportions from 18 to 26%. These figures 
for visitor drop-off are high enough to endanger business sustainability/survival (the 
threshold is put at 15% drop in turnover by Roger Tym’s own survey). The 
businesses surveyed by PBA Roger Tym are absolutely right to be concerned about 
their prospects should a major wind farm by developed in the vicinity, and the 
dismissal of their arguments by Roger Tym is completely unjustified by all the 
evidence.  
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Signed by the following members of VisitStraiton: 
 
 
 

Philippa Baird 
Glengill 

John Elverson 
Sclenteuch 

Peter and Dorothy Hadden 
The Buck, Main St., Straiton 

Kate Hamilton  
Rigg B&B 
http://www.rigghouse.co.uk/  

Bea Holden  
Holly Tree Cottage 
http://www.straiton.org.uk/  

Sir Patrick & Lady Hunter Blair 
Milton Blairquhan Estate  

Kathleen Good 
Craigview Cottage  

Jonathan Meuli 
Genoch Cottage 
http://www.genochcottage.com/ 

Irene Munro 
Hazel Lodge B&B  

Andrew Sinclair 
Balbeg Holidays 
http://www.balbeg.co.uk/  

Nancy Smillie  
Old Toll Cottage 
http://www.glasgowholidaylets.com/ 

Alison Stokes 
Old Garden Cottage B&B 
http://www.oldgardencottage.com 
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