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1   INTRODUCTION 

 
The proposed Knockcronal Windfarm is located approximately 4.8km south of Straiton, 11.3 
km south-west of Dalmellington and 17.4km east of Girvan in South Ayrshire. 
   
Save Straiton for Scotland (SSfS) is a campaigning organisation constituted with an over-
whelming mandate from the community of Straiton in order to protect and defend the Par-
ish of Straiton, neighbouring communities and surrounding countryside against any and all 
inappropriate development that would seek to undermine the uniquely special landscape, 
environment, heritage and ecosystem which define Straiton and its environs.  
 
For this Submission SSfS and our supporters have carefully reviewed the planning applica-
tion for Knockcronal wind farm submitted by Statkraft and have noted numerous and signifi-
cant concerns. Our concerns are as follows and refer to the relevant chapter of the Environ-
mental Assessment.   
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2   PLANNING STATEMENT 
 
1.3.2 The site comprises a main turbine development area of approximately 540 hectares 
(ha) of land, consisting of upland moorland in the south and west of the site, and farmland in 
the north-east. The turbine development area gradually rises from 120 m Above Ordnance 
Datum (AOD) in the north-east of the site, to 315 m AOD at Knockbuckle in the south-east of 
the site. The surrounding land comprises open moorland to the east and north-east, as well 
as farmland with some scattered individual properties, with forest plantations to the north-
west, west, south and south-east.  

 

This description of the properties that will be impacted as ‘some scattered individual prop-
erties’ seeks to diminish the value of these properties and the significance of the impact on 
the dwellings.  These properties are residences and scattered does not do them jus-
tice.  Many of these dwellings are contiguous and separated only by a short distance.  These 
residences should be regarded as a community is its own right and given the consideration 
and protection of other more recognised communities.  

 

The reference to ‘with forest plantations to the north-west, west, south and south-east’ 
seeks to diminish the significance of what is a large forestry complex mainly in public owner-
ship.  The proposal is in effect surrounded by forestry.  The forest is long established proba-
bly in its third rotation so as well as being a valuable source of valuable timber provides a 
diverse habitat for a range of wildlife and a valuable recreational resource.  

 

1.4.2 As structures over 150 m high, there is a statutory requirement for aviation lighting on 
the turbines. Proposed lighting has been agreed with the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) and 
Ministry of Defence (MOD), but will need final approval again with the CAA, prior to con-
struction.  

 

This requirement for lighting will impact on the dark sky designation and the biosphere, as 
well as impacting on the landscape and neighbouring residences during hours of darkness. 
  
1.4.3 A micro-siting allowance of up to 50 m in all directions is being sought in respect of 
each turbine and its associated infrastructure in order to address any potential difficulties 
which may arise in the event that pre-construction surveys identify unsuitable ground condi-
tions or unforeseen environmental constraints that could be avoided by relocation.  

 

This is totally unacceptable.  The applicant should be able to develop plans for siting which 
are practical before submitting the application.  50m in this sort of terrain could impact on 
peat reserves and a 50m upward movement could have increased negative landscape im-
pacts.  
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1.5 Planning History  
1.5.1 In terms of planning history, the application site formed part of the Linfairn Wind Farm 
development site which was submitted under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 to the 
Scottish Ministers to operate a wind farm comprising 25 (reduced to 17) turbines, with a ca-
pacity of some 62.5 MW, and a blade tip height of up to 126.5m. SAC lodged an objection to 
this application. The application was withdrawn by the Applicant in 2018 prior to a Public In-
quiry being held.  

 

As stated, the applicant withdrew the Linfairn Wind Farm application prior to the applica-
tion going to public enquiry after it was refused by SAC.  The application was incompetent in 
the first instance and went through several iterations to take account of noise and impact 
on the Merrick Wild Land before being withdrawn.  Why this application for 180m and 200m 
turbines would be thought of as acceptable against the Linfairn  application of 126.5m tur-
bines is incomprehensible. 
  
2. The Renewable Energy Policy & Legislative Framework  
This section seeks to use the Scottish Governments ambitious targets for reduction of emis-
sions and the lack of meeting their targets as justification for this proposal and the expan-
sion of onshore wind farms.  

 

2.2.12 As noted in Appendix 1, the CCC’s Sixth Carbon Budget suggests that onshore wind in-
stalled would need to double to 25-30GW by 2050, across all scenarios 
.  
2.3.21 It adds that “not all environments will be able to accommodate such turbines - the 
tallest tip heights may not be appropriate in every landscape or for every development.”  

 

2.3.23 In terms of landscape and visual considerations this is covered at section 4.4. and par-
agraph 4.4.2 states: “Scotland's most cherished landscapes are a key part of our natural and 
cultural heritage and must be afforded the necessary protections. However, we also recog-
nise that climate change, and our net zero ambitions, require decisive action, will change 
how Scotland looks and that we will need to deploy significant volumes of onshore wind gen-
eration over the next decade to help us meet our challenging legal obligations. This is likely 
to comprise modern, efficient turbines which will maximise the generation possible at each 
site and a mix of current technologies and taller turbines.”  

 

2.3.28 In terms of tourism and cultural economics the draft OWPS sets out at paragraph 
5.7.4 that public support for onshore wind has grown significantly across the UK reaching a 
new record of 79% in 2019 with opposition decreasing to only 5% in 2020.  

 

2.3.30 In the Ministerial Foreword, by Michael Matheson, Cabinet Secretary for Net Zero, En-
ergy and Transport it is stated that “onshore wind remains vital to Scotland's future energy 
mix and we will need much more as we continue our progress to meet Scotland's legally 
binding net zero target”.  
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2.3.33 The draft OWPS is also informative on the Government’s position in relation to co-
locating battery storage systems with onshore wind developments (and noting the battery 
storage element of the Proposed Development):  

 

> Paragraph 3.4.17 adds “we have already seen an increase of onshore wind development 
co-located with battery storage facilities and, as we continue to progress towards the decar-
bonisation of our energy system, battery storage will be more and more prevalent. On-site 
battery storage not only removes pressures from the grid, but enables more locally focused 
energy provision, and reduces costs to consumers.  

 

In 3.7 it is quoted that onshore wind is ‘recognised as an opportunity to improve the long-
term resilience of rural communities’.  

 

In this same paragraph it ignores that NP3 also comments that ‘Whilst there is strong public 
support for wind energy as part of the renewable energy mix, opinions about onshore wind 
in particular locations can vary. In some areas, concern is expressed about the scale, proxim-
ity and impacts of proposed wind energy developments’.  It is not explained how rural com-
munities have an opportunity to improve their resilience.  In many cases there is concern 
about the scale, proximity and impacts of a proposed wind energy development.  

 

In 3.2.10 it is stated that ‘In conclusion, it is clear that onshore wind development is recog-
nised as a key technology in the energy mix which will contribute to Scotland becoming ‘a 
low carbon place’ which in turn will be a key part of the ‘vision’ for Scotland (as set out at 
paragraph 1.2 of NPF3). Furthermore, the Scottish Government has made it unequivocally 
clear that it wants to continue to “capitalise on our wind resource”. The Proposed Develop-
ment would contribute to the renewable electricity and energy targets as set out in NPF3 
and to longer term Government policy objectives and targets’.  

 

It is not clear if Scotland has a policy for the future energy mix being reliant on wind power 
having shut down Longannet and Hunterston, and now relying on one ageing nuclear power 
station and one gas fired station for base load.  Both of which are nearing the end of their 
lives.  

 

It refers to the ‘vision’ for Scotland (as set out at paragraph 1.2 of NPF3) as justification for 
the proposal.  This vision also sets out that ‘natural and cultural assets are respected, they 
are improving in condition and represent a sustainable economic, environmental and social 
resource for the nation’.  This proposal goes against this element of the vision.  

 

3.3.3 Paragraph 27 of SPP (2014) which as noted is now revived – is a presumption in favour 
of development that “contributes to sustainable development”.  
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It is up to the applicant to explain how this is a sustainable development.  The SPP3 qualifies 
the planning policy as in para. 28. The planning system should support economically, envi-
ronmentally and socially sustainable places by enabling development that balances the costs 
and benefits of a proposal over the longer term. The aim is to achieve the right development 
in the right place; it is not to allow development at any cost.  The application contains many 
comments that the proposal is not without cost and when considering all impacts this appli-
cation does not meet the criteria of not allowing approval at any cost.  

 

In Table 3.1: SPP Paragraph 29 Principles  
#9 Protecting, enhancing and promoting access to natural heritage, including green infra-
structure, landscape and the wider environment’ the applicant concludes that ‘The proposal 
would not hinder access to the surrounding area and whilst there would be some localised 
significant landscape effects (which are inevitable with commercial scale wind energy devel-
opments), the landscape has the capacity for the development at the scale proposed’.  
Access would be severely constrained during construction.  

 

The application concludes that there would be ‘some localised significant landscape effects’ 
but that ‘the landscape has the capacity for the development at the scale proposed’.  This is 
the applicant’s view which is questionable and contrary to the view of SAC when considering 
the Linfairn application and the South Ayrshire Wind Capacity Study as revised in 2018.  
In considering the ‘Relationship of SPP to National Outcomes’ and the proposal the applica-
tion concludes in  3.3.9 Three of these outcomes are particularly relevant namely:   

 

> Outcome 1: a successful sustainable place – supporting sustainable economic growth and 
regeneration, and the creation of well designed, sustainable places.   

 

In para. 15. The SPP sets out how this should be delivered on the ground. By locating the 
right development in the right place, planning can provide opportunities for people to make 
sustainable choices and improve their quality of life. Well-planned places promote well-be-
ing, a sense of identity and pride, and greater opportunities for social interaction. Planning 
therefore has an important role in promoting strong, resilient and inclusive communities. De-
livering high-quality buildings, infrastructure and spaces in the right locations helps provide 
choice over where to live and style of home, choice as to how to access amenities and ser-
vices and choice to live more active, engaged, independent and healthy lifestyles.  

 

Therefore, any development should be the right development in the right place, improve 
the quality of life, promote sense of wellbeing, and sense of identity and pride.  This pro-
posal does not meet these criteria particularly with the negative impacts this proposal will 
bring to the community.  
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> Outcome 2: a low carbon place – reducing our carbon emissions and adapting to climate 
change;   

 

In para. 19. The SPP sets out how this should be delivered on the ground. By seizing oppor-
tunities to encourage mitigation and adaptation measures, planning can support the trans-
formational change required to meet emission reduction targets and influence climate 
change. 
  
There is no mitigation of adaptation measures applied to the proposal which will ameliorate 
the impacts on the community.  The tone of the application is that the community has to 
adapt to the proposal which is contrary to moral values and planning guidelines.  
and  
  
> Outcome 3: a natural, resilient place – helping to protect and enhance our natural and cul-
tural assets and facilitating their sustainable use.  

 

In para. 21. The SPP sets out how this should be delivered on the ground. By protecting and 
making efficient use of Scotland’s existing resources and environmental assets, planning can 
help us to live within our environmental limits and to pass on healthy ecosystems to future 
generations. Planning can help to manage and improve the condition of our assets, support-
ing communities in realising their aspirations for their environment and facilitating their ac-
cess to enjoyment of it. By enhancing our surroundings, planning can help make Scotland a 
uniquely attractive place to work, visit and invest and therefore support the generation of 
jobs, income and wider economic benefits.  

 

This proposal does not in any way meet these aspirations.  

 

After considering the influence of NPF4 on the SPP and NFP3 the applicant in para. 3.5.21 
concludes: In this case, given the scale of the Proposed Development (over 50 MW capacity) 
then, assuming the policy comes into force, it will represent a development of national im-
portance. The Knockcronal Wind Farm development therefore needs to be viewed from the 
perspective that it is likely to be designated as a development of national importance.  

 

While it is recognised that there is a need for addressing the global climate emergency this 
statement is arrogant.  It does not address the safeguards in the planning policies to safe-
guard people’s living environment in terms of negative impacts or their wellbeing.  
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Conclusions  

 

After considering the planning environment and the applicant’s review of the EA the appli-
cant has concluded in para 4.8.3 ‘No effects would arise that are considered unacceptable, 
individually or cumulatively, with other developments having specific regard to the criteria 
contained within the key renewable energy policy of the LDP as supported by the SG. Nota-
ble benefits would arise as set out in Section 5 below’.   
 SSfS having also reviewed the planning environment and the applicant’s EA is at variance 
with this conclusion.  There is no need for this development to help Scotland achieve its cli-
mate change ambitions and there are many negative effects that would make this proposal 
unacceptable.  This proposal is on the site of the old Linfairn application which resulted in 
opposition from MP’s, MSP’s, SAC, the Community Council and over 6,000 individual objec-
tions.  This result was appropriate and should be upheld.  
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3   CHAPTER 6 – LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL 
6.3.23 South Ayrshire Local Development Plan Policy 
  
 The South Ayrshire Local Development Plan was adopted in September 2014 (the SALDP). In 
June 2019, South Ayrshire Council approved the Proposed Replacement South Ayrshire Lo-
cal Development Plan (PLDP2) for publication and public consultation. When adopted, 
PLDP2 will supersede the adopted South Ayrshire Local Development Plan (2014). Until 
then, the SALDP 2014 remains the adopted LDP. In the LDP it states that proposals for wind 
energy will be supported if:  
 
 "a) they are capable of being accommodated in the landscape in a manner which respects 
its main features and character (as identified in the South Ayrshire Landscape Wind Capacity 
Study or in any subsequent updates to that study), and which keeps their effect on the land-
scape and the wider area to a minimum (through a careful choice of Site, layout and overall 
design);   
 
▪ b) they do not have a significant detrimental visual impact, taking into account views expe-
rienced from surrounding residential properties and settlements, public roads and paths, sig-
nificant public viewpoints, and important recreational assets and tourist attractions;   
 
▪ c) they do not have any other significant detrimental effect on the amenity of nearby resi-
dents, including from noise and shadow flicker;   
 
▪ d) they do not have a significant detrimental effect on natural heritage features, including 
protected habitats and species, and taking into account the criteria in LDP policy: natural 
heritage;  
 
 ▪ e) they do not have a significant detrimental effect on the historic environment, taking into 
account the criteria in LDP policy: historic environment and LDP policy: archaeology;  
 
 ▪ f) they do not adversely affect aviation, defence interests and broadcasting installations; 
and g) their cumulative impact in combination with other existing and approved wind energy 
developments, and those for which applications for approval have already been submitted, is 
acceptable."  
 
We would agree with SAC on these points and would state that this proposal could not be 
supported because of the detrimental effects it will have.  
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6.3.39 Supplementary Guidance "We will support the Galloway Forest Dark Sky Park and will 
presume against development proposals within the boundaries of the park that would pro-
duce levels of lighting that would adversely affect its 'dark sky' status. The boundaries of the 
Dark Sky Park [and of the buffer zone] are shown on the map on page 40. Development will 
have to be in line with the supplementary guidance on lighting within the Galloway Forest 
Dark Sky Park, which we will produce jointly with the adjoining planning authorities and For-
estry Commission Scotland. This will also provide guidance for proposed developments 
within the buffer zone which may have a lighting impact on the Dark Sky Park. [The supple-
mentary guidance will define the geographical extent of the buffer zone.]"  
 
We agree with SAC on presuming against proposals that would adversely affect the “dark 
sky” status.  
 
6.6.38  “Long distance walking routes in the Study Area include the Southern Upland Way, 
River Ayr Way, Ayrshire Coastal Path, Mull of Galloway Trail and the Arran Coastal Way. Na-
tional Cycle Route (NCR) 7 passes the site area to the west on the minor road the crosses 
Carrick Forest. Core Paths 6.6.39 There are no core paths within the main site area of the 
Proposed Development, where the turbines and majority of the infrastructure would be lo-
cated. Core path SA47, which follows a similar route to the Straiton to Dalwhyne identified 
by SAC on their local path network, crosses the north-east corner of the site close to the site 
boundary. The routes of core paths in the area will not be altered in any way as a result of 
the Proposed Development, however, whilst path SA47 is away from the majority of the Pro-
posed Development infrastructure, the access track options that connect the site to the road 
network will cross this path.”   
 
Both NCR7 and SA47 will be adversely affected by the proximity of the proposed develop-
ment. People using these routes do so for the sense of remoteness, peace and calm. Large 
scale turbines introduce movement and noise into this environment, not what people who 
appreciate the quiet of nature want.  
 
6.6.40 “The Galloway Forest Park (GFP), managed by Forestry and Land Scotland (FLS) lies 
immediately to the south of the Proposed Development site boundary. GFP covers the Gallo-
way Hills including The Merrick, Mulwharcher and the Rhins of Kells hill ranges and the rec-
reational trails found across and leading up to these hills. The GFP is not a designation and 
has no formal status within the planning system, however it is considered as a recreational 
area within which people could experience views of the Proposed Development while explor-
ing the forest trails, three visitor centres and cycling/mountain biking trails. The GFP’s three 
visitor centres, which are the hubs for activities that extend from these centres, Kirroughtree, 
Glentrool and Clatteringshaws.” 
   
Not only would people experience views of the proposed development from within the GFP, 
but also en-route to their day out. It is important to take this into consideration too as it is 
all part of the whole day experience.  
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6.6.41 “The GFP was awarded status as a Dark Sky Park (DSP) in 2009 and was subsequently 
extended to land to the north and east in 2012 to include an area outside the GFP. The DSP is 
composed of two zones, namely a Core and Buffer Zone. The conditions for DSP status re-
quire stringent lighting guidance for the Core Zone. The Buffer Zone is required around the 
Core Zone to protect the status of the Core but does not in itself need to reach to the same 
dark sky class in order for the DSP to keep its status. SAC supports the DSP in LDP policy: 
Dark Skies. The Proposed Development lies immediately to the north of the DSP Buffer Zone 
and the DSP Core Zone lies approximately 3 km to the south of the nearest Proposed Devel-
opment turbine.” 
  
 6.6.42 “The park attracts people wishing to appreciate the night time sky with an absence of 
night time light pollution. Forestry Land Scotland (FLS) promotes ten viewing locations in the 
DSP buffer zone which offer stopping points to view the night sky. The sensitivity of the ten 
viewing locations to the potential effects of the turbine lights is higher than other areas of 
the DSP, as visitors will come to these sites with the express intention of viewing the night 
sky and this experience could be affected by other sources of light.”  
  
6.6.43 “Of the ten viewpoints promoted by FLS for the DSP, there is no visibility of the Pro-
posed Development either of the turbine lights or the turbines themselves (to blade tip). 
While these ten viewing locations are identified as being suitable viewing sites, people could 
feasibly be viewing the night sky from any part of the DSP. Parts of the Core Zone of the DSP 
around the Merrick uplands, which offer visibility of the Proposed Development are remote 
upland areas and they are not generally somewhere that people are likely to go at night to 
view the night sky (in general, people would tend to use the viewing locations).”  
 
We are very concerned that the aviation lighting which is necessary on turbines over 150m 
will affect the integrity of the DSP.  But it is not only the DSP which will be affected by the 
aviation lighting. Outside of the village of Straiton there are no street lamps and residents in 
the valley and beyond benefit from the lack of lighting in viewing the night skies and stars. 
Light pollution from the lighting will affect the experience of these residents as well.  
 
6.8 Landscape Character Assessment 
  
Table 6.10 Intimate Pastoral Valley – LCT 13 – Girvan Valley and  Table 6.11 LCT Stinchar Val-
ley  
 
For reference, the NatureScot 2019 character assessment identifies this area as ‘Pastoral 
Valley’ and describes key characteristics as follows –  
 

• “Narrow, intimate medium to small scale valleys with steep slopes and relatively flat 
bottoms cut into the foothills and moorlands of the Ayrshire uplands;   

• Strongly contained by adjacent uplands with occasional higher and more pronounced 
summits;  

• Diverse land cover dominated by broadleaf woodland including shelterbelts, riparian 
woodland and policy woodlands separating the valley into small parcels of pasture;  
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• Network of tree-lined winding roads;  

• Number of hill forts, hilltop cairns, castles and strongholds, and mansion houses, re-
sulting in a rich heritage and a strong sense of timelessness;   

• Settlement comprises a dispersed scatter of houses and farms;   

• Well settled, intricately patterned landscape which has a rural, picturesque quality;  

• Views tend to be short to medium distance, focused along the valley in the direction 
of travel with the surrounding upland landscape forming the enclosing, often dra-
matic, ridgeline in views. More pronounced ‘landmark’ hills form key foci. Open views 
are available from elevated roads and where floodplain is more open; and   

• Popular walks and hill views provide elevated views over this landscape.”   
 
This pastoral valley is a very precious commodity and highly valued by those who live in it 
and those who visit for the very features with which it is associated. The intrusion of tur-
bines into this landscape would have a significant effect and take away the sense of the ru-
ral, historic and timeless features by introducing overbearing industrial structures.  
 
The developer states in the Magnitude of Change that factors which decrease the magni-
tude of change are:  
 
▪ “The presence of Dersalloch wind turbines in views from this LCT means that the proposed 
turbines would be introducing elements that are not entirely uncharacteristic within the Gir-
van valley, albeit as an intensification of wind turbines at closer proximity than previously ex-
perienced;” 
  
We would disagree with this opinion as Dersalloch turbines are not seen from many areas of 
the river valley. For example, they are not seen from the minor road near Craig nor from the 
minor road to the south of Straiton whereas the viewpoints for the proposed development 
clearly show the visibility of the proposed turbines.  
  
 ▪ “Within these valleys, potential visibility is often restricted by intervening vegetation, 
woods and forestry.” 
 
This fallacy is repeated again and again as a factor that would decrease the magnitude of 
change. Vegetation, woods and forestry are by their very nature not permanent features of 
a landscape. Depending on the type of trees, and many of them along the sides of the roads 
in the valley are deciduous, they do not provide screening year-round. Trees can succumb to 
disease, as we have seen with ash dieback in recent years. With age they can become unsta-
ble and subject to being blown down by high winds and many of the trees along the road-
sides are showing signs of this with branches being torn off and some trees having been 
completely blown over. The sitka which make up most of the commercial forestry has a ro-
tation of approximately 30 years so again is not a permanent feature. 
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For cumulative assessment the developer uses the term “would not be introducing elements 
which are uncharacteristic” as a factor which would decrease the magnitude of change and 
frequently uses the proposed Carrick windfarm to diminish the effect that Knockcronal 
would have on any landscape. Other ways in which they compare the proposed windfarm is 
in adding slightly to a scenario and would appear modest…  We find this to be playing with 
words. Just because there are windfarms which are visible in the landscape does not mean 
to say that further developments could or should be accommodated. To say that “our wind-
farm is not as bad as another windfarm” is not a reason for it to be supported either.  
  
6.12 Detailed assessment of effect on views.  
 
Table 6.26 VP 2 Minor Road near Craig:  All nine of the turbines would be visible from this 
location and all turbine blades would be visible sweeping behind the intervening ridge. We 
find it unacceptable that what is now a truly peaceful, pastoral scene where even the dwell-
ings blend into the landscape would be dominated by the introduction of huge, industrial 
structures.  
 
Table 6.27 VP 3 Minor road near Stinchar Bridge: All nine of the turbines would be visible in 
a landscape which has no other windfarms in view. The developer recognises that the intro-
duction of large-scale turbines would increase the magnitude of change and that they would 
encroach on Glenalla Fell which is a landmark hill. (SALWCS) When taking in cumulative ef-
fect with the proposed Craiginmoddie windfarm there is also recognition that the proposed 
development would increase wind farm influence. However, when considering the cumula-
tive effect with Carrick windfarm the perception on the part of the developer is that this 
proposal  “would only add slightly to a scenario that includes large scale windfarm develop-
ment.”  We do not agree with this conclusion.   
 
We would point out that many people come to Stinchar Bridge to either walk or cycle in the 
area. Those who venture out this far are usually people who come for the views and to en-
joy the scenery, while walking or cycling in what is a fairly remote and wild part of the coun-
tryside.   
 
Table 6.28 VP 4 Craigengower Monument : All nine turbines would be visible from the mon-
ument.  “The viewpoint can be accessed via a short walk across a well-established track from 
Straiton village. Receptors at this viewpoint are hill walkers and visitors to the monument. 
The existing view is a 360 degree panorama that includes views across the Ayrshire lowlands 
to the north the plateau moorlands to the east with the Glenkens in the distance with Carrick 
Forest and the Merrick range to the south. The view to the south also includes a view along 
the upper Girvan valley which has fields of pasture and wooded areas along the Girvan Wa-
ter and associated with farms in the valley changing to forestry blocks and moorland on the 
steep valley side and across the plateau edge hills.”  
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Although the walk in itself is short it is also quite challenging due to the steepness of the hill. 
Those who make the effort to walk to the monument are rewarded by the panoramic view. 
Were the proposed development to go ahead they would be looking onto an industrial es-
tate which is absolutely out of keeping with the scenic views. The presence of these large 
scale turbines would be detrimental to the setting of the monument. We do not agree that 
in cumulative effect that the proposed development would “only add slightly to a scenario 
that includes large scale windfarms.” These turbines would be at much closer range and far 
more intrusive.  
 
6.29 VP NCN7 near Palmullan Bridge   This viewpoint is on the NCN7, part of a long distance 
cycle route.  All 9 turbines would be visible from this point. Again, the developer uses the 
term that “The Proposed Development would not be experienced as entirely uncharacteristic 
within the surrounding context which includes cumulative influence to the east, albeit as dis-
tant.”  
 
We do not see this as a reason for allowing another windfarm to be constructed.  
 
Table 6.30 VP 6 Straiton minor road south of settlement  The developer assesses the mag-
nitude of change low, minor and not significant. We do not agree with this as it is introduc-
ing wind turbines to a view which has none and is currently intimate pastoral valley. The in-
troduction of industrial large scale turbines is entirely out of keeping with this designation. 
They also use the fallacy of “intervening trees and forestry” as screening which we have pre-
viously pointed out as not being a permanent feature.  
 
Table 6.31 VP 8 Shalloch on Minnoch is a point on several routes through the WLA.  
Although operational windfarms can be seen from this point the closest is at 12.5 kms. This 
development would bring large scale turbines closer at 8.7km. “The viewpoint is within High 
Carrick Hills cLLA, the northern part of the Merrick WLA and the Galloway Forest Park/Dark 
Sky Park Core Area. Value is considered to be Medium-High. Hill walkers will have an appre-
ciation of the surrounding landscape and will be focussed on views. Susceptibility is partly 
moderated by existing wind farms in the panorama, including north towards the site. Sus-
ceptibility is considered to be Medium.”  
 
All 9 turbines would be seen from this viewpoint introducing wind farm development in the 
view north and increase the influence of development at Dersalloch (12.5km) and Hadyard 
Hill cluster (between 13 and 19km). These turbines, as well as being closer, are also almost 
twice the height of the operational turbines and therefore much more intrusive.  
 
6.38  VP 20 Cornish Hill  “The viewpoint is within High Carrick Hills cLLA, within the Galloway 
Forest Park/Dark Sky Park Core Area and at the northern edges of the Merrick WLA. Value is 
considered to be Medium-High. Hill walkers will have an appreciation of the surrounding 
landscape and will be focussed on views. Susceptibility is partly moderated by existing wind 
farms in the panorama, including north towards the site. Susceptibility is considered to be 
Medium/Medium – High.”  
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This is a popular walk and enjoyed for the feeling of remoteness, a being away from it all, 
peace and quiet. The introduction of large scale industrial turbines into the views will cer-
tainly have an effect on the quality of remoteness.  They will also encroach on the distant 
view of the upper Water of Girvan Valley. The night time visualisations also show the effect 
that the lighting would have on the DSP bringing light pollution to what is now deep dark 
sky.  
  
Table 6.39 VP 21 B741 near Largs Farm  Eight of the turbines would be seen from this loca-
tion. The developer refers to motorists using this road but fails to say that it is also used by 
walkers going to and from Lady Hunter Blair’s Walk and Lamdoughty Glen. These are two of 
the popular Straiton Trail walks and, although they have been closed recently because of 
felling, we are keen to have them open again as soon as possible.  
 
Table 6.41 Core path SA47 Straiton to Dalwhyne and Bennan Walk SAC local path net-
work  -The developer states that “walkers will have an appreciation of the surrounding land-
scape and will be focussed on views.”  We agree with this but their appreciation is for the 
hills and pastoral scenery giving the idea that they are at one with the land, appreciating the 
absolute quiet and calm which they experience in such places. Turbines in this place would 
introduce industrial aspects and movement as well as noise and detracts from the experi-
ence.  
 
6.13 In the Summary – Cumulative effects   The developer, referring to Clauchrie, Craig-
inmoddie and Knockcronal windfarms states:  “However, should these applications be con-
sented and built, in addition to the scoping site of Carrick Windfarm then the resulting level 
of change would have a greater influence on this perception of a ‘landscape with wind 
farms’ characteristic and result in the redefining of the LCT as a ‘wind farm landscape char-
acter type. “ 
 
We find it to be totally unacceptable that the LCT would be changed to accommodate this 
proposal.  
 
We would point out that the developer has referred to Carrick windfarm throughout as 
scoping, when, in fact, it went to application at approximately the same time as Knock-
cronal if not earlier.  
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4  CHAPTER 7 – ORNITHOLOGY 
 
We note that all the birds observed have been scoped out of the assessment but that there 
are osprey within 2km of the proposed site. 
   
Linfern Loch is within 2km of the proposed site and has a wealth of different birds, including 
pink footed geese and various ducks.  Migrating geese also pass over this area going to and 
from the Solway Coast. These should also be considered.  
 
Another migratory bird is the cuckoo which can be heard in this area from April till July but 
there is no mention of it.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

5   CHAPTER 8 - ECOLOGY 
 
We note that there was no evidence of red squirrel during the surveys but would respect-
fully point out that red squirrels are active within the area. According to Saving Scotland’s 
Red Squirrels there are 7 red squirrel records within 2km of the proposed site. From local 
knowledge there could well be more than that. There is evidence of badger and water vole 
within the site and we would point out that as protected mammals neither should be dis-
turbed. While there was no evidence of pine marten on the site there could well be within a 
very short distance.  

 

Of concern is run-off from the proposed site during construction and the damage which 
could ensue to the water of the Girvan River. The river is important for recreation for both 
locals and visitors/ tourists as a salmon and trout river and as such is also important to the 
economy of the community. We note that this has been scoped out of the assessment.  
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6   CHAPTER 9 – GEOLOGY, PEAT, HYDROLOGY 

      AND HYDROGEOLOGY 
 
 
ECU Scoping Opinion The development should not adversely affect the private water supplies 
in the area. 
   
 SAC Under the Scottish legislation, if a house does not have an adequate piped supply of 
wholesome water available within the house, it would fail to meet the tolerable standards.  

 

According to Scottish Water records, the development proposals impact on existing Scottish 
Water assets.  

 

We note that only one private water supply is identified as being hydrologically connected 
to the site. This is the pws for Glenalla Farm which is at risk from the western access track 
especially if widening is required. We welcome the mitigation measures to be put in place 
and approved by SAC prior to construction commencing. (9.9.3)  

 

Borrow pits A, B, C, E, Gatehouse Compounds (north and western),  Western and Northern 
Access, New floated track, Existing track widened and the Northern Access all have potential 
to affect the lower reaches of watercourses thus affecting the habitat for salmonids, brown 
trout, otter and freshwater pearl mussel. This is not acceptable given the importance of fish-
ing to the local economy in terms of recreation and economy.  

 

We welcome the mitigation measures to be taken to protect the Balbeg Burn.  
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7   CHAPTER 10 – NOISE 
  
In Table 10.1 the developer states that low frequency noise can be scoped out. While re-
ports tend to show that there is no evidence of health effects arising from infrasound or low 
frequency noise generated by the wind turbines, we would err on the side that there is no 
evidence that there are no health effects arising from infrasound or low frequency noise. 
We would remind the reader that the one turbine at Hunterston had to be decommissioned 
because of the number of complaints of noise and the detriment to health from nearby resi-
dents.  

 

We also note that while SAC had recommended that an operational noise limit of 35dB (A) 
day time and 38dB (A) be adopted that the developer has chosen to go for higher limits of 
38dB (A) day time and 43dB (A) consistent with national planning guidance, the key work 
here being guidance. We would agree with SAC that less is better.  

 

At 10.5.9 “The exact model of turbine to be used … would be the result of a future tendering 
process and therefore an indicative candidate turbine model has been assumed for the oper-
ational noise assessment.”  Again, it would have been expected that turbine models were 
decided before the application was made.  

 

During the construction phase Knockskae is the closest residence in terms of the access 
route and in terms of blasting. The resident of Knockskae is already aware of the noise gen-
erated by the operational Dersalloch windfarm and Knockcronal would add to that noise 
both during construction and when operational.   
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8    CHAPTER 11 – CULTURAL HERITAGE 

 

  
Historic Environment Scotland notes that “Setting can be important to the way in which his-
toric structures or places are understood, appreciated and experienced.” 
  
11.7.2 The Proposed Development layout has been designed to avoid impacts on heritage 
assets as far as possible (Figure 11.1), but four heritage assets would be directly affected by 
construction works associated with the Proposed Development. These are:  

• Remains of a small field and associated field banks (1l-m) would be directly affected 
by construction of turbine T1.  

• Remains of a drystone wall (21a), of low sensitivity, would be crossed by the main site 
access track. The proposed site access track would directly affect only a short section 
of the tumbled remains of the wall and would therefore have a low magnitude adverse 
impact on the integrity of the field boundary as a whole.  

• Remains of a field system (28a), of low sensitivity, would be crossed by the site access 
tracks. The impact on the field system and field banks (28a) would be of medium mag-
nitude, resulting in in an effect of moderate significance (significant in EIA terms) 
through fragmentation of the field system, disrupting it integrity.  

• A small circular platform (29), of low sensitivity, would be intersected by a new track 
section of the northern access route. The purpose of the platform is not known and 
there is little visible evidence to provide a proper understanding of its cultural signifi-
cance. It is evidently though a genuine feature in the landscape and could retain ar-
chaeological evidence regarding its character and purpose. The platform would be 
crossed by a new section the northern access track and the impact would be of high 
magnitude, resulting in an effect of moderate significance (significant in EIA terms) 
through loss of the feature.  

 

All of these assets add value to the historical value of the land and, although we welcome 
the mitigation measures we would prefer that there was no disturbance to them at all. We 
would point out that they have survived countless years of farming and forestry practice, 
both of which are rural pursuits and it seems wrong to disturb them for industrialisation of 
the landscape.  
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9   CHAPTER 12 – TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORT  
 
 

 Audit of EIAR Traffic & Transport  
  
1. This section presents an audit of Chapter 12 of the Environment Impact Assessment 

(EIA) Report, Traffic and Transport, prepared by Statkraft in November 2021, and Ap-
pendix 12.1 of the Environment Impact Assessment Report, Transport Assessment 
prepared by Pell Frischmann in November 2021 – both submitted in support of the 
proposed windfarm development at Knockcronal.  

  
2. Section 12.3 of the EIA Report sets out the planning policy against which the assess-

ment is to be assessed. It is noted that since the report was prepared additional rele-
vant policy has been published, some in draft form, but which is considered of material 
importance to the proposal. This includes the 2020 Westminster government white 
paper entitled Powering Our Net Zero Future issued 14 December 2020, the Scottish 
Government’s Onshore Wind Policy Statement Refresh 2021, and National Planning 
Framework 4.  

  
3. Table 12.1 of the EIA Report sets out summaries of consultation responses from a wide 

range of consultees, including Transport Scotland who commented that;  
• Transport Scotland will require to be satisfied that the size of turbines 
and blades proposed can negotiate the selected route and that their transpor-
tation will not have any detrimental effect on structures within the trunk road 
route path.  
• The Abnormal Loads Assessment report should identify pinch points on 
the trunk road network. Swept path analysis should be undertaken and details 
provided with regard to any required changes to street furniture or structures 
along the route.  

  
4. The applicant’s responses to these requirements are assessed in this audit.  
  
5. Para 12.5.8 of the EIA Report sets out that the abnormal loads access, and hence rout-

ing, will be agreed with South Ayrshire Council post consent and will be secured by a 
planning condition. Given the significant impact abnormal loads will have on local 
communities, this aspect of the proposal should be dealt with at the planning applica-
tion state, rather than deferring it to the post consent phase.  

  
6. Para’s 12.5.9 to 12.5.11 of the EIA Report discuss the access routes to the site – ap-

proaching via the A77 and either turning on to the B7045 at Hoggs Corner (15ft height 
restriction) and continuing on the B7045 / B7023 to Crosshill or continuing on the A77 
to Maybole and continuing on the B7023 to Crosshill and south on Dalhowan Street to 
Cloyntie Bridge. The western site access then routes south via Hill Road, while the 
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northern access would route via the B741 towards Straiton, turning onto the unclassi-
fied road unofficially signposted as Bennan Farm. Both routes would pass through 
Crosshill village centre, the impact on which is discussed later in this audit.   

  
7. Para 12.6.4 of the EIA Report would need to be updated as the B7023 through Crosshill 

village centre has recently been amended to a 20mph speed limit.  
  
8. Para 12.8.12 of the EIA Report sets out that ‘The peak traffic flows associated with the 

Proposed Development’s construction phase results in an average of 109 movements 
per day (55 trips in and 54 trips out), of which 35 would be made by light vehicles (ap-
prox. 18 inbound and 18 outbound) and 74 by HGV (approx. 37 inbound and 37 out-
bound)’.  

  
9. This suggests that on typical day in the peak phase 74 HGVs would pass through 

Crosshill over the suggested working period of 07:00 to 19:00. This equates to 6 HGV 
movements per hour, or one every 10 minutes. This activity would go on 5 days a week 
for a period of 7 months. This assessment does not consider the cumulative impact of 
other proposed windfarm schemes, such as Carrick, which would also see construction 
traffic routing through Crosshill village. Section 12.12 of the EIA Report discusses other 
consented schemes but fails to take in to account other proposed schemes.  

  
10.  The Pell Frischmann Transport Assessment provides more detailed assessments of 

construction vehicle movements associated with the scheme. This sets out that for 
track material construction alone, a total of 11,276 vehicle movements would be re-
quired. Analysis of Table 9 of the Pell Frischmann Transport Assessment reveals that 
for all construction traffic a total of 24,946 vehicle movements would be required.  

 

11. In the ‘Potential Effects’ section of the EIA Report, the impact of the construction 
phase of the scheme has been assessed as ‘not significant’ at all receptor locations and 
for all criteria, including the impact of all criteria on residents of Crosshill. Given the 
fact that Crosshill residents will bear the brunt of construction traffic / HGVs from this 
and other windfarm schemes, it is unlikely that anyone in Crosshill would agree with 
the ‘not significant’ assessment.  

 

12. In summary, it is considered that the level of detail submitted in support of the appli-
cation in terms of traffic and transportation is insufficient for a full assessment to be 
made. In addition, routing options to the site are inappropriate and have not been 
assessed to the required level of detail.  
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10 CHAPTER 13 – SOCIO-ECONOMICS AND        
TOURISM  

 
While saying at 13.1.2 “The Proposed Development, an onshore wind development south of 
Straiton in South Ayrshire, comprises nine 6.6 MW turbines for an anticipated generating ca-
pacity of 59.4 MW. Its construction and operations will create new jobs, good jobs and green 
jobs. These could contribute to the retention of young people in the local area, alleviating 
the demographic pressures from an ageing population and depopulation.” 
 
 It then goes on at 13.1.7 to say that over the long term it would support 5 jobs in South 
Ayrshire and 8 jobs across Scotland. These two statements seem to be in conflict with each 
other. We also know from experience that minimal jobs are created for local people even 
during construction when workforces have been brought in from Spain, Portugal and South-
ern Ireland. With the technology available now we also know that at the operational phase 
the turbines could, in fact, be operated from Norway where Statkraft is based.  

 

Looking at the numbers of accommodation providers we would say that these have been un-
derestimated  

 

Tourists and visitors come to this area around Straiton for the opportunities to walk or cycle, 
to enjoy the peace and tranquillity of the surrounding countryside with the rich historic and 
cultural heritage that it contains. The setting of the conservation village of Straiton is what 
many of these visitors appreciate, away from the mainstream and a step back in time for 
many coming from large towns and cities. The introduction of large scale industrial turbines 
into this setting is totally inappropriate and unacceptable.  

 

At 13.9.22 the developer references community benefit. We would point out that this forms 
no part of the planning process and should therefore be discounted.  
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11 CHAPTER 14 – AVIATION AND RADAR 

 
  

We note the concerns of NERL and GPA.  
  
We add our concerns that aviation lighting could damage the integrity of the Dark Sky Park. 
It would also diminish the enjoyment of dark skies and star gazing for members of the com-
munity outwith the village of Straiton because of the light pollution caused.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

12  CHAPTER 16 – SHADOW FLICKER  

 
While the developer states that shadow flicker assessment has been completed to the  
required standard and in accordance with Scottish Government Advice we would say that  
the use of 10 rotor diameters is not adequate as was shown by a paper presented at the 
 Keirs Hill PLI. There it was shown that because the receptor is not at the same height as the 
 rotor but looking up at the rotor that the 10 rotor diameters was not adequate. The 
 effect is exacerbated by multiple rotors interacting. We would add that shadow flicker 
 can also also occur on bright moonlit nights. 
  
It shows that again Knockskae is the property which will suffer most effect.  
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13  ASSESSMENT OF NEED 
  
  

1 This section assesses the ‘need’ for additional onshore wind provision which would be 
provided by the proposed windfarm development at Knockcronal and demonstrates 
that such additional onshore wind provision is not required.  

  
2 The most obvious reason why additional provision is not required, was set out in South 

Ayrshire Council’s supplementary submission on energy and planning policy in relation 
to the recent Clauchrie Wind Farm application, which stated that:   
  
"While the Scottish Ministers are setting an ambition for an additional 8-12GW of on-
shore wind capacity by 2030 it is clear that this can be met by the existing pipeline of 
consented developments (5GW), with extensions to current consented sites (1.3GW) 
and by repowering older end of life developments (5GW). Kilgallioch and Arecleoch 
extensions have been approved since this statement was made. There is therefore no 
need for additional consents on new virgin site to meet the ambition."   

  
3 The Scottish Government’s Onshore Wind Policy Statement Refresh 2021: Consulta-

tive Draft (October 2021) sets out that the UK currently has 14.1GW of installed on-
shore wind, with 8.4GW of this in Scotland. Scotland additionally has around 9.7GW 
of onshore wind currently in the pipeline, spread over 202 different projects compris-
ing;  

• 4.69 GW In Planning/Consenting Process   
• 4.64GW Awaiting Construction, and  
• 0.43 GW Under Construction  

  
4 It is quite obvious from this statement that there is no requirement for the proposed 

Knockcronal wind farm. Furthermore, with interconnectors full, the grid unable to 
cope and major wind farms such as Kilgallioch constrained for up to 25% of the time, 
the question as to where will the electricity generated by Knockcronal go, must be 
asked.   

  
5 In addition, wind power is fickle, unreliable and frequently undeliverable and yet Scot-

land is now almost totally dependent upon it, with its shortcomings covered by im-
ports.  

  
6 After 20 years now of pro-onshore-wind-farm propaganda, it might be encapsulated 

in the statement made by Ms McKenzie on behalf of indeed Scottish Power Renewa-
bles during the Clauchrie inquiry stated that it was their…   
  
“…mission is to provide cheap, green electricity for Scottish homes.”   
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7 It is worth noting that in 2002, the price of a unit of electricity to a domestic consumer 
was 6.873p. By 2012, the price of a unit of electricity to a domestic consumer had risen 
to 13.07p, and by the start of 2022, the price of a unit of electricity to a domestic 
consumer had risen to around 25.00p. With the announced ‘price cap’ increase in Feb-
ruary 2022 of 53% the price of a unit of electricity to a domestic consumer will reach 
around 40p, which represents an increase of 590% over 20 years. By contrast the retail 
price index has approximately doubled (100% increase) over the same timeframe. It is 
noted that during this timeframe there has been considerable uncertainty over sup-
plies and aged fossil fuel burning generation has had to be switched on at short notice 
to cover shortfalls. With regard the unit cost of electricity, references are made to the 
relationship with gas prices, presumably because some electricity is made with gas, 
but for a renewable tariff such as offshore wind, it is questioned how such a relation-
ship can exist.     

  
8 Other points to note are that:  

• currently 25% of the domestic electricity bill comprises green levies and 
taxes, without which wind farms wouldn’t be built, and that the Scottish Gov-
ernment, and,   
• in 2001 the Scottish Executive published the Housing (Scotland) Act 
2001, Section 8 of which (Scottish Fuel Poverty Statement) committed the 
Scottish Executive's successors to ensuring that, as far as reasonably practica-
ble, people were not living in fuel poverty in Scotland by November 2016. The 
reality is that by 2020, fuel poverty had doubled to 35% of Scottish households 
and will likely affect more people in the future.  

  
9 The 2020 Westminster government white paper entitled Powering Our Net Zero Fu-

ture issued 14 December 2020, listed a ten-point plan for the direction of energy sup-
ply to 2050, this included: Nuclear power, Green public transport, walking and cycling, 
Offshore wind, Hydrogen, Jet zero and green ships, Greener buildings, Protecting the 
natural environment, Zero emission vehicles, Carbon capture, usage and storage, 
Green finance and innovation. It did not refer to Onshore wind or Grid expansion as 
principal influences or pathways, indeed onshore wind is referred to only in passing 
for the first time some 100+ pages in. One of the principal tenets of the white paper 
was generation close to where demand lay thus obviating significant grid expansion. 
The proposed Knockcronal wind farm does not comply with this vision.  

  
10 By contrast draft versions the Scottish Government’s Onshore Wind Policy Statement 

Refresh 2021, and National Planning Framework 4 have been cited by promoters of 
onshore wind proposals in their applications, seeking to suggest that these documents 
change the parameters by which wind farm applications should be considered.  
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11 In the Clauchrie inquiry, Mountaineering Scotland made the following comments;  
  

“Scottish Ministers have themselves provided indirect guidance on the weight to be 
attached to Draft NPF4. In five S.36 wind farm consents issued between 16 and 24 
November, after the publication of both draft documents considered here, reference is 
made in the Decision Letter to the Draft NPF4. The wording varies slightly but all ex-
press the same view. Stranoch 2 Wind Farm is typical:  
  
"Draft NPF4 was laid in Parliament on 10 November 2021. It does not reduce the cur-
rent policy support for the proposed Development and given the Draft NPF4 is at the 
consultative draft stage, Scottish Ministers have given it limited weight.  

  
The Decision Letters make brief reference to the original Onshore Wind Policy State-
ment of December 2017 but none refer to the October 2021 consultative draft refresh. 
Taking our lead from the limited weight Ministers have attached to the much more 
coherent and polished Draft NPF4, it is our view that very limited weight should be 
attached to the Onshore Wind Policy Statement Consultative Draft.” 

  
12 More recently, the UK Government published its Energy Security Strategy on 6th April 

2022 which majors on nuclear power and offshore wind. The UK Government’s ambi-
tion is that offshore wind will generate up to 50GW by 2030, which the press release 
states will be more than enough to power every home in the UK. The hope is that this 
will be achieved by new planning reforms to cut the approval times for new offshore 
wind farms from 4 years to 1 year and an overall streamlining which will radically re-
duce the time it takes for new projects to reach construction stages while improving 
the environment.  

  
13 With regards onshore wind, the Strategy places this behind new North Sea oil and gas 

projects, indicating that onshore wind is not the answer to meeting energy needs. It 
goes on to set out that the UK Government will be;  

  
“Consulting on developing partnerships with a limited number of supportive 
communities who wish to host new onshore wind infrastructure in return for guaran-
teed lower energy bills”  

  
14 The key phrases here are “limited number” and “supportive communities”. Current 

plans for wind farms across south west Scotland do not reflect this “limited number” 
and there is no evidence that any of the proposed communities that will be blighted 
by such development are supportive.  
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15 In order to provide useful power, Knockcronal will require (along with other wind farm 
developments) massive alteration and improvement to the national grid. This is not 
envisaged by the UK Government’s Powering Net Zero white paper, and it is difficult 
to see how, without significant changes to devolved powers and a major change of 
heart in Westminster, how the Scottish Government can deliver it unilaterally. Cur-
rently the grid is unable to cope with existing wind farms, and other infrastructure is 
inadequate also.   

  
16 Another key issue to notes relates to the recent ScotWind auction of offshore produc-

tion capacity. If all the schemes applied for in the recent round of offshore leases auc-
tion are built, they will together generate 25 gigawatts of renewable electricity – more 
than double the Scottish Government’s ambitions for 11 gigawatts by 2030 and equiv-
alent to the most ambitious aspirations of the Onshore wind refresh document. That 
is enough to power more than 18 million homes, with Scotland only currently having 
around 2.5 million homes. Again, this demonstrates that there is no need for new on-
shore wind farms.  

  
17 Related to the issue of need, is the issue of payments to wind power generators. Con-

straint Payments to wind power generators, paid when the national grid is at capacity, 
totalled £274 million in 2020, up from £13m in 2011, with costs added to domestic 

electricity bills. Over the past decade electricity customers have paid windfarms £1bn 

to switch off turbines. This waste of energy and the extra costs for consumers arise 
almost entirely from over-provision of capacity in Scotland.  

  
18 Dr John Constable, of the Renewable Energy Foundation, said:   
  

“It was the choice of windfarm developers to build in remote areas where there’s low 
demand and very little grid. So, the fact that they’re constrained off is an entirely fore-
seeable commercial risk and they really shouldn’t be receiving any compensation at 
all.  

  
As it is, the extraordinary thing is that they’re actually making more money when 
they’re not generating than when they’re generating and selling normally to consum-
ers.”  

  
19 The Balancing Mechanism, which ensures that supply and demand are in balance hour 

by hour, was forced to pay up to £4000/MWh to get the coal-fired Drax 5 unit to switch 
on, at the same time as paying wind farms to switch off. The daily cost of balancing 
the electricity grid rocketed to £63 million on 24/11/21, surpassing the record of £45 
million that had been set at the beginning of November 2021. Wind farms were per-
forming poorly yet again, delivering only 20% of their theoretical capacity. 

 
 
  
  

http://www.savestraitonforscotland/


__________________________________________________ 

 

__________________________________________________ 

www.savestraitonforscotland - 29 - of 30 Knockcronal  Objection 

20 Net Zero Watch’s Dr Benny Peiser said:  
  

“The tens of millions that the grid is having to throw at the growing problem of unreli-
able renewables on days like yesterday are astonishing. £1 million to wind farms to 
switch off. £5 million to get a single coal-fired unit at Drax to switch on. This is unsus-
tainable.”  

  
21 The annual cost of the so-called Balancing Mechanism has quintupled in just three 

years, reaching £1.8 billion in 2020/21 driven primarily by the vagaries of wind speed. 
But Dr Peiser warns that figure that is likely to be comfortably surpassed in the current 
year.   

  
22 In summary, it has been demonstrated above that additional onshore wind provision 

as would be provided by the proposed windfarm development at Knockcronal is not 
required. In addition, failings of the current windfarm economic case demonstrate 
that additional onshore wind provision will lead to further, unsustainable costs for 
consumers.  
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14  CONCLUSION 

 
In conclusion we would make mention of one property in particular which will suffer most 
damage to the quality of life for the resident. Knockskae will be severely affected on visual 
grounds as well as noise which is already an issue from the operational Dersalloch. The  
proposed development would certainly add to this. Noise would also be an issue to this  
property at the construction stage and, depending on the access route chosen, access to the 
 property could be severely affected. Aviation lighting would only add to the issues at this 
 property.  

 

We would also state that we respect the Biosphere stance on windfarm objections but point 
 out that the buffer zone for the biosphere actually borders the proposed site. 
  
We would respectfully ask that Scottish ministers reject this application for the above reasons 
 and that, further, they make it clear that no other application can be made concerning this 
 particular site. 
  
There may be further reasons which we have not listed but may wish to add at a later date.  
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