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1.

Introduction

This screening direction and scoping opinion are issued on behalf of the Scottish Ministers to Sandy
Knowe Wind Farm Limited, (“the Applicant”) in response to its request dated 9 May 2017 for a
scoping opinion under section 7 Part III of Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment)
(Scotland) Regulations 2000, and subsequent correspondence in relation to the proposed Sandy
Knowe Wind Farm development.
The proposed wind farm would be capable of electricity generation in excess of 50 megawatts (MW)
and would be located approximately 1.5 kilometres southwest of Kirkconnel and Kelloholm in
Dumfries and Galloway on the site shown on the map forming part of Annex 1.
Subject to transitional provisions specified therein, the Electricity Works (Environmental Impact
Assessment) (Scotland) Regulation 2017 (“the EIA Regulations”) apply to any screening direction
issued by Scottish Ministers after 16 May 2017 and to any request for a scoping opinion made before
16 May 2017 where the scoping opinion has not been issued before that date.

2.

Application History and Project Description

On 6 December 2012, Sandy Knowe Wind Farm Limited submitted an application to Scottish
Ministers for consent under section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989, seeking authorisation for the
construction and operation for a wind farm development known as Sandy Knowe wind farm on the
same site as the proposed development to which this screening direction and scoping opinion relate.
The proposed development comprised 30 turbines with a maximum tip height of 125 metres and a
maximum generating capacity of 90MW. Following consultation and consideration of the application,
Scottish Ministers refused consent by decision letter dated 18 February 2015. Details of the Scottish
Ministers’
determination
can
be
viewed
on
our
website.
http://www.energyconsents.scot/ApplicationDetails.aspx. This application is referred to throughout
this screening direction and scoping opinion as “the 2012 application”.
On 9 July 2015, Sandy Knowe Wind Farm Limited submitted an application to Dumfries and Galloway
Council for planning permission under the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997, for the
construction of a wind farm development known as Sandy Knowe wind farm on the same site as the
proposed development to which this screening direction and scoping opinion relates. The proposed
development comprised 24 turbines with a maximum tip height of 125 metres and rotor diameter of
100 metres. Dumfries and Galloway Council granted planning permission (15/P/3/0279) on 24
November 2016. This is referred to throughout this screening direction and scoping opinion as
“the 2015 application”. On 21 March 2017, Dumfries and Galloway Council granted a non-material
variation to the planning permission, allowing 101 meter rotor length (maintaining the 125 metre
maximum tip height). This represented an increase from the 100 metre rotor diameter of the
candidate turbine assessed in the environmental statement which accompanied the application for
planning permission.
The proposed development to which this screening direction and scoping opinion relate is the
construction and operation of a wind farm development to be known as Sandy Knowe wind farm on
the same site as the 2012 application and the 2015 application. The proposed development
comprises 24 turbines on the same layout as the 2015 application with a maximum tip height of 125
metres and rotor length of 101 metres, all as more particularly described at Annex 1. It is referred to
throughout this screening direction and scoping opinion as “the 2017 proposed development”.

3.

Screening Direction

There has, since the date of submission by the Applicant of its request for a scoping request on 9 May
2017, been some discussion between the Applicant and Scottish Government officials on whether the
2017 proposed development amounts to EIA development within the meaning of the EIA Regulations.
To remove any ambiguity going forward, Scottish Ministers hereby exercise their discretion under the
EIA Regulations to issue a screening direction at their own volition.

3

Subject to transitional provisions specified therein, the Electricity Works (Environmental Impact
Assessment) (Scotland) Regulation 2017 (“the EIA Regulations”) apply to any request for a screening
direction issued by Ministers after 16 May 2017.
Based upon the information included within the scoping report and current knowledge available at the
time of drafting this screening direction, Scottish Ministers consider this proposal to be Schedule 2
EIA development likely to have significant effects on the environment by virtue of characteristics of the
development, in particular the size and design of the proposed development and the cumulation of
impacts with other existing development and/or approved development; the location of the
development including, but not limited to, consideration of impacts on areas of afforestation and
proximity to populated areas; the characteristics of the potential impacts taking into account the
spatial extent of the impact, the probability and duration of impacts, the cumulation of impacts with
other development and the possibility of effectively reducing impacts. The principal reasons for
reaching this conclusion are the known likely significant environmental effects on landscape, visual
impacts, noise impacts and other issues reported in detail in the environmental statements prepared
by the Applicant in support of the 2012 application (Ministers have not had sight of the environmental
statement submitted to Dumfries and Galloway in relation to the 2015 application), which are referred
to in full for the purpose of this screening direction.
As such an Environmental Impact Assessment report (EIA report) is required to support any future
application for consent under the Electricity Act 1989. The Scottish Ministers will not grant consent
under section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 for EIA development or direct that planning permission is
deemed to be granted under section 57(2) of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act in
respect of EIA development, unless an environmental impact assessment has been carried out in
respect of that development.

4.

Scoping Opinion

Subject to transitional provisions specified therein, the Electricity Works (Environmental Impact
Assessment) (Scotland) Regulation 2017 apply to any request for a scoping opinion made before 16
May 2017 where the Scottish Ministers have not adopted a scoping opinion before that date.
This scoping opinion has been adopted following consultation with Dumfries and Galloway Council as
the planning authority in whose area the proposed development would be situated, Scottish Natural
heritage, the Scottish Environment Protection Agency and Historic Environment Scotland, all as
statutory consultation bodies, and with other bodies which Scottish Ministers consider likely to have
an interest in the proposed development by reason of their specific environmental responsibilities or
local and regional competencies.
Scottish Ministers adopt this scoping opinion having taken into account the information provided by
the applicant in its request dated 9 May 2017 in respect of the specific characteristics of the proposed
development and representations received in response to the consultation undertaken. In providing
this scoping opinion, the Scottish Ministers have had regard to current knowledge and methods of
assessment; have taken into account the specific characteristics of the proposed development, the
specific characteristics of that type of development and the environmental features likely to be
affected.
This scoping opinion is based on information contained in the applicant’s written request for a scoping
opinion and information available at today’s date. The adoption of this scoping opinion by the Scottish
Ministers does not preclude the Scottish Ministers from requiring of the applicant information in
connection with any EIA report submitted in connection with its application section 36 consent for the
2017 proposed development. Nothing in this scoping opinion will prevent the Scottish Ministers from
seeking additional information at application stage, for example to include cumulative impacts of
additional developments which enter the planning process after the date of this opinion.
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5.

Content of EIA Report and reliance upon previous assessments

The EIA report for the 2017 proposed development prepared pursuant to this scoping opinion should
be a stand-alone document which reports all likely significant environmental effects of the 2017
proposed development on the environment, including all matters outlined in the EIA Regulations and
transitional provisions specified therein.
Scottish Ministers are aware of the planning history for this proposal and are mindful of physical
similarities between the 2012 application, the 2015 application and the 2017 proposed developments.
Scottish Ministers are keen to ensure that any environmental assessment is proportionate, while
meeting all requirements under the EIA Regulations.
The Applicant was invited to highlight in its request for a scoping opinion where the conclusions of the
environmental statements prepared in relation to the 2012 application and 2015 application may be
relied upon to inform a conclusion that impacts of the 2017 proposed development are not likely to
have a significant environmental effect and should therefore be scoped out of any environmental
impact assessment undertaken in relation to the 2017 proposed development. The Applicant was
advised that this approach would be relevant where (i) any physical differences between the projects
assessed in the environmental impact assessments undertaken in respect of the 2012 application and
2015 application and the 2017 proposed development (for example having regard to any gaps in
assessment arising from increased rotor diameter from 2015 application and the 2017 proposed
development) that would not alter the previous conclusion of no likely significant environmental effect;
(ii) where there had been no changes to the environmental baseline since the date of completion of
the relevant 2012 or 2015 assessments, including changes to the cumulative baseline that would alter
the previous conclusion of no likely significant environmental effect; and (iii) where there had been no
change to policy or guidance since the date of the relevant 2012 or 2015 assessments which might
alter the approach to assessment or outcome of assessment or that would alter the previous
conclusion of no likely significant environmental effect.
Where, following consultation with statutory consultation bodies and other environmental
stakeholders, Ministers have confidence that previous assessments may be relied upon to inform a
conclusion that there will be no significant environmental effects, Ministers would in principle be
content to conclude that relevant effects could be excluded from the environmental assessment to be
undertaken in relation to the 2017 proposed development. The Applicant was reminded in advance of
submission of its request for a scoping opinion that, since Scottish Ministers were not a party to the
2015 application, it has no information available to it at the time of issuing this scoping opinion in
relation to the 2015 environmental assessment. Scottish Ministers have therefore relied on
information available to it in relation to the 2012 application, information provided by the Applicant and
consultation responses.
Scottish Ministers expect the environmental assessment undertaken in relation to the 2017 proposed
development to reflect all environmental impacts, even where those are similar or the same in nature
to effects assessed in relation to the 2015 application. This will be required to ensure that Ministers
have sufficient information before them at the time of consideration of an application in relation to the
2017 proposed development to discharge its obligations under the EIA Regulations.
6.

Baseline

Although planning permission exists for the construction of a wind farm on the site, as more
particularly described in the 2015 application as subsequently modified, there is at present no wind
farm on site. The baseline for the purpose of assessment should be that which prevails at the date of
undertaking the assessment. In this case, the baseline position for assessment should be considered
as that which is currently on the site and not that for which the company has planning permission to
build.
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Scottish Ministers will not regard an assessment of the differences between the proposed
development and the information previously submitted to the planning authority in relation to the 2015
application as being sufficient to discharge obligations under the EIA Regulations. However, this
information may be presented separately within a planning statement, should the Applicant wish to
rely upon the planning history for the site as a material consideration in the application process.

7.

Consultation Responses

All consultation responses received should be considered in full. Unless stated to the contrary in this
scoping opinion, Scottish Ministers expect the EIA report to include all matters raised by the
consultees. Copies of the responses received from the consultees are attached at Annex 2.
8.

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment

It is recognised that there is a difference in the advice provided by SNH and Dumfries and Galloway
Council in response to the Applicant’s proposed approach to LVIA.
The request for a scoping opinion prepared by the Applicant identified a list of 7 viewpoints from
which significant effects are likely to be experienced, all located within 10km of the proposed
development site. SNH has confirmed that it is content that the Applicant’s proposed approach is
sufficient for their purposes. However, Dumfries and Galloway Council has provided advice that it
found considerable short comings in the environmental assessment under taken for previous
applications, in relation to both representative viewpoints used and standard of visualisations, and has
requested that those short comings be addressed in relation to the application for the 2017 proposed
development.
Having considered the advice of both SNH and Dumfries and Galloway Council, Scottish Ministers
accept that there is a reasonable dispute about the conclusions reported in relation to the 2012 and
2015 applications, such that Ministers cannot have confidence that additional viewpoints should be
scoped out of the environmental assessment undertaken in relation to the 2017 proposed
development. Scottish Minsters’ adopt Dumfries and Galloway Council’s advice for the purpose of
this scoping opinion.
Scottish Ministers also accept Dumfries and Galloway Council’s advice that the LVIA should be
updated to take account of the Dumfries and Galloway Wind Farm Landscape Capacity Study. A full
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment assuming an undeveloped site as the baseline should be
prepared using current SNH visualisation guidance (2017), addressing the cumulative position and
policy context at the date of submission of the application.

9.

Mitigation Measures

The Scottish Ministers are required to make a reasoned conclusion on the significant effects of the
development on the environment as identified in the environmental impact assessment. The
mitigation measures suggested for any significant environmental impacts identified should be
presented as a conclusion to each chapter. Applicants are also asked to provide a consolidated
schedule of all mitigation measures proposed in the environmental assessment, provided in tabular
form, where that mitigation is relied upon in relation to reported conclusions of likelihood or
significance of impacts.

10.

Process Going Forward

It is acknowledged that the environmental impact assessment process is iterative and should inform
the final layout and design of proposed developments. All applicants are encouraged to engage with
officials at the Scottish Government Energy Consents Unit before proposals reach design freeze.
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This will afford an opportunity for additional comments to be provided on the final proposals at preapplication stage.
Applicants are reminded that there will be limited opportunity to materially vary the form and content
of a proposed development once an application for consent has been made.
When finalising the EIA report, applicants are asked to provide a summary in tabular form of where
within the EIA report each of the specific matters raised in this scoping opinion has been addressed.
It is recommended that an additional scoping opinion be sought from Scottish Ministers in the event
that no application has been submitted within twelve months of the date of this opinion.

Theresa McInnes
Energy Consents Unit

As authorised by the Scottish Ministers to sign in that behalf.
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Annex 1
Project Description and Location Plan
A proposed wind farm electricity generating station located approximately 1.5 kilometres southwest of
Kirkconnel and Kelloholm in Dumfries and Galloway on the site shown on the map attached,
comprising:
1. 24 wind turbines with maximum blade tip height of 125 metres above ground level; hub height
of 74.5 metres, maximum hub height of 74.5 metres and maximum rotor diameter of 101
metres;
2. Crane hard standing areas;
3. Site access from the A76;
4. Site access tracks to include 1.3 km of upgraded track ad 9.9 km of new track;
5. Five watercourse crossings;
6. A substation
7. A meteorological monitoring mast;
8. Temporary construction compounds; and
9. Forestry felling and compensatory planting.
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Annex 2
Consultation Responses

McInnes T (Theresa)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Andy Mills <andymills@amgeomorphology.co.uk>
22 May 2017 17:22
McInnes T (Theresa)
RE: Sandy Knowe Wind Farm 2017 - Request for a Scoping Opinion

Dear Theresa,
Thank you for the clarification below.
Based on our review of the site extent, we would expect any new application to be subject to a full Peat Landslide
Hazard and Risk Assessment (PLHRA), as detailed in the recently revised Scottish Government Best Practice
Guidance (2017):
http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2017/04/8868
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to get in touch.
Best regards,
Andy
Dr Andy Mills
Geomorphologist
Tel:
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Steve Rogers – Head of Planning & Regulatory Services
Kirkbank, English Street, Dumfries, DG1 2HS
Telephone (01387) 260199 - Fax (01387) 260188

Dumfries & Galloway Council
Scoping Opinion
Proposed Section 36 application for a windfarm comprising 24 wind turbines (125m to
blade tip) (proposed capacity 86MW) at Sandyknowe, near to Kirkconnel and Kelloholm
(Planning reference 17/0817/ENQ)
1

This consultation from Scottish Ministers, following a request to them by Jones Lang LaSalle on behalf of Sandy Knowe Wind Farm Limited for a scoping opinion in accordance
with regulation 7 of the Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland)
Regulations 2000 (“the Regulations”), relates to a proposed windfarm comprising 24
turbines with a maximum height to blade tip of 125 metres, each with a maximum rated
output of up to 3.6 MW. As the development would have a maximum generation capacity of
greater than 50 MW, an application for consent would be in the form of a Section 36
application under the Electricity Act 1989. Notwithstanding the previous planning history
relating to this site (notably approval of planning reference 15/P/2/0279), Scottish Ministers
in their correspondence dated 26 April 2017 and 16 May 2017 stated that in order to comply
with the obligations of the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations, the proposal
must be considered as a stand-alone application i.e. as though it were a brand new
proposal and on the basis that this is an empty site.

2

The site is located across White Hill, Hay Knowe, White Knowe, and Sandy Knowe, to the
south of the A76(T) public road, approximately 1.5km south west of Kirkconnel and
Kelloholm. The site extends to around 389Ha in area and ranges in elevation from around
240m to 440m AOD (above ordnance datum) and comprises grazed moorland. A Site of
Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), based upon the Polneul Burn, runs through the western
portion of the site in a generally south to north direction. The wider area is interspersed with
surviving areas of ancient, semi-natural ancient and commercial woodland, with areas of
upland habitat to the south and west and agricultural land to the north and east. The
application site is generally encircled by higher hills that are positioned between 3-5km out
from the site. The most significant incursion is the Upper Nith Valley which extends in a
west-north-westerly and south-easterly direction from the site

3

The planning authority consulted the following Departments of Dumfries and Galloway
Council to form this response: Council Archaeologist, Environmental Health, Flood Risk
Management Team, Landscape Architect, Roads. Following an initial response to the
scoping request sent by the Council to Scottish Ministers on 31 May 2017 containing a
response from the Council’s roads officer, responses have been received from the other 4
consultees. The following sections comprise the responses from all consultees and form
the Council’s full response to the request from Scottish Ministers.
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Summary of Relevant Local Planning Policy

4.1

The adopted development plan comprises the Dumfries and Galloway Local Development
Plan (LDP) adopted September 2014. The LDP is accompanied by Statutory
Supplementary Guidance and these documents directly relate to a policy in the LDP. They
have been through been through a full consultation process and have been subject to

Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA). As they are formally adopted as part of the
LDP they have the same importance as the plan in the decision making process and should
therefore be taken into account where relevant when the significance of environmental
effects are being considered. Relevant policies in the LDP and Supplementary Guidance
relating to a subject matter are covered in more detail in the sections below.
4.2

Since this scoping request was submitted, there has been a material change in policy where
Statutory Supplementary Guidance - Part 1 Wind Energy Development: Development
Management Considerations has been updated following a review of the Dumfries and
Galloway Wind Farm Landscape Capacity Study (DGWLCS) which is contained in
Appendix C of the Supplementary Guidance. The updated Supplementary Guidance was
formally adopted on 22 June 2017 following referral to Scottish Ministers. Notwithstanding
the comments made in paragraph 4.4.1 of the scoping report, this is a material
consideration that should be taken into account in the submitted EIA Report accompanying
the proposed development.
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Landscape Architect

5.1

The landscape advice provided is without prejudice to future advice and opinion, or any
decision which the Council as planning authority may choose to make in respect of any
future planning application. Furthermore, it should not be assumed that every issue which
might impact on any such application has been addressed in this report. It should also be
noted that other issues may come to light as a result of consultation with other relevant
bodies in relation to any future planning application.

5.2

One landscape opinion only will be provided to schemes at scoping, and all further
enquiries are to be referred directly to the planning case officer. Site visits have been
previously undertaken for Sandy Knowe (2013 scheme) and other wind farm schemes in
Upper Nithsdale on 19 and 20 July 2012, 18, 22 and 27 July 2013, and 15 April 2014 in
good conditions of visibility.

5.3

Background

Approach
5.3.1 This DGC landscape scoping opinion treats this as a new application and sets out an
updated position, compared to the previous 2012 scoping, with respect to national and
DGC policy and guidance, the landscape and visual baseline, and cumulative context. It
focuses on the significant and serious effects identified in DGC’s assessment of the 2015
scheme.
5.3.2 It is disagreed with the proposed approach in the JLL Request for a Scoping Opinion from
the Scottish Ministers (April 2017), with respect to limiting the scope of the ES / LVIA to the
significant effects found for the Permitted Development. Whilst it is noted that this
approach appears to be as a result of the applicant’s assertions for the assessment to
focus on ‘likely significant affects’, it should be stated that DGC found considerable shortfallings in the previous ES / LVIA which is set out in paragraphs 5.3.4 and 5.3.5 below. As
this scoping is to be considered as a new application, it is requested that the short-fallings
are addressed, and not repeated in this new application, so that the likely significant
effects of the scheme can be fully understood and assessed by the public and decision
makers.
5.3.3 In order to adequately assess the Sandy Knowe development both the representative
viewpoints, and also the standards of the visualisation and their presentation must be revisited. A revised list of recommended representative viewpoints are included in this
report in paragraph 5.6.6.

Redress of the short-fallings of the previously submitted ES / LVIAs
5.3.4 The previous Landscape and Visual Impact Assessments submitted for the 2013 and 2015
schemes were considered sub-standard in terms of information, in particular the
visualisations provided and cumulative assessments. These short-fallings were outlined in
paragraph 1.2.1 of the previous DGC landscape response (8 February 2016).
5.3.5 The following requirements are noted in order to redress these short-fallings:
 The influence of Sandy Knowe on landscape character in addition to committed
schemes, with reference to the DGWLCS and specifically the Upper Dale / Valley (LCT
9) Upper Nithsdale unit.
 More representative viewpoints in Upper Nithsdale, where the most significant effects
are anticipated, with some wider elevated viewpoints to consider the wind farm pattern.
 All representative viewpoints to be presented in the main body of the LVIA, compliant
with SNH visualisation guidance (2017), addressing the cumulative context.
 Full cumulative landscape assessments must be made of Sandy Knowe in relation to
maintaining a coherent wind farm pattern, which should be tested against the CSZ
criteria (DGC, Technical Paper Wind Energy Interim Spatial Framework, 4.11) in the
LVIA.
Response to the JLL scoping report
5.3.6 Given the considered short-fallings of the previously submitted ES / LVIA it is disagreed
with the approach and methodology set out, specifically:
5.3.7 It is disagreed that it is appropriate to re-use the existing photography and baseline studies
to inform the LVIA (4.4.2). The DGWLCS should be a key reference in terms of the
baseline assessments, the sensitivities (summary and detail assessments), opportunities
and constraints, and the development guidance it sets out, as explained further in
paragraphs 5.4.2 – 5.4.11. The DGWLCS was not referred to in the previous LVIAs which
was considered to be a significant omission in the assessment.
5.3.8 The previous visualisations generally do not meet the SNH good practice guidance (2017).
It is disagreed that the visualisation methodology should be repeated from the Permitted
Development LVIA, or that the same viewpoints be assessed (4.4.6). It is also disagreed
that the viewpoints suggested in 4.4.19 provide adequate or worst case coverage of Upper
Nithsdale.
5.3.9 Whilst it was agreed that most of the significant effects were localised within Upper
Nithsdale, it is disagreed with 4.4.4 and the scoping out of all the wider representative
viewpoints (4.4.20). It is necessary to take in the view from wider visual receptors to fully
appreciate the potential effects of Sandy Knowe in relation to maintaining a coherent wind
farm pattern, a principle embedded in DGC policy in relation to strategic cumulative effects
(LDP 4.91 and 4.94). This is also necessary in order to judge the influence of wind farm
development on landscape character, and thereby the potential additional landscape
effects of Sandy Knowe in relation to the committed developments. Neither of these
aspects of cumulative landscape effects were adequately addressed in the previous LVIA,
and the cumulative context against which this new proposal is being made has also
changed.
Opportunity to reduce significant cumulative landscape and visual effects
5.3.10 The increased efficiency of the new Sandy Knowe proposals provides an opportunity to
minimise the cumulative landscape and visual effects of the scheme, particularly on the
Upper Nithsdale area, by reducing the wind farm footprint.
5.3.11 Specifically, to re-iterate the previous DGC landscape advice provided (8 February 2016):

it is recommended that as mitigation by design turbine numbers be reduced from 24 to 15,
but that the power capacity for each turbine be maximised / raised / reinstated to that
proposed in the 2013 application. In this way a smaller but more efficient WED could be
achieved with less cumulative landscape and visual effects.
5.3.12 In landscape terms there would be scope for wind farm development over the upper valley
sides of Upper Nithsdale, set back from sensitive valley receptors. Based on DGC’s 2016
assessment of the Sandy Knowe site in terms of developable area, the footprint of the
proposed 2015 turbines 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, and 12, are least problematic, with the most
problematic of the remaining turbines 1, 2, 3, 4, 9, 21, 22, and 23. If these turbines were
removed Significant effects would be reduced to an acceptable level.
5.3.13 Such reductions in the turbine numbers would also benefit the wind farm design in terms of
the wind farm image, reducing congestion and instances of stacking and overlapping
rotars.
5.4

Policy and guidance

Local Development Plan policies
5.4.1 The proposals are assessed in landscape terms against policies in the 2014 DGC LDP.
 Policies OP1c and OP 2 are overarching policies with special relevance for landscape
issues.
 Policy IN2 is the main policy for wind energy development (WED), and the
Supplementary Guidance, Part 1 WED: Development Management Considerations is
a key reference for this policy.
 The Examination Report recommendations resulted in a new LDP policy wording that
split Policy IN2 in to 2 parts. Part 1 of Policy IN2 deals with Development
Management Considerations that apply to the assessment of all wind energy
proposals, and Part 2 deals with the Spatial Framework.
Dumfries and Galloway Wind Farm Landscape Capacity Study (DGWLCS)
5.4.2 Status of the DGWLCS; The DGWLCS is a key material consideration, embedded in the
wording of LDP policy IN2 and is an Appendix to Statutory Supplementary Guidance: Part
1 Wind Energy Development. Reference should be made to the DGWLCS in the LVIA in
terms of the baseline assessments, the sensitivities (summary and detail assessments),
opportunities and constraints, and the development guidance it sets out.
5.4.3 Of relevance to Sandy Knowe, paragraph 12.2.1 of the recently updated (and adopted)
DGWLCS states: The Sandy Knowe Windfarm will be contrary to the established pattern
of wind farms associated with more extensively scaled upland landscapes because of its
location on the lower hill slopes within the Nith Valley. This development will blur the
difference between the more settled and diverse Upper Dale (9) and the Southern Uplands
(19) / Southern Uplands with Forest (19a)…..
5.4.4 LCT 9; It was considered that the 2015 LVIA failed to adequately represent the sensitivities
of LCT 9 (Upper Dale / Valley), Upper Nithsdale. Whilst the LVIA assessed significant
effects through this area, it did not refer to the DGWLCS, or otherwise recognise the
importance of the Upper Dale: ‘The Upper Dale Valley landscape character type ….is not
considered to be highly sensitive to change through the introduction of ‘industrialised’
features such as wind turbines.’ (2.3.2).
5.4.5 This statement is at odds with the High landscape and visual sensitivity for the area set out
in the DGWLCS. Existing Large typology wind farms are set back from the valley context,
in the uplands, which are notably less sensitive to development. It is a flaw of the 2015
LVIA findings that the DGWLCS was not referenced; whilst effects were assessed as

significant for the Upper Dale (LCT 9), they were dismissed.
5.4.6 Design rationale / wind farm pattern; The design rationale set out in the Sandy Knowe
LVIA (2015) does not take the DGWLCS in to account. As such, the proposed / previous
scheme was ill-conceived at the outset, going against principles established in the
DGWLCS, and working from the assumption that development within the valley landscape
is acceptable. It is not agreed that ‘the broad valley of Upper Nithsdale is capable of
accommodating the Proposed Development at this location, without causing a substantial
change to its key characteristics.’ (2015 LVIA, 6.8.6).
 It is not considered that the landform and vegetation will screen / filter effects to a
substantial degree within Upper Nithsdale; nor that ‘large scale man made features
within the local landscape….provides scale and context’ (6.8.7).
 The other large scale committed wind farms are set back from the valley and
associate with the upland character.
 The 2015 assessment of Medium magnitude of change is considered too low; the
large scale wind farm will be a significant addition to the sensitive valley context.
5.4.7 Relevant excerpts from the DGWLCS; The developed area of the site lies across the
Southern Uplands with Forest (LCT 19a) Ken unit and the Upper Dale (LCT 9) Nithsdale
unit. The landscape sensitivity to Large (>80m) typologies is Low for the Ken unit, and
High for the Nithsdale unit (LCT 9). The site is transitional in character and has some
typical characteristics of both these units as set out in the DGWLCS, and of the Southern
uplands (LCT 19) Nithsdale unit, which lies immediately adjacent to the site.
5.4.8 Under the detail guidance for the Upper Dale (LCT 9) Nithsdale unit the DGWLCS notes:
 ‘This (Large) typology would dominate the scale of these dales, which although are
broad in some sections, also feature many elements which contain and reduce
scale…’
 ‘While it (Large typologies) could relate to the simple landcover of rough grazing and
forestry on upper side slopes at the transition with …. (19), these areas are not
extensive and development would impact on adjacent areas with a more complex
landcover pattern.’
 ‘This typology would readily overwhelm the small farms, individual houses, small
settlements…’
5.4.9 In line with the DGWLCS, the area of the site relating most to the valley (LCT 9) would be
more sensitive to Large typology development than the upslope areas that relate more
clearly to the opportunities of the larger scale forested landscape with set back from
sensitive receptors provided by the uplands (LCT 19a), and which corresponds to an Area
of Greatest Potential for wind farm development.
5.4.10 Under Guidance on development for LCT 9, Nithsdale Upper Dale / Valley: ‘There is no
scope to locate larger typologies (turbines >50m) within the Upper Dale - Upper Nithsdale
without incurring significant adverse impacts across a wide spectrum of sensitivities,
including cumulative landscape and visual effects with operational and consented wind
farm development located in this and adjacent landscape character types’.
5.4.11 Specific noted constraints in the detailed assessment of LCT 9 are:
 The high visibility of these dales, which are well settled along the valley floors as well
as being highly visible from roads and more elevated farms.
 The potential intervisibility of development within the Upper dales with large wind
farms on the nearby Southern Uplands (19) and Foothills with Forest (18a) character
types which inhibits scope for larger typologies.

Cumulative context
5.4.12 The LVIA should fully assess all scenarios of potential cumulative effects under policy IN2,
and with reference to the DGC Supplementary Guidance WED, the Technical Paper Wind
Energy Interim Spatial Framework, and SNH Siting and Design guidance (2017).
5.4.13 The main anticipated cumulative concerns for Sandy Knowe are for the proposals in
addition to Harehill and Extension, Sanquhar Community Windfarm and Glenmuckloch;
and to a lesser extent, Whiteside Hill, Sunnyside, Twenty Shilling, Sanquhar Extension,
and potential Ulzieside. The most relevant change to be considered to the cumulative
baseline is the consent of Glenmuckloch, which is noted as in-planning in Table 2.2 of the
JLL scoping request. Spango is now refused. The consent of Glenmuckloch intensifies
anticipated cumulative effects on landscape character and views / visual amenity, and
further reinforces the pattern of wind farm development in the uplands.
Other sources of information
5.4.14 An LVIA should be undertaken in accordance with GLVIA3 (2013) and with special
particular reference to SHN’s Siting and Design Guidance (2017) and up to date
visualization guidance (2017).
5.4.15 Other local and national guidance should be referred to as required:
 Dumfries and Galloway Landscape Assessment (1998).
 Scottish Government and other national publications: ETSU report, The Cumulative
Effects of Wind Turbines (2000), current SPP, PAN 45, etc.
 Landscape Character Assessment, Guidance for England and Scotland (Countryside
Agency & SNH, 2002)
 Landscape Character Assessment, Guidance for England and Scotland (Countryside
Agency & SNH, 2004), Topic Paper 6: Techniques and Criteria for Judging Capacity
and Sensitivity
 SNH Policy Statement No. 02/02: Guidance on Onshore Renewable Energy (2009)
 SNH Policy Statement No. 02/03: Wildness in Scotland’s Countryside (2002), and
recent work on mapping for Core Areas of Wild Land (2014)
 Cumulative Effects of Windfarms (SNH, 2005), and Assessing the cumulative impact of
onshore development (SNH, 2012)
 Photography and photomontage in landscape and visual impact assessment
(Landscape Institute, 2011).
5.5

Main landscape (resource) and visual (people) receptors

Study area
5.5.1 The detailed study area should be 15km, taking in Upper Nithsdale and the surrounding
uplands. The grain of assessment should be of landscape units, as set out in the
DGWLCS. Beyond this effects are likely to be visual only from Mid Nithsdale and isolated
summits and upper slopes.
5.5.2 The following states what the LVIA should address:
Landscape
5.5.3 An assessment of landscape effects deals with the effects of change and development on
landscape as a resource. The concern … is with how the proposal will affect the elements
that make up the landscape, the aesthetic and perceptual aspects of the landscape and its
distinctive character. …. The area of the landscape that should be covered in assessing
landscape effects should include the site itself and the full extent of the wider landscape
around it which the proposed development may influence in a significant manner. GLVIA,
5.1 & 5.2 (2013)
 Host landscape character units.







Surrounding LCTs / LCUs within 10km, where the ZTV indicates visibility.
Local landscape characteristics and any aspects of local distinctiveness, including any
direct impacts and indirect on the setting and experience.
The setting of villages: Kelloholm, Kirkconnel, Crawick and Sanquhar.
Forestry and woodland areas, including fell and restock areas and phasing, and
planting associated with restoration.
Areas of existing, past and consented mining, including restoration plans.

Visual
5.5.4 An assessment of visual effects deals with the effects of change and development on the
views available to people and their visual amenity. The concern … is with assessing how
the surroundings of individuals or groups of people may be specifically affected by changes
in the content and character of views. … Scoping should identify the area that needs to be
covered in assessing visual effects, the range of people who may be affected by these
effects and the related viewpoints in the study area that will need to be examined. GLVIA3,
6.1 & 6.2 (2013)
Within D&G the 2015 ZTV indicates a pattern of visibility concentrated: within 10km of the
Sandy Knowe proposals. The topography tends to contain views of the site within Upper
Nithsdale and the upland edges of the dale, with some visibility from other summits.
Receptors:
 Residents: individual properties within 5km; and larger settlements and villages,
Kirkconnel, Kelloholm, Crawick, Sanquhar, Mennock.
 Travellers, including residents and tourists: the railway and stations at Sanquhar and
Kirkconnel; the railway; key tourist route A76; and unclassified roads, most notably
those within 5 km.
 Walkers, cyclists, horse riders: SUW; other footpaths, routes, and core paths, including
the hill track from Kirkland to Fingland.
 Visitors and tourists: promoted historic sites, including Sanquhar town and castle,
Sanquhar golf course, Crawick Artland, St Connel’s Church.
 Walkers: views from the Thornhill Uplands RSA, and possibly Eliock NIDLs.
5.6

Representative viewpoints

2015 representative and additional viewpoints
5.6.1 Additional viewpoints (AVP) were requested by DGC to provide adequate representation
of the sensitive settled valley receptors of Upper Nithsdale. Whilst these ‘Additional
Visualisations’ were included in Volume 3, Appendix 6.1 of the ES associated with the
2015 planning application, the Developer did not treat the AVPs as part of the formal LVIA
nor undertake any assessment of their likely effects. It is requested that some of these
viewpoints are included and assessed in the LVIA as they usefully provide representation
of residential and public amenity interests. This is the area within which the greatest
degree of visual effect is anticipated, as evidenced by the ZTV and acknowledged by the
2015 LVIA.
5.6.2 Cumulative viewpoints are now of most relevance as the pattern of existing and consented
wind farms has become such that Sandy Knowe would almost always be seen in
combination with other development, and as such effects will be cumulative.
5.6.3 The below table provides a summary of the viewpoints used (within Dumfries and
Galloway) in the LVIA which accompanied the 2015 planning application and those
included as AVP’s with no assessment:
Sandy Knowe LVIA (2015)
Viewpoints (VP)
*Cumulative Viewpoints (CVP)

Appendix 6.1 Additional
Viewpoints (AVP)
No LVIA assessment

Up to 5km
1
A76, Cairn Bridge
2
Kelloholm (*2)
5 – 10km
3
Blackcraig Hill
4
Kirkland Hill (*3)
5
SUW, near Ulzieside
6
Sanquhar Academy entrance
10 – 15km
8
Cairnkinna Hill
10 Wedder Dodd
15 – 25km
12 Cairnsmore of Carsphairn
13 East Mount Lowther
25 – 35km
16 Queensberry Hill

*Additional Cumulative Viewpoints
(ACVP)
Note: Wirelines only – no LVIA
assessment
Up to 5km
1
Corserig
2
Libry Moor Footpath (7*)
3
The Knowe (8*)
4
Niviston (*9)
5
Kirkconnel Railway Station
6
Kelloholm (*10)
7
Lagrae
8
St Connel’s Church
5 – 10km
9
Todholes Hill B7000 High Bridge of Ken
10 Towerhill
11 Sanquhar Railway Bridge
12 SUW, Sanquhar NE approach
13 Knockenhair approach
B7000 High Bridge of Ken
SUW Whing Head (*1)
Sanquhar Academy (*2)
Cairnkinna (*4)
B7000 High Bridge of Ken
10 – 15km
14 Coupland Knowe
Wedder Dodd (*5)
Coupland Knowe (*11)

Suggested representative viewpoints
5.6.4 It should be noted that in relation to the previous viewpoints, DGC considered that the
selections of Cairn Bridge and Kelloholm were inadequate to address the range of
potential local effects in Upper Nithsdale. The following recommended list of viewpoints is
a selection from the 2015 LVIA and Appendix list of viewpoints, which it is thought best
represents visual receptors and other issues in terms of assessing likely significant
effects. All of these should show the up-dated cumulative context and require visualisation
to meet the SNH standards. The viewpoints should all be assessed in the LVIA, and
including cumulative effects.
5.6.5 The following requirements are emphasised with respect to the representative viewpoints
and visualisations:
 Representation of all the agreed viewpoints, with a full set of SNH-compliant
visualisations, which in all cases show the cumulative context, must be provided.
 All visualisations must be rationally presented in the main body of the LVIA, clearly
numbered and labelled (Sandy Knowe turbine numbers, and all other existing,
consented and in-planning schemes), and fully assessed.
5.6.6 Up to 5km
A76, Cairn Bridge
Libry Moor Footpath
The Knowe
Lagrae
St Connel’s Church
Kelloholm

5.6.7 5 – 10km
Todholes Hill, check as potential alternative to Kirkland Hill – choose wcs
Sanquhar Railway Bridge
Sanquhar Academy entrance
SUW, Sanquhar NE approach
Crawick Artland
SUW, near Ulzieside, or Whing Head – choose wcs
5.6.8 10 – 25km
Coupland Knowe
East Mount Lowther
5.6.9 In the case of Sandy Knowe the viewpoint lists reflects site work, pre-assessment of the
scheme, consistency with other schemes in the area. The balance of representation across
distance ranges is determined by the anticipated significant / near significant effects at close
range, and also demonstration of wind farm pattern, which becomes more apparent in
medium range elevated views.
5.6.10 Please note the following general points regarding proportionality of approach with respect
to viewpoint selection:
 Where two viewpoints are close together, it may be that one of these is a worst case
scenario (wcs), and is chosen to represent both. Alternatively both may have a role
for different functions; as representative, specific, or illustrative, or sequential
viewpoints.
 Inclusion of private residential properties is recommended by DGC within 2km of
schemes, but wirelines should be provided with baseline photographs for
representation of property groups and / or individual dwellings across up to 5km.
 The visual effects assessments are sometimes carried out as part of a residential
amenity assessment, in which case this will supplement the normal LVIA for a project.
 Residential properties can also provide representation for the minor road and core
path networks, and the wider public amenity. More distant residential receptors can
be included as a focus for representation of such other interests.
 Visual receptors, and views that have been identified as unlikely to experience
significant visual effects either at scoping or in establishing the baseline should not be
included in the detail reporting but should be noted, with reasons given for their
exclusion. GLVIA 3, 6.24 (2013)

Clarification regarding recommended viewpoint selection
5.6.11 Following comments received from JLL dated 08 June 2017 to DGC, the following points
can be made in terms of the viewpoints suggested above:
 Notwithstanding the previous LVIA, the viewpoints have been considered as if this
were a brand new proposal, in line with advice provided by Scottish Ministers.
 A total of 14 D&G viewpoints have been selected at scoping. This is not considered
disproportionate; it is typical for LVIAs, and arguably less than as might be expected
given the wind farms proximity to and likely prominence from sensitive landscape and
visual receptors.
 The viewpoint list is a selection from the ‘long list’ originally put forward by DGC in
2012 / 2013, and reflects original site work, and further understanding of the area
gained through assessment of a number of wind farm planning applications, including
the two previous versions of Sandy Knowe.
 It is noted that SNH agreed previous view point locations with the applicant although
SNH’s viewpoint requirements reflect a different priority: national and strategic
issues. As a local authority DGC is interested in representing the range of local issues,



5.7

as well as wider concerns. These are complex for Sandy Knowe as it is sited in a High
sensitivity Landscape Character Type (LCT 9), with a complex pattern of highly
sensitive visual receptors due to the settled nature and particular geography of Upper
Nithsdale
Of the 14 recommended viewpoints at least 10 would be likely to have significant visual
effects, and other wider viewpoints are included to represent and use in the
assessment of cumulative landscape effects with respect to wind farm pattern. A key
concern for the proposed scheme is that it is considered it goes against the coherent
wind farm pattern, and as such would not meet LDP Policy IN2. As such representing
this Upper Nithsdale and wider context is considered important.

Key cumulative landscape and cumulative visual effects

5.7.1 Given the order of applications, the current Sandy Knowe would take the burden of
additional cumulative effects, with greatest interaction anticipated to arise with Hare Hill,
Sanquhar Community, Glenmuckloch, and Sunnyside Windfarms.
5.7.2 As set out above in ?, the LVIA should present a set of SNH-compliant visualisations that
represent the cumulative context, and can be used in the full assessment of cumulative
effects as appreciated in the local and wider contexts. All the listed representative
viewpoints above should include the cumulative context.
Cumulative landscape effects
5.7.3 Strategic cumulative effects / wind farm pattern; The LVIA must assess the effects of Sandy
Knowe in terms of maintaining a coherent wind farm pattern. The Technical Paper, Wind
Energy Interim Spatial Framework, paras. 4.3-4.5, and para. 4.11 sets out the criteria for
judging where, ‘strategic spaces are essential to maintain a coherent pattern of
development’.
5.7.4 Note: The DGC landscape assessment of the 2015 scheme considered that the proximity
and intrusion of the Sandy Knowe turbines to the sensitive valley area, and the scale of the
development on the valley side, would impinge on the valley space, and the definition and
separation it provides for areas of wind farm development associated with adjacent upland
areas. See section 5 of the landscape report (8 February 2016) for full assessment. In the
changed cumulative context the wind farm site remains important as an undeveloped tract
of land, and as a gap, or strategic space, considered by DGC important in relation to
maintaining a coherent wind farm pattern.
5.7.5 Cumulative landscape effects; Full reference should be made to the DGWLCS / up-dated
DGWLCS in the LVIA assessment of cumulative landscape effects on LCT 9. The
additional influence of wind farms on landscape character must be assessed with respect to
the addition of Sandy Knowe, using the SNH siting and design guidance principles set out in
para. 4.5.
5.7.6 Note: The DGC landscape assessment of the previous scheme found that the influence of
Sandy Knowe in addition to the then committed schemes would be likely to have an
adverse cumulative landscape effect on: the character and setting of Upper Nithsdale (LCT
9), the immediate setting of Kelloholm, and the wider setting of Kirkconnel and Saquhar as
appreciated in longer range views. See section 3 of the landscape report (8 February 2016)
for full assessment. As set out in 3.2 above, and taking in to account the changed
cumulative baseline, it is not agreed that the additional effects of Sandy Knowe could be
accommodated in the sensitive settled landscape of the upper dale without causing a
substantial change to its key characteristics. The consent of Glenmuckloch has intensified
indirect effects on the valley landscape, with Sandy Knowe a direct encroachment, and a
tipping point in terms of wind farm influence as a defining characteristic (SNH siting and

design guidance, 4.5).
Cumulative visual assessments
5.7.7 Cumulative visual effects; As set out above, the LVIA should present a set of SNHcompliant visualisations that represent the cumulative context, and can be used in the full
assessment of cumulative effects as appreciated in the local and wider contexts. Full
reference should be made to the DGWLCS / up-dated DGWLCS in the LVIA assessment of
cumulative visual effects on LCT 9. The wind farm should be assessed for potential
dominating cumulative visual effects (turbine height and wind farm extent), seen in
combination other committed schemes, in relation to:
 Views and visual amenity from the local residential properties, roads, and footpaths,
within approximately 5 km of the site, and in particular Kirkconnel, Kelloholm, and the
dispersed properties over the northern side of the valley.
 Elevated views from the northern valley edge, TodholesHill and the Fingland access
road, and associated viewpoints.
5.7.8 Note: The 2016 DGC landscape assessment considered that the proximity and scale of the
Sandy Knowe turbines to a high number of sensitive visual receptors would have significant
cumulative visual effects on the views and visual amenity in Upper Nithsdale. This was
assessed as being exacerbated by wind farm design issues: with the layout resulting in
stacking and overlapping of rotar blades, and resultant visual discordance from a number of
key viewpoints. See section 4 of the landscape report (8 February 2016 for the full
assessment). Taking in to account the changed cumulative baseline, with the addition of
Glenmuckloch the Sandy Knowe turbines would remain the most dominant in the upper
valley west of Sanquhar, and be most prominent in relation to the valley and setting of
Kelloholm and Kirkconnel in wider views.
6

Archaeologist

6.1

Background
This proposal is physically exactly the same as that approved under reference number
15/P/3/0272 except for a proposed increase to the installed capacity of each turbine.

6.2

6.3

The existing baseline was described in Chapter 10 of the original ES for the consented
development, and there have been no significant changes subsequently.
Assessment
Section 10.2.4 concludes that the probability of encountering unknown buried remains
during the course of the construction work is judged to be low, and this is agreed.

6.4

Section 10.2.7 indicates that the majority of significant heritage assets from which there is
theoretical visibility of the proposed turbines are located in the village of Sanquhar, and that
these will mostly be screened by the built environment. This is also agreed, and though as
the assessment states “relatively few heritage assets stand in isolated, rural locations where
wide landscape views are possible” the one exception, noted in the Council Archaeologist’s
response to the 2015 application, is the nationally significant chapel of St. Connel’s, in an
elevated position on the opposite side of the Nith valley with wide-ranging views to the west
and south. The archaeology service noted that the impact would be significant, but not at a
level that would merit objection. This contrasts with the statement in section 10.3.2 that no
significant effects were identified. The archaeology service stands by its original position,
that there would be a significant effect on the setting of this monument.

6.5

Given the lack of change in relation to turbine height, layout or infrastructure design from
the consented submission it is accepted that, as noted later at 10.4.6, indirect effects can be
scoped out of this ES, as the archaeology service has accepted that the significant indirect

effect noted above does not meet the threshold to warrant objection.
6.6

Section 10.4.1 is incorrect when it states that there have changes to the relevant legislation
and policy taken into account for the Permitted Development, as the Scottish Historical
Environment Policy 2011 has been replaced by the Historic Environment Scotland Policy
Statement 2016.

6.7

The Council’s archaeology service welcomes the opportunity to confirm the assessment
methodology and review of the existing baseline, as outlined at 10.4.3. It is agreed that
there is little or no change to the baseline from the original assessment, and that no new
survey will be required.

6.8

It is agreed that direct effects on assets during the construction phase should be the focus
of the cultural heritage ES, and that no additional effects to those covered in the previous
EIA are anticipated.

7

Environmental Health

7.1

Environmental Health has no objection with the proposed methodology of the noise
assessment and the same noise limits as previously agreed would apply.

8

Flood Risk Management Team

8.1

The Flood Risk Management Team has no objection to the proposed increase in power
storage capacity at this site and has nothing further to add to comments provided in relation
to the previous Environmental Statement submitted.

9

Roads

9.1

It is noted that the scoping report states that: The turbines will have an overall height from base to tip not exceeding 125 metres as
previously consented.
 Access routes to the site will remain as previously consented.
 The proposed blade length is 49m, with “up to 50m” being previously consented.
 This proposal is to increase the overall capacity of the proposed development by
increasing the capacity of the generator within each turbine nacelle.

9.2

Roads have nothing to add to previous advice given in respect of this site and would simply
reiterate: It would be appropriate that Transport Scotland be consulted with regard to access for
abnormal loads and HGV via the Trunk Road Network.
 Proposals for any accommodation works (such as widening, strengthening, etc. along any
proposed access routes necessary to permit construction traffic and the passage of
component delivery vehicles) within the public road network, will require that they be
supported by swept path tracks and designed to the satisfaction of the Planning Authority
in consultation with the Roads Authority and will require appropriate permits and consents
to have been issued.
 Where public road boundaries are altered either for the formation of temporary accesses
or for accommodation works, these should be reinstated in their original position at the
conclusion of construction works unless otherwise agreed with the Planning and Roads
Authorities.
 The TMP should include a programme of delivery types/numbers by month, details of all
proposed mitigation measures to minimise the impact on local communities and
businesses, agreed and excluded access routes and details of measures that will be
implemented to ensure that (a) no stacking of delivery vehicles occur on any part of the






public road network and (b) the safety of the public using ‘core’ paths is maintained; and
is to be agreed in writing with the Police and the Roads Authority prior to any works
commencing on site.
The developer will be held responsible for the immediate execution of any repairs and will
be required to meet the cost of above average maintenance to the public road network
arising from the concentration of heavy traffic associated with this development. This to
be secured by Legal Agreement.
The installation of the grid connection will have an impact upon public roads where the
route follows a road, crosses a road or crosses a bridge on the road.
It was previously indicated under the Council’s previous response to a scoping request in
2012 (our reference 12/C/3/0030) that aggregate for this site was to be obtained from the
Glenmuckloch OCCS; submitted details do not confirm where the materials will be
sourced. Should the applicant intend to source materials from Glenmuckloch OCCS they
should be aware that the U459n Lagrae Road beyond Knowe Cottage has been de-listed
as part of the agreement with the Opencast developer and that multiple other
developments are also intending to use the U459n concurrently (potentially). These
include:
o Glenmuckloch OCCS
o The proposed Glenmuckloch Wind Farm
o The proposed Glenmuckloch hydro scheme
o Forestry operations
Co-ordination phasing would therefore be appropriate and should be recognised within
the TMP.

Claire Duddy
Assistant Safeguarding Officer
Ministry of Defence
Safeguarding – Wind Energy
Kingston Road
Sutton Coldfield
West Midlands B75 7RL
United Kingdom

Your Reference: Sandy Knowe Wind Farm
Our Reference: DIO/SUT/43/10/1/10940

Telephone [MOD]: +44 (0)121 311 3714
Facsimile [MOD]:

+44 (0)121 311 2218

E-mail:

DIOSEE-EPSSG2a1@mod.uk

Theresa McInnes
The Scottish Government

16th May 2017

Dear Mr McInnes
Please quote in any correspondence: DIO Ref: 10940
Proposal: The Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment( (Scotland) Regulations 2000
Scoping Opinion Request for the proposed Section 36 Application for the Sandy Knowe Wind Farm
proposal near to Kirkconnel and Kelloholm in Dumfries and Galloway
Thank you for consulting the Ministry of Defence (MOD) on the above Section 36 Application in your
th
communication dated 26 April 2017.
I am writing to tell you that the MOD has no objection to the proposal.
The application is for a capacity increase to the consented application for 24 turbines, a maximum of 125 metres to
blade tip. This has been assessed using the grid references below as submitted in the planning application or in
the developers’ or your pro-forma.

Turbine

Easting

Northing

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

269572
269201
269055
268892
269030
268807
268720
268627
269488
269408
269198
269050
269913
269962
269724
269685
270428
270382

611396
611337
611108
610887
610590
610399
610143
609893
611065
610668
610102
609876
610787
610498
610136
209866
610753
610471

19
20
21
22
23
24

270402
270151
270187
270579
270830
270764

610182
610007
609664
609876
610058
610503

In the interests of air safety the MOD request that the development should be fitted with MOD accredited aviation
safety lighting. The perimeter turbines should be fitted with 25 candela omni-directional red lighting or infrared
lighting with an optimised flash pattern of 60 flashes per minute of 200ms to 500ms duration at the highest
practicable point. The cardinal turbines should be fitted with combination lighting: 25 candela omni-directional red
lighting and infrared lighting with an optimised flash pattern of 60 flashes per minute of 200ms to 500ms duration
at the highest practicable point.
The principal safeguarding concern of the MOD with respect to the development of wind turbines relates to their
potential to create a physical obstruction to air traffic movements and cause interference to Air Traffic Control and
Air Defence radar installations.
Defence Infrastructure Organisation Safeguarding wishes to be consulted and notified of the progression of
planning applications and submissions relating to this proposal to verify that it will not adversely affect defence
interests.
If planning permission is granted we would like to be advised of the following prior to commencement of
construction;




the date construction starts and ends;
the maximum height of construction equipment;
the latitude and longitude of every turbine.

This information is vital as it will be plotted on flying charts to make sure that military aircraft avoid this area.
I hope this adequately explains our position on the matter. If you require further information or would like to
discuss this matter further please do not hesitate to contact me.
Further information about the effects of wind turbines on MOD interests can be obtained from the following
websites:
MOD: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/wind-farms-ministry-of-defence-safeguarding

Yours sincerely

Claire Duddy
Assistant Safeguarding Officer – Wind Energy
Defence Infrastructure Organisation
SAFEGUARDING SOLUTIONS TO DEFENCE NEEDS

McInnes T (Theresa)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dougan, John <John.Dougan@forestry.gsi.gov.uk>
22 May 2017 08:59
McInnes T (Theresa)
RE: Sandy Knowe Wind Farm 2017 - Request for a Scoping Opinion

Theresa,
I’m really struggling for time this week to give a fuller response, but in summary the forestry position is as follows:
When the initial proposal was made, it was to largely remove the plantation in the North Western part of the site.
Following discussions with the applicant at that time, this proposal was modified and the area being permanently
removed was significantly reduced, largely to that associated with the windfarm turbine locations and associated
infrastructure. In conjunction with this, areas were identified, in excess of the area being lost, on site which were
suitable for woodland creation (with native broadleaves). On that basis, there being no net loss of woodland as a
result of those planting proposals, I was largely content that the proposal as then made complied with the SG Policy
on the control of Woodland Removal.
Looking at the newly submitted report, it would appear that the same overall scenario will occur (That is to say that
woodland clearance will be limited and that more than the area being cleared will be replanted elsewhere within
the site). If the developer can confirm that this is indeed the case, and that such a solution will be conditioned into
any consent given, then I would be comfortable with the proposal as submitted, from a forestry perspective.
I hope that clarifies the position as I understand it.
Thanks

John
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McInnes T (Theresa)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Jeanette Graham <jgraham@glasgowprestwick.com>
12 May 2017 20:06
Econsents Admin
Sandy Knowe Scoping Request
Sandy Knowe Scoping 02-05-17.docx; SandyKnowe (Variation) - Objection
Removal Letter - 25th Jan 2016.pdf

Dear Theresa,
Please find attached Glasgow Prestwick Airport’s response to the scoping request for Sandy Knowe.
Kind Regards,
Jeanette
Jeanette Graham
Principal ATCA
Glasgow Prestwick Airport Ltd.
T:(+44) 01292 511039

Glasgow Prestwick Airport Ltd.
Aviation House
Prestwick
KA9 2PL
Scotland
United Kingdom

jgraham@glasgowprestwick.com
www.glasgowprestwick.com

Please consider the environment before printing this email message.
Disclaimer:
This message contains confidential information and is intended only for EconsentsAdmin@gov.scot. If you are not EconsentsAdmin@gov.scot you
should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify Jeanette Graham immediately by e-mail if you have received this e-mail by
mistake and delete this e-mail from your system. E-mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be
intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. Glasgow Prestwick Airport Ltd. therefore does not accept
liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message which arise as a result of e-mail transmission. If verification is required please
request a hard-copy version. Additionally, the views, opinions, conclusions and other informations expressed in this message are not given or
endorsed by the company unless otherwise indicated by an authorised representative independent of this message.

______________________________________________________________________
This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service.
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com
______________________________________________________________________
*********************************** ********************************
This email has been received from an external party and
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Email Only
Energy Consents Unit
Scottish Government
12th May 2017

Dear Theresa,

ELECTRICITY ACT 1989THE ELECTRICITY WORKS (ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
ASSESSMENT) (SCOTLAND) REGULATIONS 2000 SCOPING OPINION REQUEST FOR
PROPOSED SECTION 36 APPLICATION FOR THE SANDYKNOWE WIND FARM
PROPOSAL NEAR TO KIRKCONNEL AND KELLOHOLM IN DUMFRIES AND GALLOWAY

The Glasgow Prestwick Airport safeguarding team has reviewed the scoping report and can
confirm that as the wind turbine locations and tip heights remain the same as the original
application, our position as stated in the letter dated 25th January 2016 remains.
GPA removed the safeguarding objection subject to the conditions contained within this letter
which is also attached to this email.

Yours sincerely,
Jeanette Graham
Wind Farm Safeguarding Coordinator

Glasgow Prestwick Airport Ltd
Aviation House, Prestwick, Ayrshire, Scotland, KA9 2PL
T: +44 (0)1292 511039
www.glasgowprestwick.com

E: jgraham@glasgowprestwick.com

Our Values: Passion Professionalism Integrity Responsibility
Registered in Scotland 135362, VAT No. GB 617 1965 28
HR/Public/Form/087 Version 2

By email to: Theresa.McInnes@gov.scot
Ms Theresa McInnes
Energy Consents Unit

Longmore House
Salisbury Place
Edinburgh
EH9 1SH
Enquiry Line: 0131-668-8716
HMConsultations@hes.scot
Our ref: AMN/16/D
Our case ID: 300020068
24 May 2017

Dear Ms McInnes
Electricity Act 1999
The Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2000
Proposed Section 36 Application for Sandy Knowe Wind Farm
Scoping Report
Thank you for your consultation which we received on 17 May 2017 about the above
scoping report. We have reviewed the details in terms of our historic environment
interests. This covers world heritage sites, scheduled monuments and their settings,
category A-listed buildings and their settings, inventory gardens and designed
landscapes, inventory battlefields and historic marine protected areas (HMPAs).
The relevant local authority archaeological and cultural heritage advisors will also be able
to offer advice on the scope of the cultural heritage assessment. This may include
heritage assets not covered by our interests, such as unscheduled archaeology, and
category B- and C-listed buildings.
Proposed Development
I understand that the proposed development comprises 24 wind turbines to a maximum
blade tip height of 125m, plus associated ancillary infrastructure including access tracks
and substation.
Scope of assessment
Background
I note that the proposed development is physically identical to a scheme previously
consented by Dumfries & Galloway Council in November 2016. The number and height
of the turbines, their location and the location of all ancillary infrastructure remain exactly
as in the consented scheme. The only difference proposed is to the capacity of the
generators housed within the turbine nacelles which will increase from c. 2MW each to c.
3MW each.
Historic Environment Scotland – Longmore House, Salisbury Place, Edinburgh, EH9 1SH
Scottish Charity No. SC045925
VAT No. GB 221 8680 15

Potential Direct Impacts
I can confirm that there are no scheduled monuments, category A listed buildings,
Inventory battlefields, gardens and designed landscapes or World Heritage Sites within
the proposed development site.
Potential Indirect Impacts
There are a number of heritage assets within our remit in the wider vicinity of the
development whose settings have the potential to be adversely impacted by it. We
recommend that a ZTV is used to identify potential indirect impacts in the first instance.
However, we would note that even where a detailed ZTV indicates that no intervisibility
would be possible from any such assets identified, the potential may remain for turbines
to appear in the background of key views towards these assets, and this should be
considered as part of the assessment.
Potential Cumulative Impacts
There are other proposed wind farms within the surrounding area. We would
recommend that the potential cumulative impacts of the proposed development in
combination with other developments in the vicinity be assessed. This should assess the
incremental impact or change when the proposal is combined with other past, present
and reasonably foreseeable developments.
The Scoping Report
We would expect any ES produced to contain a full appreciation of the historic
environment assets potentially affected and the likely impacts on their site and setting.
Where significant impacts are predicted, the conclusions of the assessment should be
supported by appropriate visualisations.
We welcome the reference to our Managing Change guidance note on setting and
recommend its use when assessing setting impacts, however we would note that the
setting guidance note was updated in 2016 and the new version can be found on our
website here. We would also note that the Scottish Historic Environment Policy 2011 has
now been replaced by the Historic Environment Scotland Policy Statement 2016.
We hope this is helpful. Please contact us if you have any questions about this
response. The officer managing this case is Victoria Clements and she can be contacted
by phone on 0131 668 8730 or by email on Victoria.Clements@hes.scot.
Yours faithfully
Historic Environment Scotland

Historic Environment Scotland – Longmore House, Salisbury Place, Edinburgh, EH9 1SH
Scottish Charity No. SC045925
VAT No. GB 221 8680 15

McInnes T (Theresa)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

JRC Windfarm Coordinations <windfarms@jrc.co.uk>
17 May 2017 14:08
McInnes T (Theresa)
RE: Sandy Knowe Wind Farm 2017 - Request for a Scoping Opinion [WF215274]

Dear theresa,
A Windfarms Team member has replied to your coordination request, reference WF215274 with the
following response:
Dear Theresa,
Thank you and apologies, the positions were sent on another ticket.
Planning Ref:
SECTION 36 APPLICATION FOR THE SANDYKNOWE WIND FARM PROPOSAL NEAR TO
KIRKCONNEL AND KELLOHOLM IN DUMFRIES AND GALLOWAY
Name/Location:
Sandyknowe
Turbine at NGR:
T1 - 269572 611396
T2 - 269201 611337
T3 - 269055 611108
T4 - 268892 610887
T5 - 269030 610590
T6 - 268807 610399
T7 - 268720 610143
T8 - 268627 609893
T9 - 269488 611065
T10 - 269408 610668
T11 - 269198 610102
T12 - 269050 609876
T13 - 269913 610787
T14 - 269962 610498
T15 - 269724 610136
T16 - 269685 609866
T17 - 270428 610753
T18 - 270382 610471
T19 - 270402 610182
T20 - 270151 610007
T21 - 270187 609664
T22 - 270579 609876
T23 - 270830 610051
T24 - 270764 610503
Development Radius:
1

0.1km
Hub Height: 80m Rotor Radius: 45m
This proposal cleared with respect to radio link infrastructure operated by:
Scottish Power
JRC analyses proposals for wind farms on behalf of the UK Fuel & Power Industry. This is to assess their
potential to interfere with radio systems operated by utility companies in support of their regulatory
operational requirements.
In the case of this proposed wind energy development, JRC does not foresee any potential problems based
on known interference scenarios and the data you have provided. However,if any details of the wind farm
change, particularly the disposition or scale of any turbine(s), it will be necessary to re-evaluate the
proposal.
In making this judgement, JRC has used its best endeavours with the available data, although we recognise
that there may be effects which are as yet unknown or inadequately predicted. JRC cannot therefore be held
liable if subsequently problems arise that we have not predicted.
It should be noted that this clearance pertains only to the date of its issue. As the use of the spectrum is
dynamic, the use of the band is changing on an ongoing basis and consequently,developers are advised to
seek re-coordination prior to considering any design changes.
Regards
Wind Farm Team
The Joint Radio Company Limited
Dean Bradley House,
52 Horseferry Road,
LONDON SW1P 2AF
United Kingdom
Office: 020 7706 5199
JRC Ltd. is a Joint Venture between the Energy Networks Association (on behalf of the UK Energy
Industries) and National Grid.
Registered in England & Wales: 2990041
http://www.jrc.co.uk/about-us

We hope this response has sufficiently answered your query.
If not, please do not send another email as you will go back to the end of the mail queue, which is not
what you or we need. Instead, reply to this email keeping the subject line intact or login to your account
for access to your coordination requests and responses.
https://breeze.jrc.co.uk/tickets/view.php?auth=o1xyacqaad5emaaaS3UjmAPd4s9wpA%3D%3D
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T: +44 (0)1796 472060 Ext: 4429 F: +44 (0)1796 473523
DD: +44 (01224) 294429 e-mail: emily.bridcut@gov.scot

Ms Theresa McInnes
Local Energy and Consents Unit
Scottish Government
5 Atlantic Quay
150 Broomielaw
Glasgow
G2 8LU
Our ref: FL/56-7
May 10th 2017
Dear Theresa,
SANDY KNOWE WIND FARM, DUMFRIES AND GALLOWAY.

Thank you for seeking comments from Marine Scotland Science (MSS) on the scoping
report for the Sandy Knowe wind farm. The proposal consists of an increased capacity of the
consented (Dumfries and Galloway Council in November 2016) wind farm with all
infrastructure remaining as per the consented development. The scoping report states that
the developer proposes to use the Environmental Statement (ES) for the consented
development subject to additional sections that will describe any changes to the significant
effects likely to arise.

The proposed development site is within the River Nith catchment which supports important
stocks of salmon and trout. Baseline fish surveys were carried out in June and July 2012,
which is good practice, however MSS advises the developer to carry out up to date baseline
surveys of aquatic biota (fish populations and macroinvertebrates) and hydrochemical
parameters- including turbidity and flow/stage height, in watercourses within and
downstream of the proposed development site. Natural variability in water quality, fish and
macroinvertebrate densities can take place over a five year period in addition to possible
changes brought about as a result of other developments within the same catchment.

We suggest uninhibited passage of fish to be considered in the design of all watercourse
crossings.
Freshwater Fisheries Laboratory, Faskally, Pitlochry, Perthshire
PH16 5LB,
www.gov.scot/marinescotland



The developer is aware of acidification being an existing problem in the proposed
development area. In addition to the measurement of dissolved organic carbon, nitrates and
phosphates, as a measurement of nutrient release from forestry activities, we encourage
aluminium to be included in the parameters to be measured in the proposed water quality
monitoring programme. The latter programme should include sampling at least 12 months
prior to construction commencing, during construction and for at least one year after
construction is complete. Further details regarding survey and monitoring programmes can
be found in our guidance documents at the following web site
http://www.gov.scot/Topics/marine/Salmon-Trout-Coarse/Freshwater/Research/onshoreren.

We also recommend the potential impacts of mining and the cumulative impacts of the
present proposal and adjacent developments on water quality and aquatic biota to be
considered, particularly in the selection of control sites in the proposed monitoring
programmes.

A restoration and decommissioning plan, to include fisheries related issues, should also be
considered and discussed within the ES.
Care should be exercised where there is a known presence of invasive non-native species,
e.g. signal crayfish.

Conditions attached to the consented wind farm, which are relevant to fisheries issues,
include the appointment of an Ecological Clerk of Works (condition 3), a CEMP to include
details in relation to (a) a drainage system based on SuDS design concept; (b) a hydrological
assessment of all culverts and bridges; and (c) construction and post-construction fish
surveys (condition 7); and baseline fish and water quality surveys (conditions 35 and 38
respectively). Similar conditions, along with the advice issued above, would ensure minimal
impact on the water quality and important fish populations in watercourses within and
downstream of the proposed development area, should the proposed development progress
and consent be granted.

Kind regards,

Dr Emily E. Bridcut

Freshwater Fisheries Laboratory, Faskally, Pitlochry, Perthshire
PH16 5LB,
www.gov.scot/marinescotland



The Granary
West Mill Street
Perth PH1 5QP
Tel: 01738 493 942

By email to Theresa.McInnes@gov.scot & Energy_Consents@gov.scot
Copy to Stuart.Winter@eu.jll.com
Theresa McInnes
Senior Case Officer
Energy Consents Unit
The Scottish Government
26 April 2017
Dear Sirs
ELECTRICITY ACT 1989
THE ELECTRICITY WORKS (ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT) (SCOTLAND)
REGULATIONS 2000
SCOPING OPINION REQUEST FOR PROPOSED SECTION 36 APPLICATION FOR THE
SANDYKNOWE WIND FARM 2017 PROPOSAL
From our assessment, the proposed scheme is physically unchanged except for the generator
within the nacelle of each turbine.
On that basis we believe that most of the EIA content can be read across from the existing
approved scheme unchanged.
We suggest that all matters be scoped out except those where the change of generator might have
an effect - specifically noise, expected generation and carbon calculation.
Those effects on other matters previously found significant were taken into account in the planning
balance when the scheme was consented. There is no need to revisit them. This would enable
the application to be as stripped-down as possible and progressed as speedily as possible.
We see no benefit to any party in requiring a fuller process than is strictly necessary.
Yours sincerely

David Gibson
CEO
Mountaineering Scotland

McInnes T (Theresa)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

ALLEN, Sarah J <Sarah.ALLEN@nats.co.uk> on behalf of NATS Safeguarding
<gmb-bdn-000913@nats.co.uk>
28 April 2017 10:50
McInnes T (Theresa); Econsents Admin
RE: Sandy Knowe Wind Farm 2017 - Request for a Scoping Opinion (Our Ref:
SG13242)
15_P_3_0279-AMENDED_Decision_Notice-618486.pdf

Good Morning,
Thank you for your email. NATS would be happy to support the proposed changes to the consented Sandy Knowe
windfarm as long as the conditions, namely 15,16 and 17, from the original consent (as attached) are carried over to
any future planning consent.
Kind Regards

NATS Safeguarding
D: 01489 444687
E: natssafeguarding@nats.co.uk
4000 Parkway, Whiteley,
Fareham, Hants PO15 7FL
www.nats.co.uk

NATS PRIVATE

NATS Safeguarding Scoping Response
Below is a copy of the planning conditions 15, 16 and 17 referred to in NATS Scoping
Consultation Response. These conditions were extracted from Dumfries and Galloway
Planning Permission issued on 24 November 2016.

15. No development shall commence unless and until such time as the Council as
Planning Authority receives confirmation from Glasgow Prestwick Airport (regarding the
airport radar) and NATS en Route plc (regarding the operation of Lowther Hill) that: (a) a
Radar Mitigation Scheme has been identified; and (b) the Radar Mitigation Scheme can
be implemented and maintained for the lifetime of the development .
16. No blade shall be fitted to any turbine or turbines forming part of the development
and no such turbine shall operate, save as provided for and in accordance with testing
protocol, unless and until such time as the Planning Authority receives confirmation from
Glasgow Prestwick Airport and NATS en Route plc that: (a) all measures required by the
Radar Mitigation Scheme prior to operation of any turbine have been implemented or will
be implemented at an appropriate point in time; and (b) the Civil Aviation Authority has
evidenced its approval to the Airport Operator that the Radar Mitigation Scheme is
acceptable mitigation for the development and has been satisfactorily implemented or
that acceptable alternative measures have been agreed.
17. No turbine shall operate other than in accordance with the terms of the Radar
Mitigation Scheme unless otherwise agreed by the planning authority.

McInnes T (Theresa)
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Rollie, Chris <Chris.Rollie@rspb.org.uk>
24 May 2017 17:32
McInnes T (Theresa)
Bellew, Kate; Gunstensen, Louise; John Gibson
Sandy Knowe proposed wind farm, Dumfries & Galloway
Sandy Knowe Addendum RSPB Final Response Jan 2014.doc

Dear Theresa,
Sandy Knowe Wind Farm 2017 - Request for a Scoping Opinion (Draft Scoping Report)

Many thanks for you consultation of 16 May 2017. We have read the Draft Scoping Report for this new application
and have the following comments.
We are content with the applicant’s proposal to rely on earlier baseline ornithological monitoring, as agreed with
SNH in January of this year. We have no additional ornithological survey information to supplement what was
gathered in support of the original application.
Our principal concern with this wind farm proposal is with regard to its potential impact on lekking black grouse,
through disturbance and potential displacement. In this regard, our comments made to Dumfries & Galloway
Council on 10 January 2014, in response to an earlier application on this site, remain valid because the proposed
turbine layout is the same in both applications. Therefore, we attach our earlier comments and ask that they are
taken into account with regard to the current proposal.
The previous application proposed to plant 25 ha of new woodland on open ground within the proposed
development area, whereas this has apparently reduced to 0.3 ha of new broadleaved woodland, plus 10.47 ha of
`low canopy species’ within Libry Moor Plantation. We were initially concerned at the impact new woodland might
have on breeding waders and other open country species, whereas we are less concerned with revised figure of
0.3ha, and we are unconcerned by the porposed new planting within the existing Libry Moor Plantation. However,
we recommend that the Environmental Assessment for this new application addresses the potential impact of new
woodland on open country birds and mitigates these where possible.
We support the proposed hydrological management of 25 ha of blanket bog, including dry modified areas, referred
to in the Draft Scoping Report (Ecology; mitigation, page 26), assuming and providing this involves bog restotation
through drain‐blocking etc, which would improve habitat for birds including black grouse and waders, together with
other biodiversity. In this regard, we also welcome the proposal for a Habitat Management Plan, and again we
would ask that our original comments in the attached response are taken into account as they remain equally
pertinent to this new application.
We look forward to further consultation on this proposal. Meanwhile, if you require further information or
clarification, then please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours faithfully,
Chris Rollie
Area Manager
Dumfries & Galloway Office The Old School, Crossmichael, Castle Douglas DG7 3AP
Tel 01556 670 464

1

rspb.org.uk

RSPB Scotland is part of the RSPB, the country’s largest nature conservation charity, inspiring everyone to give nature a home. Together
with our partners, we protect threatened birds and wildlife so our towns, coast and countryside will teem with life once again. We play a
leading role in BirdLife International, a worldwide partnership of nature conservation organisations.
The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) is a registered charity: England and Wales no. 207076, Scotland no. SC037654

This email and any attachments may contain material that is confidential, subject to copyright and intended for the addressee only. If you
are not the named recipient you must not use, disclose, reproduce, copy or distribute the contents of this communication. If you have
received this in error, please contact the sender and then delete this email from your system. The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds
(RSPB) is a registered charity in England and Wales no. 207076 and in Scotland no. SC037654.
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RSPB SCOTLAND
Dumfries and Galloway Office
The Old School
Crossmichael
Castle Douglas
DG7 3AP
Tel: 01556 670464
www.rspb.org.uk/scotland

Scottish Government,
Energy Consents and Deployment Unit,
4th Floor,
5 Atlantic Quay,
150 Broomielaw,
Glasgow,
G2 8LU
10 January 2014
FAO Joyce Melrose

Dear Madam,
ELECTRICITY ACT 1989, SECTION 36; TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (SCOTLAND) ACT
1997, SECTION 57(2); THE ELECTRICITY WORKS (ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
ASSESSMENT)(SCOTLAND) REGULATIONS 2000: AMENDED APPLICATION TO CONSTRUCT
AND OPERATE 30 WIND TURBINES AND ASSOCIATED DEVELOPMENTS AT SANDY KNOWE,
KIRKCONNEL, DUMFRIESSHIRE.
Thank you for consulting RSPB Scotland on this proposal. We have studied the amended
application and related Environmental Statement (ES) addendum. As requested, we have
highlighted any outstanding issues in relation to the original ES, followed by comments on the ES
addendum. Recommendations/suggested conditions are provided in the attached Annex.
Outstanding issues raised on the original ES
Whilst we acknowledge the commitment by the developers to reduce the construction impacts on
black grouse through provision of a 750m exclusion zone around two identified leks during April –
Mid May (paragraph 8.4.40 of ES addendum), we remain disappointed that this exclusion zone hasn’t
also been applied to an additional lek at NS698099, as identified in our original response.
We also remain disappointed that turbines 10, 15 and 16 are to be located within 200m of known lek
sites, and, contrary to the statement made in paragraph 8.4.46 in the ES addendum, no tracks
appear to have been micro-sited to at least 200 m from leks, but all tracks that were within this
distance of lek sites remain so.
We acknowledge the operational mitigation of no visits to turbines within 750m of leks between one
hour before sunset until one hour after sunrise, as requested in our original response. However, we
Patron: Her Majesty the Queen
Chairman of Council: Professor Steve Ormerod President: Kate Humble
Chairman, Committee for Scotland: Pamela Pumphrey Director, Scotland: Stuart Housden OBE
Regional Director: Anne McCall
RSPB is a registered Charity: England & W ales no 207076, Scotland no SC037654

would like this restriction to be applied equally to the lek site at NS698099, and to any additional leks
identified by post operational monitoring.
With regards to monitoring, we are disappointed that there appears to have been no response to our
recommendation for a black grouse survey during construction and operational years 1-5 and at fiveyear intervals thereafter.
Comments on ES addendum
We acknowledge the proposed compensation management of 25 ha for black grouse (paragraph
8.4.41 of ES addendum) and we look forward to discussing and agreeing this with the developers
and SNH, should the proposal gain consent.
However, we are disappointed that it is now proposed to retain conifer plantation on Libry Moor, as
this is an area where broadleaved woodland creation could have benefited black grouse.
We are also very concerned about some of the new woodland planting areas identified by the
addendum (Figure 17.1). The developers are proposing 18ha of new woodland planting which
includes planting in open areas identified as important wetland habitat. This could potentially result in
significant impacts for priority habitats and species. In addition, the introduction of new fences in
open areas used by black grouse raises the issue of fence collisions. It was our hope that the new
native woodland planting would provide a biodiversity gain through replacing existing conifers at Libry
Moor plantation or providing planting along the edges of other existing conifer plantation areas.
The impacts of the proposed woodland planting have not been assessed and should be
subject to Environmental Impact Assessment. Alternative locations for planting, on or offsite may
need to be considered. It may be that any issues can be resolved in discussion between the
developers, RSPB and SNH in formulation of the proposed habitat management plan, but we advise
that consent should not be given on the basis of the areas of new planting outlined at this
stage.
In conclusion, we do not object to this proposal, provided that proposed new woodland areas
are agreed with RSPB and SNH before works commence, and that all of the mitigation
measures identified by the ES and ES Addendum are undertaken by the developers as a
condition of consent.

If you require further information or clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,

Chris Rollie,
Area Manager, Dumfries & Galloway.
Copy to John Gibson, SNH (Dumfries)

Annex 1: RSPB Scotland recommendations/suggested conditions
Design/Assessment Recommendations:
1. The proposed new woodland proposals should be assessed for impacts on existing
biodiversity and hydrological interests and the locations agreed with RSPB and SNH.
2. A minimum buffer distance of 300m to be maintained between the turbines and all black
grouse leks.
3. A minimum distance of 200m to be maintained between any tracks and black grouse lek sites.

Suggested Conditions:
1. The proposal should be subject to the commitment to, production and implementation of a
habitat management plan for black grouse habitat enhancement, the details of which to be
agreed with RSPB and SNH before work commences. This should include a minimum area
of 25ha.
2. A full black grouse lek survey over the whole site and a buffer of 1km (following the
methodology in Gilbert et al) is undertaken during the year of construction, and thereafter
every year for five years; and then at five year intervals after that until decommissioning. The
results must be reported to SNH and RSPB.
3. Timing Restrictions - lekking: No construction work or felling should take place within 1km of
any black grouse lek site during the lekking season (23 March to 15 May) to avoid
disturbance at this important time. In addition, given that peak lekking activity takes place at
dawn and dusk, no one should be on site after one hour before sunset and before one hour
after sunrise.
4. Timing Restrictions – breeding: To avoid disturbance to incubating females and females with
dependent young, no construction or felling work should be undertaken within 1km of any lek
site during the breeding season (May – July inclusive).

Recommendations for black grouse conservation at Sandy Knowe:
(nb: these recommendations were submitted with our original response and are herewith included
with minor modifications to reflect commitments in the ES Addendum)
Restructuring the edges of the remaining forestry plantation, through selective tree removal to
provide open spaces in amongst the trees, would increase the value of this habitat for black grouse.
Disturbance of lekking birds has been identified as a severe problem at some isolated sites.
Consideration should be given the location of the lek sites in relation to nearby turbines and other
sources of potential disturbance. Turbines should not be located within 300 m of the lek sites.
Lek sites should be maintained as short vegetation and kept clear of any trees or scrub up to 50 m
from the lek.
No construction work or felling should take place within 1km of any black grouse lek site during the
lekking season (23 March to 15 May) to avoid disturbance at this important time. In addition, given
that peak lekking activity takes place at dawn and dusk, no one should be on site after one hour
before sunset and before one hour after sunrise.
To avoid disturbance of incubating females and females with dependent chicks, no construction work
or tree felling should be undertaken within 1km of any lek during May-July inclusive.
Pockets of trees beneficial for black grouse (hawthorn, birch, rowan, willow) should be planted at
suitable sites within the habitat management plan area, avoiding boggy areas and heath.

Black grouse feed on a variety of buds, shoots and fruits of various plants, including heather, bog
cotton, various herbs and tree species identified above. Clearly, Sandy Knowe already holds suitable
habitat for this species, but a grazing plan should be formulated for the site, with grazing levels
tailored to enhance habitat.
Black grouse chicks require adult and larval insects during their early development phase and these
are concentrated in wet areas. Therefore, it would be useful to block unnecessary drains on bogs
and moorland to create wet areas, and indeed to avoid development on wet flushes and other
wetland features. This would also be of benefit to breeding waders and other wildlife.
Monitoring of black grouse leks should be carried out during the year of construction and then
annually for the first five years of operation, and thereafter at five year intervals. The results should
be reported to the Environmental Management Group, including RSPB and SNH, so that they can be
used to inform management.
Black grouse are prone to collisions with fences. The use of deer fencing should be avoided in areas
where black grouse are known to be present. Any new stock fencing should be clearly marked using
netting or marker tapes on the wires to make them more visible to flying birds.
A decommissioning plan, which accounts for black grouse sensitivities, should be drawn up and
agreed with RSPB and SNH before decommissioning work commences.
The detail of habitat enhancement, working practices and monitoring in relation to black grouse
should be contained in a black grouse management plan, to be agreed with RSPB and SNH.

Our ref:
Your ref:

Theresa McInnes
The Scottish Government
Scottish Government Energy Consents Unit
5 Atlantic Quay
150 Broomielaw
Glasgow
G2 8LU

PCS/152738

If telephoning ask for:

Simon Watt

02 May 2017

By email only to: Energy_Consents@gov.scot

Dear Madam

The Electricity Act 1989
Proposed Sandy Knowe Wind Farm
Sandy Knowe Wind Farm
Thank you for consulting SEPA on the scoping opinion for the above development proposal by
your email received on 26 April 2017.

Advice to the Energy Consents Unit
We were previously consulted by Dumfries and Galloway Council on the development of Sandy
Knowe Wind Farm (Ref 15/P/3/0279) and offered no objection to that planning application (letter
dated 21 August 2015 under PCS/141657). It is our understanding from the scoping report (dated
April 2017) that an alternative wind turbine model is now proposed which will increase the
maximum generating capacity of the development. It has been indicated that this “results in no
physical change from the development that has planning permission”. Based on this we consider it
unlikely that the proposal will raise any new or additional issues within our remit which will require
to be addressed through the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) or consenting process.
However, it is for the applicant to provide sufficient information with any subsequent submission to
characterise the environmental effects of the development. Therefore, whether or not an EIA is
required, we consider that the following key issues must be addressed through the EIA or
consenting process. To avoid delay and potential objection, the information outlined below and
in the attached appendix must be submitted in support of the application.
a) Map and assessment of all engineering works within and near the water environment
including buffers, details of any flood risk assessment and details of any related CAR
applications.

b) Map and assessment of impacts upon Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems
and buffers.
c) Map and assessment of impacts upon groundwater abstractions and buffers.
d) Peat depth survey and table detailing re-use proposals.
e) Map and table detailing forest removal.
f) Map and site layout of borrow pits.
g) Schedule of mitigation including pollution prevention measures.
h) Quarry or Borrow Pit Site Management Plan of pollution prevention measures.
i) Map of proposed waste water drainage layout.
j) Map of proposed surface water drainage layout.
k) Map of proposed water abstractions including details of the proposed operating regime.
l) Decommissioning statement.
Further details on these information requirements and the form in which they must be submitted
can be found in the attached appendix.
We would welcome the opportunity to comment on the draft ES. Please note that we can process
files only of a maximum size of 25MB and therefore, when the ES is submitted, it should be
divided into appropriately sized and named sections.

Regulatory advice for the applicant
1.

Regulatory requirements

1.1

Details of regulatory requirements and good practice advice for the applicant can be found
on the Regulations section of our website. If you are unable to find the advice you need for
a specific regulatory matter, please contact a member of the regulations team in your local
SEPA office at:
Rivers House
Lochside Industrial Estate
Irongray Road
Dumfries
DG2 0JE
01387 720 502

If you have queries relating to this letter, please contact me by telephone on 01698 839 000 or email at planning.sw@sepa.org.uk.
Yours faithfully

Simon Watt
Senior Planning Officer
Planning Service
ECopy to: Stuart.Winter@eu.jll.com
Disclaimer
This advice is given without prejudice to any decision made on elements of the proposal regulated by us, as
such a decision may take into account factors not considered at this time. We prefer all the technical
information required for any SEPA consents to be submitted at the same time as the planning or similar
application. However, we consider it to be at the applicant's commercial risk if any significant changes
required during the regulatory stage necessitate a further planning application or similar application and/or
neighbour notification or advertising. We have relied on the accuracy and completeness of the information
supplied to us in providing the above advice and can take no responsibility for incorrect data or
interpretation, or omissions, in such information. If we have not referred to a particular issue in our
response, it should not be assumed that there is no impact associated with that issue. For planning
applications if you did not specifically request advice on flood risk, then advice will not have been provided
on this issue. Further information on our consultation arrangements generally can be found on our website
planning pages.

Appendix 1: Detailed scoping requirements
This appendix sets out our scoping information requirements. There may be opportunities to
scope out some of the issues below depending on the site. Evidence must be provided in the
submission to support why an issue is not relevant for this site in order to avoid delay and
potential objection.
If there is a delay between scoping and the submission of the application then please refer to our
website for our latest information requirements as they are regularly updated; current best practice
must be followed.
We would welcome the opportunity to comment on the draft submission. As we can process files
of a maximum size of only 25MB the submission must be divided into appropriately named
sections of less than 25MB each.

1.

Site layout

1.1

All maps must be based on the Ordnance Survey 1: 10 000 scale or greater base mapping
to provide an adequate scale with which to assess the information. Each of the maps below
must detail all proposed upgraded, temporary and permanent site infrastructure. This
includes all tracks, excavations, buildings, borrow pits, pipelines, cabling, site compounds,
laydown areas, storage areas and any other built elements. Existing built infrastructure
must be re-used or upgraded wherever possible to minimise the extent of new works on
previously undisturbed ground. For example, a layout which makes use of lots of spurs or
loops is unlikely to be acceptable. Cabling must be laid in ground already disturbed such as
verges.

2.

Engineering activities in the water environment

2.1

The site layout must be designed to avoid impacts upon the water environment. Where
activities such as watercourse crossings, watercourse diversions or other engineering
activities in the water environment cannot be avoided then the submission must include a
map showing:
a) All proposed temporary or permanent infrastructure overlain with all lochs and
watercourses.
b) A minimum buffer of 50 m around each loch or watercourse. If this minimum buffer
cannot be achieved each breach must be numbered on a plan with an associated
photograph of the location, dimensions of the loch or watercourse, drawings of what is
proposed in terms of engineering works.
c) Detailed layout of all proposed mitigation including all cut off drains, location, number
and size of settlement ponds.

2.2

If water abstractions or dewatering are proposed, a table of volumes and timings of
groundwater abstractions and related mitigation measures must be provided.

2.3

Further advice and our best practice guidance are available within the water engineering
section of our website. Guidance on the design of water crossings can be found in our
Construction of River Crossings Good Practice Guide.

2.4

Refer to Appendix 2 of our Standing Advice for advice on flood risk. Watercourse crossings
must be designed to accommodate the 0.5% Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) flows,
or information provided to justify smaller structures. If it is thought that the development
could result in an increased risk of flooding to a nearby receptor then a Flood Risk
Assessment must be submitted in support of the planning application. Our Technical flood
risk guidance for stakeholders outlines the information we require to be submitted as part of
a Flood Risk Assessment.

3.

Disturbance and re-use of excavated peat and other carbon rich soils

3.1

Scottish Planning Policy states (Paragraph 205) that "Where peat and other carbon rich
soils are present, applicants must assess the likely effects of development on carbon
dioxide (CO2) emissions. Where peatland is drained or otherwise disturbed, there is liable
to be a release of CO2 to the atmosphere. Developments must aim to minimise this
release."

3.2

The planning submission must a) demonstrate how the layout has been designed to
minimise disturbance of peat and consequential release of CO2 and b) outline the
preventative/mitigation measures to avoid significant drying or oxidation of peat through, for
example, the construction of access tracks, drainage channels, cable trenches, or the
storage and re-use of excavated peat.

3.3

The submission must include:
a) A detailed map of peat depths (this must be to full depth and follow the survey
requirement of the Scottish Government’s Developments on peatland: Site surveys
and best practice) with all the built elements (including peat storage areas) overlain to
demonstrate how the development avoids areas of deep peat and other sensitive
receptors such as Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems.
b) A table which details the quantities of acrotelmic, catotelmic and amorphous peat
which will be excavated for each element and where it will be re-used during
reinstatement. Details of the proposed widths and depths of peat to be re-used and
how it will be kept wet permanently must be included.

3.4

To avoid delay and potential objection proposals must be in accordance with Guidance on
the Assessment of Peat Volumes, Reuse of Excavated Peat and Minimisation of Waste
and our Regulatory Position Statement – Developments on Peat.

3.5

Dependent upon the volumes of peat likely to be encountered and the scale of the
development, applicants must consider whether a full Peat Management Plan (as detailed
in the above guidance) is required or whether the above information would be best
submitted as part of the schedule of mitigation.

3.6

Please note we do not validate carbon balance assessments except where requested to by
Scottish Government in exceptional circumstances. Our advice on the minimisation of peat
disturbance and peatland restoration may need to be taken into account when you consider
such assessments.

4.

Disruption to Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE)

4.1

GWDTE are protected under the Water Framework Directive and therefore the layout and
design of the development must avoid impact on such areas. The following information
must be included in the submission:
a) A map demonstrating that all GWDTE are outwith a 100m radius of all excavations
shallower than 1m and outwith 250m of all excavations deeper than 1m and proposed
groundwater abstractions. If micro-siting is to be considered as a mitigation measure
the distance of survey needs to be extended by the proposed maximum extent of
micro-siting. The survey needs to extend beyond the site boundary where the
distances require it.

b) If the minimum buffers above cannot be achieved, a detailed site specific qualitative
and/or quantitative risk assessment will be required. We are likely to seek conditions
securing appropriate mitigation for all GWDTE affected.
4.2

Please refer to Guidance on Assessing the Impacts of Development Proposals on
Groundwater Abstractions and Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems for further
advice and the minimum information we require to be submitted.

5.

Existing groundwater abstractions

5.1

Excavations and other construction works can disrupt groundwater flow and impact on
existing groundwater abstractions. The submission must include:
a) A map demonstrating that all existing groundwater abstractions are outwith a 100m
radius of all excavations shallower than 1m and outwith 250m of all excavations
deeper than 1m and proposed groundwater abstractions. If micro-siting is to be
considered as a mitigation measure the distance of survey needs to be extended by
the proposed maximum extent of micro-siting. The survey needs to extend beyond the
site boundary where the distances require it.
b) If the minimum buffers above cannot be achieved, a detailed site specific qualitative
and/or quantitative risk assessment will be required. We are likely to seek conditions
securing appropriate mitigation for all existing groundwater abstractions affected.

5.2

Please refer to Guidance on Assessing the Impacts of Development Proposals on
Groundwater Abstractions and Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems for further
advice on the minimum information we require to be submitted.

6.

Forest removal and forest waste

6.1

If forestry is present on the site, we prefer a site layout which avoids large scale felling as
this can result in large amounts of waste material and a peak in release of nutrients which
can affect local water quality.

6.2

The submission must include a map with the boundaries of where felling will take place and
a description of what is proposed for this timber in accordance with Use of Trees Cleared to
Facilitate Development on Afforested Land – Joint Guidance from SEPA, SNH and FCS.

7.

Borrow pits

7.1

Scottish Planning Policy states (Paragraph 243) that “Borrow pits should only be permitted
if there are significant environmental or economic benefits compared to obtaining material
from local quarries, they are time-limited; tied to a particular project and appropriate
reclamation measures are in place.” The submission must provide sufficient information to
address this policy statement.

7.2

The following information should also be submitted:
a) A map showing the location, size, depths and dimensions of each borrow pit.
b) A map showing in relation to each proposed excavation, stocks of rock, overburden,
soils and temporary and permanent infrastructure including tracks, buildings, oil
storage, pipes and drainage, overlain with all lochs and watercourses to a distance of
250 metres from working areas.
c) A site-specific buffer drawn around each loch or watercourse proportionate to the
depth of excavations and at least 10 m from access tracks. If this minimum buffer
cannot be achieved each breach must be numbered on a plan with an associated
photograph of the location, dimensions of the loch or watercourse, drawings of what is
proposed in terms of engineering works.

d) A ground investigation report giving existing seasonally highest water table including
sections showing the maximum area, depth and profile of working in relation to the
water table.
e) A site map showing cut-off drains, silt management devices and settlement lagoons to
manage surface water and dewatering discharge. Cut-off drains must be installed to
maximise diversion of water from entering quarry works.
f)

A site map showing proposed water abstractions with details of the volumes and
timings of abstractions.

g) A site map showing the location of pollution prevention measures such as spill kits, oil
interceptors, drainage associated with welfare facilities, recycling and bin storage and
vehicle washing areas. The drawing notes should include a commitment to check
these daily.
h) A site map showing where soils and overburden will be stored including details of the
heights and dimensions of each store, how long the material will be stored for and how
soils will be kept fit for restoration purposes. Where the development will result in the
disturbance of peat or other carbon rich soils then the submission must also include a
detailed map of peat depths (this must be to full depth and follow the survey
requirement of the Scottish Government’s Developments on peatland: Site surveys
and best practice) with all the built elements and excavation areas overlain so it can
clearly be seen how the development minimises disturbance of peat and the
consequential release of CO2.
i)

Sections and plans detailing how restoration will be progressed including the phasing,
profiles, depths and types of material to be used.

j)

Details of how the rock will be processed in order to produce a grade of rock that will
not cause siltation problems during its end use on tracks, trenches and other
hardstanding.

8.

Pollution prevention and environmental management

8.1

One of our key interests in relation to developments is pollution prevention measures
during the periods of construction, operation, maintenance, demolition and restoration.

8.2

A schedule of mitigation supported by the above site specific maps and plans must be
submitted. These must include reference to best practice pollution prevention and
construction techniques, regulatory requirements, the daily responsibilities of ECOWs, how
site inspections will be recorded and acted upon and proposals for a planning monitoring
enforcement officer. Please refer to the Pollution prevention guidelines.

9.

Decommissioning / Repowering

9.1

Proposals to discard materials that are likely to be classed as waste would be
unacceptable under current waste management licensing and under waste management
licensing at time of decommissioning if a similar regulatory framework exists at that
time. Further guidance on this may be found in the document Is it waste - Understanding
the definition of waste.

9.2

The layout and the general principles for decommissioning must demonstrate waste
minimisation and compliance with the above waste regulatory position.

Theresa McInnes
Senior Case Officer
Energy Consents Unit
5 Atlantic Quay
150 Broomielaw
Glasgow
G2 8LU
Date: 25 May 2017
Our ref: CEA145638
Dear Ms McInnes
Electricity Act 1989
The Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2000
Scoping Opinion request for proposed Section 36 application for the Sandy Knowe Wind
Farm proposal near to Kirkconnel and Kelloholm in Dumfries and Galloway
Thank you for consulting us on the above.
Summary
We refer to your latest e-mail (16 May 2017) requesting that our Scoping response to the
above should advise as “to all the information required for the application process, as though
it were a brand new proposal and on the basis that this is an empty site”.
Bearing the above in mind and along with previous information (Environmental Statement)
submitted to Dumfries and Galloway Council (DGC) in support of planning application
15/P/3/0279 we offer Scoping advice for this latest proposal as follows:
Landscape and Visual
In terms of the new Scoping exercise Jones Land LaSalle ask of us:
–

“Do you agree with our approach to the use of existing visualisations as
well as the proposed limited additional visualisations that visualise the 1m
increase in rotor”

The Sandy Knowe visuals are done under the old guidance (pre-2014), which means that
they will significantly underplay the effects of the current proposal. Changes reflected in the
most recent guidance have been out for three years, and there was a large grace period
which ended two years ago and therefore we consider new visuals done to the recent

Scottish Natural Heritage, Holmpark Industrial Estate, New Galloway Road, Newton Stewart,
Wigtownshire, DG8 6BF. Tel: 01671 404700 www.snh.gov.uk
Dualchas Nàdair na h-Alba, Ionad Gnìomhachais Holmpark , Rathad Ghall-Ghàidhealaibh Nuaidh,
Baile Ùr nan Stiùbhartach, DG8 6B. Fòn: 01671 404700 www.snh.gov.uk

standards should be presented and assessed in any new Environmental Statement
supporting a new Section 36 planning application.
- “Do you agree that we continue to use GLVIA 2 on the basis of allowing
easy comparison between the Proposed Development and Consented
Development?”
No, as above, we advise that the assessment should be undertaken using the GLVIA 3
guidance published in 2013. If, as a result of this, there are differences in the results, due to
changes in method, these should be highlighted and evaluated in the ES.
–

“Do you agree with the projects that we propose to include within the
cumulative assessment?”

We expect The Cumulative Assessment to look at the baseline as close as possible to the
submission date, which will include projects that have entered the planning system since the
most recent planning application to DGC in 2015 (15/P/3/0279)
Given that Scottish Ministers wish any future planning application to be treated as a ‘new’
one, we suggest that all statutory and other consultees be presented with a full Landscape
and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) which has been assessed and evaluated using the
most recent guidance. That said, there may be aspects of the LVIA which could be Scoped
out (as described in Section 4 of the 2017 Scoping Report) following discussions at our PreScoping meeting 06 June 2017 but which will nevertheless need to be justified in the ES.
Ecology and Ornithology
–

“Do you agree that it would be reasonable to use existing environmental
surveys to inform the additional impacts assessment?”

As above, given that Scottish Ministers wish any future planning application to be treated as
a ‘new’ one, we suggest that all statutory and other consultees be presented with full
Ecological and Ornithological assessments. However, we do not require any further
ecological/ornithological assessments over and above that already undertaken or proposed
in the April 2017 Scoping Report e.g. 6.5.5 second bullet (repeat surveys).
The reasoning behind this is that there has been marginal change in the proposed scheme
from that approved by Dumfries and Galloway Council which we assume could be legally
constructed as consented. Given the marginal changes to the proposed scheme it would
seem unreasonable and arguably illogical to require additional surveys where the outcome
would only produce similar results, assessments and conclusions along with equally similar
recommendations for mitigation etc.
If you have any comments or questions regarding any of the above, please do not hesitate to
contact me at this office.
Yours sincerely

John Gibson
Operations Officer
Southern Scotland
John.gibson@snh.gov.uk
cc. Stuart Winter JLL, Stuart.Winter@eu.jll.com

Theresa McInnes
Senior Case Officer
Energy Consents Unit
5 Atlantic Quay
150 Broomielaw
Glasgow
G2 8LU
Date: 25 July 2017
Our ref: CPA146822
Dear Ms McInnes
Electricity Act 1989
The Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2000
Scoping Opinion request for proposed Section 36 application for the Sandy Knowe Wind
Farm proposal near to Kirkconnel and Kelloholm in Dumfries and Galloway
Addendum to SNH formal Scoping Opinion advice on Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment (LVIA) reference CEA145638
We refer to our advice given to your Scoping Opinion request regarding the above dated 25
May 2017 and your subsequent request for clarification on the following suggestion from
ITPEnergised 02 June 2017:
“The previous application identified significant effects at 7 viewpoints, all located within 10km
of the proposed development. We have re-taken photography from these viewpoints and will
present visualisations for these viewpoints in line with the most recent SNH guidance
(February 2017 V2.2). We will include a written assessment from the other viewpoints which
were presented in the previous ES however as no significant effects are predicted from these
locations, and new work has identified that this is still the case, therefore we do not intend to
present visualisations from these locations”
You asked us to:
“…advise if the planned approach to providing photo-montages for particular viewpoints
would be enough for your purposes going forward?”
We confirm that the planned approach to photomontages appears sensible, compliant with
our revised guidance and is sufficient for our purposes going forward.

Scottish Natural Heritage, Holmpark Industrial Estate, New Galloway Road, Newton Stewart,
Wigtownshire, DG8 6BF. Tel: 01671 404700 www.snh.gov.uk
Dualchas Nàdair na h-Alba, Ionad Gnìomhachais Holmpark , Rathad Ghall-Ghàidhealaibh Nuaidh,
Baile Ùr nan Stiùbhartach, DG8 6B. Fòn: 01671 404700 www.snh.gov.uk

If you have any comments or questions regarding any of the above, please do not hesitate to
contact me at this office.
Yours sincerely

John Gibson
Operations Officer
Southern Scotland
John.gibson@snh.gov.uk
cc. Stuart Winter JLL, Stuart.Winter@eu.jll.com

Development Management and Strategic Road Safety

Trunk Road and Bus Operations
Buchanan House, 58 Port Dundas Road, Glasgow G4 0HF
Direct Line: 0141 272 7386, Fax: 0141 272 7350
John.McDonald@transport.gov.scot

Theresa McInnes
Energy Consents Unit
The Scottish Government
5 Atlantic Quay
150 Broomielaw
Glasgow
G2 8LU


Your ref:
Section 36
Our ref:
TS00538
Date:
12/05/2017

Dear Sirs,
ELECTRICITY ACT 1989
THE ELECTRICITY WORKS (ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT) (SCOTLAND)
REGULATIONS 2000 - SCOPING OPINION REQUEST FOR PROPOSED SECTION 36
APPLICATION FOR THE SANDYKNOWE WIND FARM PROPOSAL NEAR TO
KIRKCONNEL AND KELLOHOLM IN DUMFRIES AND GALLOWAY
With reference to your recent correspondence on the above development, we acknowledge
receipt of a Scoping Report (SR) prepared by Jones Lang Lasalle (JLL) in support of the above
development.
This information has been passed to SYSTRA Limited for review in their capacity as Term
Consultants to Transport Scotland – Trunk Road and Bus Operations (TRBO). Based on the
review undertaken, we would provide the following comments.
Proposed Development
The SR has been prepared in support of a Section 36 application for 24 wind turbines located
approximately 1.5 km south-west of Kirkconnel and Kelloholm in Dumfries and Galloway. The
blade tip height of the turbines is indicated to be 125m, with a maximum blade length of up to
50m and a total installed capacity of up to 86MW. The nearest trunk road to the site is the
A76(T), located approximately 1.3km north of the site.
Existing Consent
We understand that, further to the Scottish Ministers refusing consent in February 2015 for a 30
turbine scheme at this location, planning permission was granted in November 2016 for a
reduced scheme, redesigned to take account of the reasons for refusal. Transport Scotland was
consulted on this application and we provided comment in our letter to DGC dated 27 August
2015.

www.transport.gov.scot



Further to this, Dumfries and Galloway Council (DGC) granted a non-material variation to the
existing consent in March 2017 allowing a 101 m rotor to be implemented within the permitted
125 m tip height.
We note that the request for a Scoping Opinion is for the same project as the Permitted Scheme
with the exception of the capacity of the generator housed within the turbine nacelle. The
proposed increase to the installed capacity of each turbine is from a permitted 2MW each to
3.6MW each, resulting in a total generating capacity of 86MW which equates to a 40% increase
in energy generation.
Site Access
The SR indicates that site access will be taken from a new junction on the A76(T). Abnormal
loads will access the site via the western access direct from the A76(T) while all other
construction traffic will access the site from the east. Transport Scotland would request that all
previous Conditions relating to the site access junction again be attached to any Consent
granted.
Abnormal Load Route
Chapter 9 of the SR indicates that a Route Survey was undertaken by WSP Parsons Brinkerhoff
in May 2015 based on a 50 m blade length. King George V Docks in Glasgow was identified as
the most suitable Port of Entry for wind turbine components. The assessed route was as follows:




M74 / M6 Southbound to M6 Junction 44 (Greymoorhill Roundabout);
M6 Northbound to the A75(T) via A74(M) Junction 22; and
A75(T) to A76(T) / Site Access Road.

The SR indicates that the same mitigation measures as agreed for the Permitted Development
will be applicable for the Proposed Development as there is no change to the proposed route or
estimated number of vehicle trips associated with the development. We note that mitigation
measures include the production of a Construction Traffic Management Plan for the site which
will be discussed and agreed with DGC and Transport Scotland prior to construction. This is
considered acceptable.
Assessment of Environmental Impacts
Chapter 9 of the SR states that, further to a review of the previous traffic and transport
information available for the consented scheme which included ATC surveys and impact
assessments, it is proposed to scope out all traffic and transport effects during the operation of
the Proposed Development and focus on the assessment of abnormal loads during construction.
This is considered acceptable.
With regard to the potential environmental impact of traffic and transport associated with the
construction phase, we note that, as per the thresholds set out in the Institute of Environmental
Management and Assessment (IEMA) Guidelines, the scale of the environmental impacts
associated with the construction traffic should be categorised as materially significant where an
increase in flow of 30% is identified or an increase in flow of 10% for sensitive receptors. We
would also note that a 30% increase in the number of HGVs should also be considered
significant and would trigger the need for detailed assessment.
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We would also ask that the methods adopted to assess the likely traffic and transportation
impacts on traffic flows and transportation infrastructure comprise:
•

Determination of the baseline traffic and transportation conditions, and the sensitivity of
the site and existence of any receptors likely to be affected in proximity of the trunk road
network;

•

Review of the development proposals to determine the predicted construction
requirements; and

•

Assessment of the significance of predicted impacts from these transport requirements,
taking into account impact magnitude (before and after mitigation) and baseline
environmental sensitivity.

Noise
Noise impacts are discussed in Chapter 5 of the SR. This indicates that noise effects arising
from the construction and decommissioning phases of the Proposed Development will be
identical to those predicted for the Permitted Development. The construction (and
decommissioning) phase noise assessment will therefore stand and no additional assessment of
construction noise will be undertaken. This is acceptable.
I trust that the above is satisfactory and should you wish to discuss any issues raised in greater
detail, please do not hesitate to contact Alan DeVenny at SYSTRA’s Glasgow Office on 0141
226 6923.

Yours faithfully

John McDonald
Transport Scotland
Trunk Road and Bus Operations
cc

Alan DeVenny – SYSTRA Ltd.
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17 May 2017
Theresa McInnes
Senior Case Officer
Energy Consents Unit
Scottish Government
Dear Ms McInnes,
Sandy Knowe Wind Farm
Thank you for giving VisitScotland the opportunity to comment on the above wind farm
development.
Our response focuses on the crucial importance of tourism to Scotland’s local and national economy,
and of the natural landscape for visitors.
Background Information
VisitScotland, as Scotland’s National Tourism Organisation, has a strategic role to develop Scottish
tourism in order to get the maximum economic benefit for the country. It exists to support the
development of the tourism industry in Scotland and to market Scotland as a quality destination.
While VisitScotland understands and appreciates the importance of renewable energy, tourism is
crucial to Scotland’s economic and cultural well-being. It sustains a great diversity of businesses
throughout the country. According to a recent independent report by Deloitte, tourism generates
£11 billion for the economy and employs over 200,000 - 9% of the Scottish workforce. Tourism
provides jobs in the private sector and stimulates the regeneration of urban and rural areas.
One of the Scottish Government and VisitScotland’s key ambitions is to grow tourism revenues and
make Scotland one of the world’s foremost tourist destinations. This ambition is now common
currency in both public and private sectors in Scotland, and the expectations of businesses on the
ground have been raised as to how they might contribute to and benefit from such growth.
Importance of scenery to tourism
Scenery and the natural environment have become the two most important factors for visitors in
recent years when choosing a holiday location.
The importance of this element to tourism in Scotland cannot be underestimated. The character and
visual amenity value of Scotland’s landscapes is a key driver of our tourism product: a large majority
of visitors to Scotland come because of the landscape, scenery and the wider environment, which
supports important visitor activities such as walking, cycling wildlife watching and visiting historic
sites.
The VisitScotland Visitor Experience Survey (2011/12) confirms the basis of this argument with its
ranking of the key factors influencing visitors when choosing Scotland as a holiday location. In this
study, over half of visitors rated scenery and the natural environment as the main reason for visiting
Scotland. Full details of the Visitor Experience Survey can be found on the organisation’s corporate

website, here: http://www.visitscotland.org/research_and_statistics/tourism_topics/wind_farms1.aspx
Taking tourism considerations into account
We would suggest that full consideration is also given to the Scottish Government’s 2008 research
on the impact of wind farms on tourism. In its report, you can find recommendations for planning
authorities which could help to minimise any negative effects of wind farms on the tourism industry.
The report also highlights a request, as part of the planning process, to provide a tourism impact
statement as part of the Environmental Impact Analysis. Planning authorities should also consider
the following factors to ensure that any adverse local impacts on tourism are minimised:
•
•
•
•
•

The number of tourists travelling past en route elsewhere
The views from accommodation in the area
The relative scale of tourism impact i.e. local and national
The potential positives associated with the development
The views of tourist organisations, i.e. local tourist businesses or VisitScotland

The full study can be found at www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2008/03/07113507/1
Conclusion
Given the aforementioned importance of Scottish tourism to the economy, and of Scotland’s
landscape in attracting visitors to Scotland, VisitScotland would strongly recommend any potential
detrimental impact of the proposed development on tourism - whether visually, environmentally
and economically - be identified and considered in full. This includes when taking decisions over
turbine height and number.
VisitScotland strongly agrees with the advice of the Scottish Government –the importance of tourism
impact statements should not be diminished, and that, for each site considered, an independent
tourism impact assessment should be carried out. This assessment should be geographically
sensitive and should consider the potential impact on any tourism offerings in the vicinity.
VisitScotland would also urge consideration of the specific concerns raised above relating to the
impact any perceived proliferation of developments may have on the local tourism industry, and
therefore the local economy.
We hope this response is helpful to you.
Yours sincerely

Douglas Keith
Government and Parliamentary Affairs
VisitScotland

