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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background & Purpose of this Supplementary Environmental 
Information (SEI) Report  

1.1.1 Rigghill Wind Farm Limited is a joint venture between Burcote Wind Limited and ERG (hereafter 
referred to as “the Applicant”). In March 2020, the Applicant submitted an application to North 
Ayrshire Council (NAC) under the Town and Country Planning Act (Scotland) 1997 (as amended). The 
application was supported by an Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) as prepared in 
accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) 
Regulations 2017 (as amended) (hereafter referred to as ‘the EIA Regulations’). The EIAR submitted 
as part of the March 2020 application is hereafter referred to as “the 2020 EIAR” (Rigghill Wind Farm 
Limited, 2020). 

1.1.2 Subsequent to the production of the 2020 EIAR, feedback has been received from various statutory 
and non-statutory consultees and stakeholders.  

1.1.3 A number of consultees have asked for Supplementary Environmental Information (SEI) to be 
provided. 

1.1.4 The purpose of this 2020 SEI Report is to provide this supplementary environmental information 
and address statutory consultees comments/concerns. 

1.1.5 This 2020 SEI Report provides information with regard to the following technical topics:  

▪ Chapter 2 – Landscape and Visual; 

▪ Chapter 3 – Ecology and Nature Conservation; 

▪ Chapter 4 – Noise; 

▪ Chapter 5 – Cultural Heritage;  

▪ Chapter 6 – Geology, Peat, Hydrology and Hydrogeology; 

▪ Chapter 7 – Traffic and Transport. 

1.1.6 Chapter 2 to 7 of this 2020 SEI provide the Applicant’s response to statutory consultees (North 
Ayrshire Council (NAC), NatureScot (NS) (formerly Scottish Natural Heritage), Scottish Environment 
Protection Agency (SEPA) and Historic Environment Scotland (HES)) comments. Responses from 
these consultees to the 2020 EIAR are provided in Appendix 1.1. 

1.1.7 This 2020 SEI Report should be read in conjunction with the 2020 EIAR. 

1.2 The Proposed Development 
1.2.1 The Proposed Development remains unchanged as described in Chapter 3 of the 2020 EIAR. 

1.3 The 2020 SEI Team 
1.3.1 This 2020 SEI Report has been compiled by the same project team members as outlined in the 2020 

EIAR (refer to section 1.5 of the 2020 EIAR). 

1.3.2 The project team members relevant to the technical topics addressed in this 2020 SEI Report are: 

▪ SEI Management and Delivery - Rebecca Todd of ITPEnergised 

▪ Landscape and Visual – Jo Philips of OPEN; 

▪ Ecology and Nature Conservation – Mikael Forup of ITPEnergised; 
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▪ Noise – Simon Waddell of ITPEnergised; 

▪ Cultural Heritage – Lynne Roy of AOC Archaeology; 

▪ Geology, Peat, Hydrology and Hydrogeology – Jenny Hazzard and Zak Ritchie of ITPEnergised; 

and  

▪ Traffic and Transport – ITPEnergised based on Pell Frishmann work. 

1.4 Availability of the 2020 SEI 
1.4.1 Copies of this 2020 SEI Report are available from:  

Rigghill Wind Farm Limited,  
15 Furzton Lake, 
Shirwell Crescent, 
Furzton.  
Milton Keynes, 
MK4 1GA 
Email: Info@burcotewind.com  
 

1.4.2 Electronic copies of this 2020 SEI Report can be accessed at www.rigghillwindfarm.com  

1.4.3 In accordance with good practice during Coronovirus restrictions, we would discourage any request 
for hard copy documents. Should hard copy documents be required please make the request via 
www.rigghillwindfarm.com and we will seek to make appropriate arrangements. Hard copies will 
be charged at the printing cost to us, which is £250.00 or as a USB for £20.00. 

1.5 Representations to the Application 
1.5.1 Any representations to the application should be made directly to North Ayrshire Council at: 

eplanning@north-ayshrie.gov.uk  

1.6 References 
Rigghill Wind Farm Limited (2020). Rigghill Wind Farm Environmental Impact Assessment Report 

2020. 

Scottish Government (2017). Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) 

(Scotland) Regulations 2017 (as amended). Available at: 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2017/102/contents/made 

2 Landscape & Visual 

2.1 Introduction 
2.1.1 This section presents SEI regarding the potential effects of the Proposed Development on the 

Waterhead Moor-Muirshiel Wild Land Area (WLA) and the Clyde Muirshiel Regional Park (RP). The 
information in this section is supplementary to the information presented in Chapter 5: Landscape 
and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) of the 2020 EIAR. 

2.1.2 This assessment has been undertaken by Optimised Environments Ltd (OPEN). Jo Phillips is the lead 
author with a review undertaken by Lynda Thomson. Both are qualified landscape architects and 
Chartered Members of the Landscape Institute (CMLI). 

2.1.3 This chapter should be read in conjunction with this 2020 SEI Figures 2.1 to 2.10 contained in 2020 
SEI Volume 3. These comprise wirelines from five locations in the Waterhead Moor - Muirshiel WLA, 

mailto:Info@burcotewind.com
http://www.rigghillwindfarm.com/
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2017/102/contents/made
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two of which are also illustrated using baseline photographs and photomontages. They also 
comprise wirelines from four locations in the Clyde Muirshiel RP.  

2.1.4 This section presents SEI regarding the assessment of effects of the Proposed Development on the 
WLA and RP. There is no change to the original assessment set out in Chapter 5 of the 2020 EIAR. 
This 2020 SEI presents further detail in the form of additional figures and narrative, with the aim to 
further inform the assessment made in the 2020 EIAR. This chapter should, therefore, be read in 
conjunction with the 2020 EIAR Chapter 5, in particular the section entitled ‘Residual Effects on Wild 
Land’.  

2.2 Response to Consultation Comments 

Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) 

2.2.1 SNH, in their consultation response dated 5th June 2020 (Refer to Appendix 1.1), stated that “This 
proposal could have adverse impacts on the Waterhead Moor – Muirshiel Wild Land Area. There is 
currently insufficient information available to assess these impacts. We therefore object to the 
proposal until the further information detailed below is provided.” 

2.2.2 The further information requested by SNH was defined as ‘Supporting visualisations (e.g. wirelines 
and site photos from within the WLA) to show the Proposed Development in its landscape context, 
in accordance with our wild land assessment guidance as detailed on our website.’ 

‘The supporting visualisations should represent views from the areas of visibility, including the north 
west margins of the wild land area and the area of visibility in the Waterhead Moor area. Any 
representative site photos, taken during fieldwork at ‘assessment points’ to record, in the field, the 
likely effects on the experience of the wild land qualities while moving through the WLA would be 
helpful. Cumulative wirelines showing the 360 view should also be provided where relevant.’ 

2.2.3 A detailed WLA Assessment was included in the LVIA chapter of the 2020 EIAR. During scoping and 
further consultation during the EIA process, no request was made by consultees, including SNH and 
NAC, to include a WLA Assessment in the 2020 EIAR. Its inclusion was based on the professional 
judgement of the LVIA author. The WLA Assessment in the 2020 EIAR has been prepared following 
SNH’s 2017 Draft Guidance, which is the current guidance to be applied in WLA assessment. The 
WLA Assessment in the 2020 EIAR was not supported by visualisations. In their response to the 
Scoping Report and further consultation regarding viewpoint selection, SNH did not request any 
viewpoints from the Waterhead Moor – Muirshiel WLA. Site work was carried out in the WLA to 
support the assessment, but no viewpoint photography was taken. 

2.2.4 In response to SNH’s post application request, further site work has been carried out and viewpoint 
photography taken from within the WLA. A package of visualisations has been prepared which 
comprises the following 2020 SEI figures: 

▪ Figure 2.1: Viewpoint Location – a plan including a 40 km radius illustrating viewpoints and 

cumulative wind farms / 10 km plan illustrating viewpoints, WLA and RP boundaries; 

▪ Figure 2.2: North Burnt Hill – baseline photograph / wireline / photomontage; 

▪ Figure 2.3: Burnt Hill – baseline photograph / wireline / photomontage; 

▪ Figure 2.4: Rowantree Hill – wireline; 

▪ Figure 2.5: High Corby Knowe –wireline; and 

▪ Figure 2.6: Irish Law – wireline. 

2.2.5 These viewpoints have been selected to represent those parts of the WLA from where theoretical 
visibility is shown to occur on the Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) (this 2020 SEI Figure 2.1). The 
viewpoints are all located in the north-west corner of the WLA, which reflects the localised extent 
of visibility within the WLA, with little or no visibility occurring across the remainder of the WLA. 
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2.2.6 Section 2.3 of this chapter presents an analysis of what these figures illustrate in the context of the 
WLA Assessment presented in ‘Residual Effects on Wild Land’ in Chapter 5 of the 2020 EIAR. The 
findings of the original assessment are reviewed in light of the additional visualisations and 
conclusions made with respect to the residual effects of the Proposed Development on the WLA. 

2.3 Assessment of Residual Effects 

Wild Land Area Assessment 

2.3.1 The WLA Assessment presented in Chapter 5 of the 2020 EIAR concluded that despite the Proposed 
Development giving rise to localised effects along the north-west margin of the WLA, the overall 
effect on the integrity of the WLA would not be significant. 

2.3.2 The 2020 SEI visualisations support the findings of the 2020 EIAR by illustrating the very limited 
extent to which the Proposed Development would be visible from the WLA, with the vast majority 
of the area unaffected. The ZTV in 2020 SEI Figure 2.1, illustrates that as a percentage of the overall 
area, only 7.43% of the WLA would be affected by visibility of the Proposed Development, with 
92.57% remaining unaffected. Furthermore, they also illustrate that it would only be from a localised 
area on the north-west margins that the fuller extents of the Proposed Development would be 
visible; an area where the perceptual responses of the WLA are already reduced by the extent to 
which other development is readily visible. 

Site Work 

2.3.3 Site work in the Waterhead Moor-Muirshiel WLA was carried out on three separate occasions during 
which the hills in the north-west of the WLA were visited, including North Burnt Hill (431 m AOD), 
South Burnt Hill (454 m AOD), Burnt Hill (486 m AOD), Hill of Stake (522 m AOD) and East Girt Hill 
(493 m AOD). The terrain is challenging as there are no tracks and the landcover comprises a mix of 
bog or heather moorland. Human modification of this landscape is evident in the network of 
drainage ditches cut across many of the hill slopes and the use of the land for hill sheep farming. 
Outwith the WLA, Corlic Hill Wind Farm to the north is currently being constructed and is visible 
from the north facing slopes across the northern part of the WLA. Operational Kelburn, Millour Hill 
and Extension wind farms are not visible from this northern part but are visible from the higher 
ground and south facing slopes to the south of Burnt Hill (486 m AOD). Settlement is also visible, 
especially the light-coloured developments that line the east coast of the Isle of Bute to the west 
and the more distant conurbation of Glasgow to the east. 

Extent of Visibility 

2.3.4 The ZTV in this 2020 SEI Figure 2.1 shows the very limited extent to which the Proposed 
Development will be visible across the WLA, with the vast majority of the area not being affected at 
all. The ZTV shows theoretical visibility concentrated in small patches along the north-west margin. 
The boundary of the WLA is formed by a line drawn between the summits of the hills; from North 
Burnt Hill (429 m) in the north, through Peat Hill (420 m) to Rowantree Hill (428 m) and Girtley Hill 
(385 m). While this ridgeline essentially presents a screen between the Proposed Development and 
the WLA, visibility is shown to occur from the summits of these hills and across the west-facing 
slopes of South Burnt Hill (454 m) and upper west-facing slopes of Burnt Hill (486 m), both of which 
lie within the WLA boundary. The close range of these hill slopes and summits, at 2.6 km between 
the closest proposed turbine and closest point of the WLA boundary, means that the Proposed 
Development will have a notable influence on the perceptual qualities, albeit from a very localised 
and marginal area where relative wildness is comparatively low. 

2.3.5 Apart from this localised concentration of visibility on the north-west margin, visibility across the 
remainder of the WLA amounts to very small patches on the highest summits of the lowest levels 
of visibility. This occurs because the ridgeline along the north-western margin, essentially screens 
visibility from most of the WLA. Where the exceptions occur across the highest west-facing slopes 
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and summits, visibility will comprise a small number of turbines and with only blades visible from 
more distant ranges beyond 6 km. 

SNH Wild Land Description 2017 

2.3.6 The baseline character of the WLA is affected by human influences to the extent that the perceptual 
responses are relatively weak. The following extracts from SNH’s 2017 Description of Waterhead 
Moor-Muirshiel WLA reflect this experience. 

“The WLA is notable for the relative absence of human artefacts and contemporary land use, in sharp 
contrast to the lowland areas that surround it.” 

“Although there are few human artefacts within the WLA, various types of built development 
including wind farms outwith the WLA are visible from most of the area. From tops such as the Hill 
of Stake, human elements are visible in all directions, except to the south west towards Arran. Mining 
infrastructure, river engineering and tracks along the River Calder, Muirshiel visitor centre buildings 
and designated car parks have a localised but noticeable effect on the wild land qualities of the north 
western part of the WLA, especially near the former barytes mine track, where there are areas of 
hard standing, abandoned pipes, concrete abutments, palisade fencing and ground disturbance.” 

“Longer distance views towards the tower blocks of Glasgow, Helensburgh and other settlements 
along the Clyde valley also have a marked effect on the sense of remoteness and sanctuary, due to 
the extent of the view occupied by built development and the way in which buildings to the north 
tend to reflect sunlight, so making them more noticeable.” 

“These human elements have a noticeable effect on the sense of remoteness and sanctuary but 
encroach more where there is combined visibility of for example, nearby tracks and fences, power 
lines, forest plantations, wind turbines and settlements, or where they appear to encircle the WLA.” 

“Whereas the sharp contrast between the WLA and its surroundings adds value to the area as a 
recreational resource, the proximity to the settled landscape, ease of access and relatively small 
extent of the area combine to limit the sense of remoteness and the potential for solitude.” 

2.3.7 The ZTV in this 2020 SEI Figure 2.1 shows that visibility of the Proposed Development would be most 
extensive in the north-west corner where perceptual responses of sense of tranquillity, solitude and 
remoteness are not readily evident owing to visibility of under construction Corlic Hill Wind Farm 
and the mast above Loch Thom to the north, urban development along the coastal edges to the 
west, forestry on the hills to the west and farming land uses all around. 

Viewpoint Assessment 

2.3.8 The following five viewpoints have been used to represent the effects on the Waterhead Moor-
Muirshiel WLA and are illustrated using 360 degree wirelines, in order to include cumulative wind 
farms. Baseline photographs and photomontages are also included for Viewpoint 1: North Burnt Hill 
and Viewpoint 2: Burnt Hill to illustrate the potential effects from these close-range parts of the 
WLA. 

Viewpoint 1: North Burnt Hill (Figure 2.2) 

2.3.9 This viewpoint is located in the north-western tip of the WLA boundary. The Proposed Development 
is situated due west and the closest turbine is at a distance of 3.5 km. The wireline in this 2020 SEI 
Figure 2.2a and photomontage in this 2020 SEI Figure 2.6f, show that all ten turbines will be visible, 
four to their full height and six with their towers, partly or fully screened by the intervening 
landform. They will be seen set along or behind the ridgeline which encloses the western side of 
Brisbane Glen and will appear as relatively large scale and dynamic structures. 

2.3.10 While the ZTV in this 2020 SEI Figure 2.1 shows that visibility extends across the north-western 
slopes to the north of the summit, this area lies outwith the WLA. Visibility does, however extend 
across the upland valley that lies between North Burnt Hill and South Burnt Hill and although the 
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ZTV shows that all ten turbines will be visible from most of this area, from the valley they will be 
seen set behind closer range intervening landform which will moderate their influence. 

2.3.11 While the electricity transmission line forms a readily visible feature to the north of North Burnt Hill, 
this is currently being removed and, therefore, will no longer form an external influence. Corlic Hill 
Wind Farm is, however, currently being constructed and will be visible to the north from a minimum 
distance of 7.2 km. To the east, the conurbation of Glasgow can be seen as a distant feature while 
to the west, urban development can be clearly seen to extend along the coastline of the Isle of Bute. 
As recognised in SNH’s citation of the WLA, there is an existing influence from modern artefacts and 
contemporary land uses in the surrounding area. 

2.3.12 This viewpoint illustrates that the visual effect of the Proposed Development on this localised part 
of the WLA will give rise to a medium to high magnitude of change and a significant visual effect, 
despite the widespread influence from other modern artefacts, land uses and urban development. 

2.3.13 The medium to high magnitude of change will arise owing to the close proximity of the turbines to 
this north-western tip of the WLA, which at 3.5 km will ensure they appear as large vertical 
components at variance with the relatively low lying coastal hills to the west. They will be seen in 
the western sector of the view, where there are already human influences from urban development 
evident along the coastal edge of the Isle of Bute, and forestry and farming across the near and 
surrounding hills. The wider extent of the WLA lies to the east and south-east, which would not be 
affected by the Proposed Development. While the Proposed Development will add a notably larger 
and closer range human influence, this will be seen in a context in which the perceptual responses 
associated with the WLA are already limited. 

Viewpoint 2: Burnt Hill (Figure 2.3) 

2.3.14 This viewpoint is located approximately 2 km south of North Burnt Hill and inset approximately 1 km 
from the western WLA boundary. It is taken from the ridge 400 m to the west of the trig point from 
where a more open view of the Proposed Development can be experienced. The Proposed 
Development is situated to the north-west and the closest turbine is at a distance of 3.6 km. The 
wireline in this 2020 SEI Figure 2.3a and photomontage in this 2020 SEI Figure 2.6f, show that all ten 
turbines will be visible, albeit screened by intervening landform such that the towers will mostly be 
screened. The wireline in Figures 2.3d show that the cluster to the south-east, comprising 
operational Millour Hill, Wardlaw Wood and Kelburn wind farms, is already visible from this location, 
with the closest turbines at distances of 8.7 to 10.8 km. Under construction Corlic Hill is also visible, 
with the closest turbine 9.6 km to the north. 

2.3.15 The ZTV in this 2020 SEI Figure 2.1 shows that visibility around Burnt Hill is largely localised across 
the upper western slopes, being screened to the east by the immediate ridgeline and along the 
western WLA boundary by the ridgeline to the west. While visibility mostly comprises all ten 
turbines, levels of visibility fall away to the south-west owing to the screening effect of the other 
surrounding hills. 

2.3.16 This viewpoint illustrates that the visual effect of the Proposed Development on this localised part 
of the WLA will give rise to a medium to high magnitude of change and a significant visual effect, 
despite the widespread influence from other modern artefacts, land uses and urban development. 

2.3.17 The medium to high magnitude of change will arise owing to the close proximity of the turbines to 
this north-western part of the WLA, which at 3.6 km will ensure they appear as large vertical 
components at variance with the relatively low lying coastal hills to the west. They will be seen in 
the western sector of the view, where there are already human influences from urban development 
evident along the coastal edge of the Isle of Bute, and forestry and farming across the near and 
surrounding hills. The wider extent of the WLA lies to the east and south-east, which would not be 
affected by the Proposed Development. While the Proposed Development will add a notably larger 
and closer range human influence, this will be seen in a context in which the perceptual responses 
associated with the WLA are already limited. 
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Viewpoint 3: Rowantree Hill (Figure 2.4) 

2.3.18 This viewpoint is located approximately 2 km south of North Burnt Hill and inset approximately 1 km 
from the western WLA boundary. The Proposed Development is situated to the north-west and the 
closest turbine is at a distance of 3.4 km. The wireline in Figure 2.4a, shows that eight of the ten 
turbines will be visible, albeit with three seen as tips and the remaining five seen with the towers 
screened to varying degrees. The wirelines in this 2020 SEI Figures 2.4a and 2.4b, show that the 
cluster to the south, comprising operational Millour Hill, Wardlaw Wood and Kelburn wind farms 
from minimum distances of 7.7 to 9.9 km, is already visible from this location. 

2.3.19 The ZTV in this 2020 SEI Figure 2.1 shows that visibility around Rowantree Hill is largely localised 
across the upper northern slopes, being screened to the south by the immediate ridgeline. As the 
summit sits right on the western WLA boundary, it is only the area of visibility to the north-east and 
not the north-west, that is relevant to this assessment. The ZTV shows a gradual reduction in the 
levels of visibility as the elevation of the slopes to the north-east fall away and intervening landform 
screens the Proposed Development to an increasing extent.  

2.3.20 This viewpoint illustrates that the visual effect of the Proposed Development on this localised part 
of the WLA will give rise to a medium magnitude of change and a significant visual effect, despite 
the widespread influence from other modern artefacts, land uses and urban development. 

2.3.21 The medium magnitude of change will arise owing to the close proximity of the turbines to this 
western part of the WLA, which at 3.4 km will ensure they appear as large vertical components at 
variance with the relatively low lying coastal hills to the west. They will be seen in the western sector 
of the view, where there are already human influences from urban development evident along the 
coastal edge of the Isle of Bute, and forestry and farming across the near and surrounding hills. The 
wider extent of the WLA lies to the east and south-east, which would not be affected by the 
Proposed Development. While the Proposed Development will add a notably larger and closer range 
human influence, this will be seen in a context in which the perceptual responses associated with 
the WLA are already limited. 

Viewpoint 4: High Corby Knowe (Figure 2.5) 

2.3.22 This viewpoint is located at the high point in the core of the WLA, inset approximately 4 km from 
the western WLA boundary. The Proposed Development is situated to the north-west and the 
closest turbine is at a distance of 6.5 km. The wireline in this 2020 SEI Figure 2.5a, shows that one 
tip will be potentially visible, albeit so small it might not be discernible. The wirelines in this 2020 
SEI Figures 2.5a and 2.5b, show that the cluster to the south, comprising operational Millour Hill, 
Wardlaw Wood and Kelburn wind farms, is already visible from this location from minimum distance 
of 7.1 to 9.0 km, along with the broader expanse of more distant wind farm developments to the 
south-east, including Whitelee and Whitelee Extension.  

2.3.23 This viewpoint illustrates that the visual effect of the Proposed Development on this central part of 
the WLA will give rise to a negligible magnitude of change and a not significant visual effect, largely 
owing to the very limited visibility from this high point and no visibility from the surrounding parts 
of the WLA. 
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Viewpoint 5: Irish Law (Figure 2.6) 

2.3.24 This viewpoint is located in the south-west of the WLA and inset approximately 1.5 km from the 
western WLA boundary. The Proposed Development is situated to the north-west and the closest 
turbine is at a distance of 7.7 km. The wireline in Figure 6a, shows that one tip will be potentially 
visible, albeit so small it might not be discernible. The wirelines in this 2020 SEI Figures 2.6a and 
2.6b, show that the cluster to the south-east, comprising operational Millour Hill, Wardlaw Wood 
and Kelburn wind farms, is already visible from this location from minimum distances of 4.2 to 
6.0 km, along with the broader expanse of more distant wind farm developments to the south-east, 
including Whitelee and Whitelee Extension. 

2.3.25 This viewpoint illustrates that the visual effect of the Proposed Development on this south-western 
part of the WLA will give rise to a negligible magnitude of change and a not significant visual effect, 
largely owing to the very limited visibility from this high point and no visibility from the wider 
surrounding parts of the WLA. 

Summary 

2.3.26 Analysis of the photographs, wirelines and photomontages combined with the experience of 
walking extensively across the relevant parts of the WLA, especially the north-western part where 
visibility will be most continuous, has further confirmed the findings of the WLA assessment within 
the 2020 EIAR.  

2.3.27 Viewpoints 1, 2 and 3, which lie in the north-western corner of the WLA present the potential for 
medium to high or medium magnitude of change to arise, which would give rise to a significant 
visual effect. It must be noted that these viewpoints are located on the summits of these hills from 
where the fullest potential visibility of the Proposed Development would occur, thus representing 
the worse-case scenario. The ZTV in this 2020 SEI Figure 2.1 shows that visibility across this area is 
not continuous and levels of visibility are variable. Furthermore, the experience of walking through 
the WLA is that off the summits, views are much more introverted, and the character is more 
strongly derived from the immediate landscape, rather than surrounding landscape and associated 
artefacts. Also, the terrain is extremely challenging such that the focus of walkers is largely kept 
downwards towards their footing. While significant effects will arise in this north-west corner of the 
WLA, they will not be continuous owing to the variable levels and extents of visibility, as well as the 
way in which this landscape is experienced as described above. 

2.3.28 Viewpoints 4 and 5, which lie in the south-west and core of the WLA, present the potential for 
negligible or no effect to arise, which would give rise to a not significant effect. These viewpoints 
are also taken from the summits of hills and, therefore, also represent the worse-case scenario, with 
the vast majority of the WLA not subject to any visibility. 

2.3.29 The Proposed Development will not lead to significant effects on the wildness qualities of the WLA 
as a whole. The ZTV in this 2020 SEI Figure 2.1 shows that visibility across the WLA will be very 
limited in terms of geographical extent, such that it can be concluded that the Proposed 
Development will have a limited influence on the wildness qualities experienced across the WLA as 
a whole. Furthermore, in the localised areas on the north-west margin, where Viewpoints 1, 2 and 
3 show visibility of the Proposed Development to occur, there is already an influence from human 
artefacts and land uses, such that the Proposed Development will not be introducing development 
into an unmodified area.  

2.3.30 Across the majority of the WLA the Proposed Development will not give rise to any significant effects 
on the perception of wildness qualities. This area includes the most sensitive core and eastern 
extents, where wildness qualities are expressed to their greatest strength. 

2.3.31 While the Proposed Development will introduce a wind farm development that will be close in range 
and large in scale, it will occur outwith the WLA, where the effect will be moderated by the existing 
presence and influence of human artefacts and land uses, which already has an influence across this 
western aspect. 
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2.3.32 The Proposed Development will affect the perception of wildness qualities in parts of the WLA, 
although these effects will arise only in the north-western margin where the wildness qualities are 
not expressed to their optimum and where other external influences have resulted in a diminution 
of their strength.  

2.3.33 Across the core and eastern extent where wildness qualities are better expressed, the very limited 
extent and level of visibility means the Proposed Development will have a very limited influence. 
Importantly, in the parts of the WLA which display wildness qualities to their optimum, the Proposed 
Development will not cause any significant effects. On this basis, OPEN considers that the Proposed 
Development will not harm the integrity of the WLA as a whole.  

Regional Park Assessment 

2.3.34 The 2020 EIAR assessed that localised significant effects would occur within Clyde Muirshiel RP out 
to an approximate 4 to 5 km from the Proposed Development. Taking into account the limited 
extent to which the Proposed Development would be visible from the RP, especially as a proportion 
of the much wider extent of the RP and the existing influence from operational and under 
construction wind farms within the RP, the effect on the RP as a whole was assessed as not 
significant. 

2.3.35 Regional Parks are designated by the local authorities generally for the recreational value rather 
than its scenic landscape value. The regional scenic value is, however, formally recognised in those 
parts of the RP that have regional scenic designations. 

2.3.36 The ZTV in this 2020 SEI Figure 2.1 illustrates a concentration of visibility around the Proposed 
Development, which has been represented by Viewpoints 1, 2 and 3 in the WLA Assessment as well 
as Viewpoint 2: Brisbane Glen Road, Viewpoint 4: Kelly Reservoir, Viewpoint 5: The Knock and 
Viewpoint 7: Dunrod Hill in the 2020 EIAR. The majority of the RP will not be subject to visibility of 
the Proposed Development. 

Viewpoint 6: Windy Hill near Muirshiel Visitor Centre (Figure 2.7) 

2.3.37 Windy Hill is situated approximately 800 m north-east of the Muirshiel Visitor Centre in the Calder 
Valley. The viewpoint has been selected to represent a high point on a defined walking route close 
to a well-used visitor centre. The wireline in this 2020 SEI Figure 2.7a shows that there would be no 
visibility from this location and this is confirmed by the ZTV in this 2020 SEI Figure 2.1 which shows 
no visibility across this and the wider area. 

Viewpoint 7: Greenock Cut Visitor Centre (Figure 2.8) 

2.3.38 Greenock Cut Visitor Centre is situated on the western side of Loch Thom and to the south-east of 
Dunrod Hill. The viewpoint has been selected to represent the volumes of visitors to the centre as 
well as walkers following the relatively low-lying Greenock Cut walk around the western side of 
Dunrod Hill. The wireline in this 2020 SEI Figure 2.8a shows that there would be no visibility from 
this location and this is confirmed by the ZTV in this 2020 SEI Figure 2.1. While the ZTV shows 
visibility to occur along sections of the Greenock Cut walk, visibility will generally be limited to tips 
and blades seen beyond intervening landform.  

Viewpoint 8: Whitelees Cottage (Figure 2.9) 

2.3.39 Whitelees Cottage is a high point to the north of Loch Thom which is representative of this wider 
upland area in this northern part of the RP. The wireline in this 2020 SEI Figure 2.9a shows that 
visibility would comprise five blades and two tips seen set behind the intervening landform. This 
limited extent of visibility would limit the influence of the Proposed Development in this northern 
part of the RP, with the effects further moderated by the closer range influence of under 
construction Corlic Hill Wind Farm. 
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Viewpoint 9: Kaim Hill (Figure 2.10) 

2.3.40 Kaim Hill is a high point close to the west coast and is representative of this wider upland area in 
this south-western part of the RP. The wireline in this 2020 SEI Figure 2.10a shows that visibility 
would comprise all ten turbines, seen set at a minimum distance of 12 km to the north of the 
viewpoint. While the Proposed Development would introduce wind farm development into this 
northern sector of the view resulting in cumulative effects, it’s character influence would be 
moderated by the closer range and extensive operational wind farms which occupy the uplands in 
this southern part of the RP. In addition, it would be seen below the skyline. 

Summary 

2.3.41 Analysis of the wirelines combined with site work across extensive parts of the RP, especially the 
north-western part where visibility will be most continuous, has further confirmed the findings of 
the 2020 EIAR. While there will be localised significant effects in those parts of the RP where visibility 
occurs within a radius of 4 to 5 km of the Proposed Development, the remainder of the RP will either 
undergo no effects or not significant effects. While there will be localised effects on visual amenity, 
the core purpose of the RP, to provide recreational access, will remain unaffected.  

Conclusions 

2.3.42 OPEN confirms that it stands by the LVIA as a whole within the EIAR. The visualisations produced to 
support the WLA Assessment and RP Assessment further confirms the findings of the original 
assessment. 

2.3.43 In respect of the Waterhead Moor-Muirshiel WLA, the visualisations presented in this 2020 SEI 
Figures 2.2 to 2.6 illustrate the potential effects at select high points in the north-west corner of the 
WLA, as well as to the south-west and in the core. The visualisations substantiate the findings of the 
2020 EIAR in which the effect on the overall integrity of the WLA would be not significant, despite a 
localised significant effect in the north-west corner of the defined WLA due to the visibility of the 
wind farm outwith its boundary, at a minimum distance of 2.6 km, which will give rise to localised 
effects on some of the wild land qualities. 

2.3.44 In respect of the Clyde Muirshiel RP, the wirelines presented in this 2020 SEI Figures 2.7 to 2.10 
illustrate the variable levels of visibility across the RP, as well as the influence of cumulative 
developments. The visualisations substantiate the findings of the 2020 EIAR in which the effect on 
the overall integrity of the RP would be not significant, despite a localised significant effect across 
parts of the 4 to 5 km radius around the Proposed Development. 

2.4 Assessment of Residual Effects 
2.4.1 The Applicant and their technical consultant OPEN can confirm that they stand by the assessment 

of residual effects as presented in the 2020 EIAR. 
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3 Ecology & Nature Conservation 

3.1 Introduction 
3.1.1 This chapter provides clarifications in response to comments from consultees relating to the 

assessment of impacts from the Proposed Development upon important ecological features (IEFs), 
as documented in Chapter 7 (Ecology and Nature Conservation) of the 2020 EIAR. It considers 
responses made by SEPA and NS (formerly SNH). It has been authored by Dr Mikael Forup, CEnv, 
MCIEEM, an ecologist with ITPEnergised with over 20 years’ experience in ecological research and 
consultancy.  

3.1.2 Consultees voiced no objections to the Proposed Development specifically related to ornithology, 
and a separate chapter on ornithology is therefore not included in this 2020 SEI. In their response 
dated 05 June 2020, NS point out that North Ayrshire Council (NAC), as competent authority, is 
required to carry out an Appropriate Assessment in view of the conservation objectives for the 
qualifying interest of Renfrewshire Heights Special Protection Area (SPA). In support of this NS 
advised that, in their view, based on available information, the proposal will not adversely affect the 
integrity of the SPA. Collision risk for the qualifying interest is low, there are no known nesting 
locations of the qualifying interests within distances at which disturbance would be likely to occur, 
and the habitats within the site which support the qualifying interest will be unaffected. NS welcome 
the proposed ornithology mitigation as detailed in the 2020 EIAR chapter 17 (Schedule of 
Environmental Commitments) and advise that these measures should be incorporated into a Bird 
Protection Plan (BPP), which the Applicant hereby confirms will be done.  

3.1.3 The Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) within the 2020 EIAR Chapter 7 was based on a range of 
studies, as documented within the following technical appendices included in the 2020 EIAR:  

▪ Appendix 7.1: Ecology Desk Study; 

▪ Appendix 7.2a: National Vegetation Classification Report; 

▪ Appendix 7.2b: Access Track Ecology Report; 

▪ Confidential Appendix 7.3: Badger Survey Report; 

▪ Appendix 7.4: Otter Survey Report; 

▪ Appendix 7.5: Bat Survey Reports; and 

▪ Appendix 7.6: Fish Survey Report. 

3.1.4 This 2020 SEI chapter should be read in conjunction with the 2020 EIAR technical appendices and 
2020 EIAR Chapter 7 itself. 

3.2 Responses to Consultation Comments 

Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) 

3.2.1 In their response dated 26 May 2020 (Refer to Appendix 1.1), SEPA state that much of the Proposed 
Development occurs on grasslands which raises no matter of concern for them, but they highlight 
that a proportion of the infrastructure will impact habitats that are either groundwater dependent 

https://www.nature.scot/sites/default/files/2017-11/Consultation-response-Description-of-Wild-Land-Waterhead-Moor-Muirshiel-July-2016-04.pdf
https://clydemuirshiel.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/Park-Strategy.pdf%20Accessed%20on%2031/08/2020
https://clydemuirshiel.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/Park-Strategy.pdf%20Accessed%20on%2031/08/2020
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terrestrial ecosystems (GWDTEs) or Annex 1 habitats. SEPA object to the planning application until 
further information on a number of specific issues has been collated and provided for their 
assessment. They make the following points in Section 2 of their response: 

1) “M20 Blanket Mire - We do not agree that the impact on this is less than local. The M20 is active 

with peat building mosses present therefore should be protected as an Annex 1 habitat. 

Currently impacted by positions selected for T8 and T9.”  

2) “M37 spring (Annex I habitat) is associated with M23/M25 mosaic, on the track route beyond 

T9 (to T7 and T10) - It most closely aligns with the with Scottish Biodiversity List (SBL) and 

Ayrshire LBAP blanket bog priorities. Springs are Highly groundwater dependant, therefore 

should be protected. Relocation or mitigation for this area should be sought.”  

3) “Marshy grassland - Although not stated as an LBAP priority M23 is typically highly groundwater 

dependant, unless shown to be otherwise. The track leading to T8 crosses an area of M23 which 

has not adequately been shown to be rainwater fed rather than groundwater fed. More 

information required.”  

4) “In 7.8.21 - there is an acknowledgement that the development will impact wetland habitats 

due to hydrological changes. Mitigation should be put in place to minimise this. This habitat will 

not simply recover over time if water movement is restricted.”  

5) “In 7.8.32 - T9 (and T8, although not mentioned) and a small amount of access track sites are 

sited on or adjacent to M20 Mire habitat which is an Annex 1 habitat which SEPA should be 

protecting under our biodiversity duties. The drying out of this habitat should be prevented. 

More information required on how this will be protected.” 

6) “In 7.8.33 – it is stated that the cable trenches may produce localised drying of the surrounding 

vegetation. Mitigation should be put in place to prevent this, allowing water flow to continue. 

Insufficient details have been provided on the fact that the track to T8 is on areas of M23, 

impacts should be mitigated or habitat proven not to be highly groundwater dependant.” 

SEPA Point 1 

3.2.2 As described in EIAR Appendix 7.2a, M20b Eriophorum vaginatum blanket and raised mire, the 
Calluna vulgaris-Cladonia sub-community, was recorded in the north of the site in 2019. The 
Proposed Development is predicted to result in the loss of 1.63 ha of the habitat. 

3.2.3 The M20b Calluna vulgaris-Cladonia sub-community has a more varied floristic composition than 
the species-poor sub-community, M20a, and the 2020 EIAR Appendix 7.2a describes it as including 
additional species such as Empetrum nigrum and Cladonia arbuscula. It also notes that Sphagnum 
species, such as S. capillifolium is patchy in distribution. Other bryophytes recorded within the 
community are dominated by common pleurocarpous mosses such as Hylocomium splendens, 
Pleurozium schreberi and Hypnum jutlandicum.  

3.2.4 A walkover survey undertaken by  ITPEnergised on 18 August 2020 confirmed the above findings for 
the stands of M20b vegetation that will be impacted by turbines T8 and T9 and associated 
infrastructure, with additional species locally present at low abundance also including heather 
(Calluna vulgaris), bilberry (Vaccinium myrtillus), common cottongrass (Eriophorum angustifolium), 
sheep’s fescue (Festuca ovina), deergrass (Trichophorum germanicum) and the bryophytes 
Dicranum scoparium and Polytrichum commune. Heather and bilberry were noted to be cropped 
low. As noted in the 2020 EIAR Appendix 7.2a, the M20 vegetation by the T9 location occurs in 
mosaic with M25a Molinia caerulea-Potentilla erecta mire, the Erica tetralix sub-community, and 
here the vegetation also includes purple moor-grass (Molinia caerulea), cross-leaved heath (Erica 
tetralix), tormentil (Potentilla erecta), sweet vernal-grass (Anthoxanthum odoratum), soft-rush 
(Juncus effusus) and marsh thistle (Cirsium palustre) and the bryophyte Rhytidiadelphus squarrosus. 
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Sphagnum mosses were confirmed to be patchy, with a maximum cover of 5% recorded in the 
August 2020 walkover survey. The soil surface was relatively dry, with wetter areas mainly 
corresponding to field drain channels.  

3.2.5 Large continuous areas on M20 are not present within the site. Rather, the M20 occurs in 
association with, or is fragmented by, M23 Juncus effusus/acutiflorus-Galium palustre rush-pasture, 
M25 mire, M6 Carex echinata-Sphagnum fallax mire, U5 Nardus stricta-Galium saxatile grassland 
and U20 Pteridium aquilinum-Galium saxatile community. As such, the largest area of M20 within 
the site boundary measures c.100m x 400m. 

3.2.6 The land has been subject to agricultural improvement in the past, including drainage to dry the 
surface and improve conditions for grazing livestock; this is evident from aerial photography that 
clearly shows grips spaced c.10m apart across most of the habitat that feed into deeper drains. 
Although most of the grips have in-filled with vegetation, they remain permeable and at least partly 
functional. The surface is therefore drier than would have been the case prior to agricultural 
improvement, and the M20b mire, including mosaics with M25a mire, completely lacks a hummock 
and hollow topography. It is likely that the M20b mire has been derived from M19 Calluna vulgaris-
Eriophorum vaginatum blanket mire (Rodwell, 1991).  

3.2.7 Under the European Commission (2013) definition, blanket mire is taken to be active if it is still 
supporting a significant area of vegetation that is normally peat forming. Key species for peat 
formation are Sphagnum mosses, which are highly resistant to decay, in parts because they contain 
the chemical sphagnan which inhibits microbial activity. Within a bog the presence of sphagnan 
means that decomposition in the waterlogged peat virtually ceases (Lindsay et al., 2014). However, 
Sphagnum mosses are present at only low cover in the M20b mire vegetation on site. Because of 
this and because the soil is not water logged, and due to the fragmented nature of M20 within the 
site, the vegetation is unlikely to be actively peat forming in its current state. 

3.2.8 As such, ITPEnergised respectfully consider the 2020 EIAR evaluation of less-than-local to remain 
correct. The Applicant can further confirm that they are committed to preventing further 
deterioration of the habitat during construction and operation of the Proposed Development and 
propose a Habitat Management Plan (HMP) will be produced post consent for this purpose. 

SEPA point 2 

3.2.9 The 2020 EIAR Table 7.6 states that M37 Palustriella commutata-Festuca rubra spring is associated 
with M23 rush-pasture/M25 mire mosaic on the track route beyond T9 (to T7 and T10). This is an 
error in the table. The baseline summary in the 2020 EIAR section 7.6.30, which is based on the 
description for M37 on page 12 of 2020 EIAR Appendix 7.2a, correctly describes the habitat as being 
restricted to a small complex mosaic of other habitats including M25 mire, M23 rush-pasture, U4 
acid grassland and U5 acid grassland. As shown in the 2020 EIAR Figure 7.2, this area is located off 
the south-eastern site boundary, approximately 575 m southeast of the track between turbines T5 
and T6, and c630 m from the nearest turbine, T5. 

3.2.10 Owing to this separation distance, the risk of significant impacts on M37 mire from the Proposed 
Development can be ruled out.  

SEPA point 3 

3.2.11 The area of M23 was assessed in the survey undertaken by the author and the author of Chapter 6 
(Geology, Peat Hydrology and Hydrogeology) in the 2020 SEI. Several locations of M23 vegetation 
along the proposed track leading from turbine T4 to turbine T8 were assessed in the survey, as 
shown in this 2020 SEI Figure 3.1 and described in Table 3.1.  
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Table 3.1 – GWDTE investigation of M23 mire between turbines T4 and T8 

ID – NGR Location Description 

A – NS 22210 66323 

 

 

 

 This stand of M23 rush-pasture occurs on both sides of a small 

watercourse flowing down a hillside from the southeast to the 

northwest. A trial pit east of the watercourse showed the substrate to 

comprise mineral soil which is not saturated at 30 cm depth. The 

habitat is interpreted as being fed by surface water from the 

watercourse which becomes locally braided around this area. It is 

therefore not considered groundwater dependent. 
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ID – NGR Location Description 

B – NS22148 66377 

 

 Downstream of A, a trial pit 10 m west of the watercourse also showed 

the substrate to be very wet and peaty at the surface, with the 

underlying mineral soil not saturated at 30 cm depth. The habitat is 

interpreted as being fed by surface water from the watercourse which 

becomes locally braided around this area. It is therefore not considered 

groundwater dependent. 

C – NS22174 66454 

 

 This M23 occurs on a slope within an agricultural field, near the 

watercourse at points A and B, where there is a break in the slope. A 

trial pit showed the substrate to be mineral soil which is not saturated 

at 30 cm depth. The habitat is interpreted as being at least partly fed by 

surface water runoff but an element of groundwater influence is likely 

owing to the break in the slope. It is therefore considered potentially 

partially groundwater dependent. 
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ID – NGR Location Description 

D – NS 22201 66498 

 

 M23 rush-pasture on sloping ground east of a 5-10 m deep gully with a 

watercourse, and west of a smaller watercourse flowing northwest 

down the hillside. A trial pit showed the substrate to be mineral soil 

which is not saturated at 30 cm depth. The habitat is interpreted as 

being surface water fed from the small watercourse originating at the 

hillside above. It is therefore not considered to be groundwater 

dependent. 

E – NS22127 66553 

 

 M23 on an unbroken slope within an agricultural field. A trial pit 

showed the substrate to be mineral soil which is not saturated at 30 cm 

depth. The habitat is interpreted as being fed surface water runoff from 

the slope of the hill. It is therefore not considered groundwater 

dependent. 
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ID – NGR Location Description 

F – NS 22183 66655 

 

 M23 rush-pasture on a steep unbroken slope north of Skelmorlie Water. 

A trial pit showed the substrate to be mineral soil which is not saturated 

at 30 cm depth. The habitat is interpreted as being fed by surface water 

runoff from the slope of the hill. It is therefore not considered 

groundwater dependent. 

G – NS 22127 66644  Similar to F: M23 rush-pasture on a steep unbroken slope north of 

Skelmorlie Water. The habitat is interpreted as being fed by surface 

water runoff from the slope of the hill. It is therefore not considered 

groundwater dependent. 

3.2.12 An element of groundwater dependence cannot be ruled out for location C where there is a break 
in the slope. However, no location of the M23 mire habitat surveyed is concluded to be completely 
groundwater dependent.  

3.2.13 Mitigation for location C is detailed in this 2020 SEI Chapter 6 (Geology, Peat Hydrology and 
Hydrogeology). 

SEPA point 4 

3.2.14 The 2020 EIAR section 7.8.21 uses a precautionary 10 m drainage impact zone around infrastructure. 
However, the actual impact is likely to operate on a smaller scale within this zone and is mainly 
relevant for wetlands downslope of the infrastructure.  

3.2.15 As stated in the 2020 EIAR Section 10.8.14, prior to construction, a detailed Drainage Strategy (DS) 
would be developed and agreed with SEPA and NAC. An Outline Drainage Strategy was included 
within the 2020 EIAR as Appendix 3.1; this documents states that all measures will seek to replicate 
the current environment as much as possible. The DS would detail the site drainage design, including 
the type of surface to be used for the access track, the soft engineering, habitat protection measures 
and any necessary ponds, swales, cross drains and bunds needed to ensure that runoff from hard 
surfaces and borrow pit excavations would be controlled. The DS would also detail the dimensions 
and final design of the new and upgraded water crossings, which would be designed to maintain 
continuous flows. Of these measures, cross drains in particular will be effective in maintaining flows 
within wetland habitats. 
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SEPA point 5 

3.2.16 As described in this 2020 SEI paragraphs 3.2.4 and 3.2.5, the M20 mire is relatively dry owing to the 
dense network of field drains, and it is therefore less vulnerable to drying impacts from the Proposed 
Development relative to less modified mire. However, it is acknowledged that in the absence of 
mitigation, additional drying is possible.  

3.2.17 As described in the 2020 EIAR paragraph 10.9.3, deep excavations would be required to form turbine 
foundations and the borrow pit search area, and shallower excavations would be required to form 
platforms for the temporary construction compound, substation, met mast, and to construct access 
tracks. These excavations would result in localised changes to groundwater conditions around 
turbines T8 and T9, including potential requirement for dewatering of excavations. There is 
anticipated to be perched groundwater within peat deposits at the site, and therefore dewatering 
of excavations would likely result in localised drawdown of the water table and resultant dewatering 
of peat in the vicinity. However, the water table drawdown is likely to be localised to the area of 
excavations, and will recover following completion of construction.  

3.2.18 However, as described in the 2020 EIAR paragraph 10.9.25, turbine foundations, access tracks and 
other infrastructure also have the potential to interrupt groundwater flows, e.g. impermeable 
concrete foundations can act as barriers to flow which could result in drying of peat deposits.  

3.2.19 There is no mitigation possible to prevent the potential effect of the concrete foundations for 
turbines T8 and T9. However, cross drains and bunds will be used around the associated 
infrastructure to minimise disruption to flows. This will be detailed in the DS described in this 2020 
SEI section 3.2.15 which will be produced in consultation with SEPA and NAC.  

SEPA point 6 

3.2.20 In line with good practise (Scottish Renewables and others, 2019), cable trenches within wetland 
habitat will mainly be installed on the down slope side of the tracks, as this prevents the cable trench 
acting as a conduit for groundwater flows. Where this is not possible, clay plugs/ peat bunds will be 
installed to prevent trenches from becoming a preferential flow path and to maintain local 
hydrological conditions within the wetland. This will be detailed in the DS described in this 2020 SEI 
section 3.2.15 which will be produced in consultation with SEPA and NAC.  

NatureScot 

3.2.21 In the part of their response dated 05 June 2020 (Refer to Appendix 1.1), that relates to non-avian 
ecology and nature conservation, NS state that the Proposed Development could have indirect 
adverse effects on the Skelmorlie Glen Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), although these could 
be addressed through mitigation. They make the following points: 

1) “While not shown in any of the supporting information, the boundary of the Proposed 
Development encompasses the northern section of the SSSI. Table 7.7 of EIA Chapter 7 
Ecology and Nature Conservation states that the SSSI is “outwith the physical disturbance 
zone of construction activities, with the closest works area (the T3 location), being c.120m 
distant).” However, we note that part of the wind farm access track near Meigle appears to 
be within approximately 90m of the SSSI. [..] A 50m micro-siting limit has been requested in 
the application. We also note that, in respect of turbine locations, the design mitigation for 
the development includes “Application of a minimum buffer of 85m around features suitable 
for foraging and commuting bats, e.g. woodland edges, to ensure a minimum 50m distance 
between rotor-swept areas and the bat features” (Chapter 7 of the EIA Ecology and Nature 
Conservation section 7.8.11). […] Even allowing for micro-siting at the maximum level 
requested, there will be no direct impacts on the SSSI from the development, as access tracks 
would remain a minimum of 40m away and turbines a minimum of 85m. However, there 
remains the potential for indirect impacts through, for example, deposition of dust generated 
during construction and use of the access track during the construction phase or 
contaminated surface run off from excavations. We consider that adequate controls for these 
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types of impacts could be addressed in the proposed Construction Environmental 
Management Plan. […] As the proposal could indirectly adversely affect, natural heritage 
interests of national importance, we therefore object to it unless it is made subject to the 
following requirement: 

That prior to development commencing a Construction Environmental Management Plan 
(CEMP) will be submitted to the planning authority for approval, in consultation with SNH and 
other stakeholders as appropriate. The CEMP should include full details of any measures 
considered necessary avoid adverse impacts on the Skelmorlie Glen SSSI and will be 
implemented in full following approval.” 

2) “Protected species 

We have revised the checklist in our planning for development service statement, Planning 
For Great Places, on when to consult SNH in relation to protected species. We will now only 
provide advice on development affecting protected species where the need for general advice 
or advice on whether a species licence is likely to be granted is not covered by our standing 
advice. Where there is a need to confirm whether a licence is likely to be granted, the 
applicant should contact our licensing team colleagues (licensing@nature.scot) prior to the 
application being determined. […] Our standing advice is available via: 
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/planning-and-development/planning-and-
development-advice/planning-and-development-protected-species” 

3) “Habitats 

The Proposed Development area comprises a mixture of agricultural fields, pasture and 
upland moor habitat. We welcome that 6 of the 10 proposed turbines would be sited on 
improved grassland, thus avoiding more sensitive areas. […] Blanket bog, mire and flush 
habitats were recorded on the upper slopes of Rigg Hill near the locations chosen for turbines 
8-10. Table 7.6 Summary of Value of Recorded Features confirms that some of these habitats 
are noted as potential Annex 1 habitat types. Therefore, we advise that the applicant should 
prepare a Habitat Management Plan, which details suitable restoration measures that will 
be implemented for these habitats. HMPs should follow our guidance on “What to consider 
and include in Habitat Management Plans” available via https://www.nature.scot/guidance-
planning-development-what-consider-and-include-habitat-management-plans. We would 
also encourage the applicant to consider any opportunities for habitat management which 
would benefit Skelmorlie Glen SSSI.” 

4)  “Deer 

We advise that if deer are present on or will use the development site, an assessment of the 
potential impacts on deer welfare, habitats, neighbouring and other interests (e.g. access and 
recreation, road safety, etc.) should be undertaken. If the development would, or could, result 
in significant impacts, a draft deer management statement should be provided, setting out 
how the impacts will be addressed. There’s advice on this in SNH’s Guidance “What to 
consider and include in deer assessments and management at development sites”, available 
at: https://www.nature.scot/guidance-planning-and-development-what-consider-and-
include-deer-assessment-and-management. We highlight that Skelmorlie Glen SSSI is 
currently considered to be in unfavourable declining condition, partly due to overgrazing by 
deer.” 

NS point 1 

3.2.22 It is acknowledged that the application boundary overlaps with the SSSI, and this stated in EIAR 
Table 7.4 and shown on EIAR Figure 7.1. However, there will be no development within or 
immediately adjacent to the SSSI boundary. 

3.2.23 ITPEnergised acknowledges the points made in the response and the Applicant agrees to a condition 
to the consent stating the following: 

mailto:licensing@nature.scot
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/planning-and-development/planning-and-development-advice/planning-and-development-protected-species
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/planning-and-development/planning-and-development-advice/planning-and-development-protected-species
https://www.nature.scot/guidance-planning-development-what-consider-and-include-habitat-management-plans
https://www.nature.scot/guidance-planning-development-what-consider-and-include-habitat-management-plans
https://www.nature.scot/guidance-planning-and-development-what-consider-and-include-deer-assessment-and-management
https://www.nature.scot/guidance-planning-and-development-what-consider-and-include-deer-assessment-and-management
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“prior to development commencing a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) shall 
be submitted to the planning authority for approval, in consultation with NatureScot. The CEMP shall 
include full details of the mitigation measures considered necessary to minimise impacts on the 
Skelmorlie Glen SSSI and shall then be implemented in full following approval in writing from the 
planning authority”.  

NS point 2 

3.2.24 ITPEnergised acknowledges the points made in the response.  

NS point 3 

3.2.25 As described in paragraph 3.2.5, large continuous areas of M20 blanket mire are not present within 
the site but occur in association with, or is fragmented by, M23 rush-pasture, M25 mire, M6 mire, 
U5 grassland and U20 bracken. The largest area of M20 within the site boundary measures c.100m 
x 400m. The blanket mire is degraded from past agricultural improvement, notably draining. As such, 
the 2020 EIAR evaluation of less-than-local is considered to remain correct and compensation is not 
proposed. However, the Applicant is committed to preventing further deterioration of the mire 
habitats during construction and operation of the Proposed Development through implementation 
of an HMP, which will be produced post consent and agreed with NS, SEPA and NAC. The Applicant 
would be happy for the requirement for a Habitat Management Plan to be authored and 
implemented as a condition of consent for the Proposed Development. 

3.2.26 Following consent the Applicant is open to discussion with NS on how the Proposed Development 
can support NS on improving the condition of woodland habitat within the SSSI.  

NS point 4 

3.2.27 The Applicant can confirm that a Deer Management Plan will be prepared post consent as part of 
the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) and agreed with NS, SEPA and NAC. The 
Applicant would be happy for the requirement for a Deer Management Plan to be authored and 
implemented be a condition of consent for the Proposed Development. 

3.3 Assessment of Residual Effects 
3.3.1 The Applicant and their technical consultant ITPEnergised can confirm that they stand by the 

assessment of residual effects as presented in the 2020 EIAR. 
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practice-during-wind-farm-construction. Accessed on 27 August 2020.sim 

4 Noise 

4.1 Introduction 
4.1.1 This chapter addresses queries raised by the Environmental Health Officer (EHO) of North Ayrshire 

Council with regard to the noise assessment presented in the 2020 EIAR and provides comments on 
concerns raised by the EHO. 

4.1.2 This Chapter has been authored by Simon Waddell of ITPEnergised, a noise consultant with more 
than 9 years’ experience in environmental noise. Simon is a full corporate member of the Institute 
of Acoustics (MIOA),and has completed the Institute of Acoustics postgraduate Diploma in Acoustics 
and Noise Control. He has undertaken many wind farm noise assessments across Scotland and 
Northern Ireland. The Chapter has been technically reviewed by Alasdair Baxter MIOA of 
ITPEnergised, a noise consultant with over 19 years’ experience in a wide range of acoustics 
disciplines, including environmental noise. 

4.1.3 The scope of this Chapter therefore comprises the following: 

▪ provide supplementary information as requested; 

▪ address queries raised post-submission by Environmental Health. 

4.1.4 No supplementary assessment work has been undertaken in the course of this Chapter. 

4.2 Response to Consultation Comments 

North Ayrshire Council 

4.2.1 Following submission of the 2020 EIAR, North Ayrshire Council’s (NAC) EHO contacted the Applicant 
directly with the following queries: 

a) “I note from Figure 2.5, Layout E & F there appears to be 12 suggested positions where 10 

turbines could be sited. Could you advise if a final layout has been established and whether the 

predicted noise level in Table 8.17 could alter due to layout at any or all of the NSR’s? 

b) Can you confirm how wind speed measurements were obtained? 

c) Can you confirm the background noise levels being used in a tabular form-rather than myself 

having to guesstimate from the best fit curves presented in Appendix 8.5? 

d) Can you advise of the number of properties at Skelmorlie Mains which are financially involved. 

From our records other properties are located here-Skelmorlie Mains Cottage 1, Klondyke 

Cottage etc?” 

4.2.2 With regard to the above, the Applicant confirms the following: 

a) The 10-turbine layout considered in the noise assessment of the 2020 EIAR is the final layout 

(refer to the 2020 EIAR Figure 2.8), and the predicted noise levels provided are therefore 

considered to be definitive. The figures accompanying Chapter 2 of the 2020 EIAR (e.g. Figure 

2.5) demonstrate the design process the Applicant undertook the reach the final design of the 

Proposed Development. 

https://www.nature.scot/guidance-good-practice-during-wind-farm-construction
https://www.nature.scot/guidance-good-practice-during-wind-farm-construction
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b) Wind speed measurements were obtained using anemometers on a meteorological mast 

located within the red line boundary of the Proposed Development (mast location shown in the 

2020 EIAR Figure 2.8). Measurements of wind speed at 80 m and 60 m above ground level were 

used to derive the hub height (91.4 m) wind speed and, further, the 10 m wind speed, in 

accordance with the method provided in the Institute of Acoustics’ Good Practice Guide to the 

Application of ETSU-R-97 (IoA GPG). 

c) The derived background noise levels are provided for each of the Noise Monitoring Positions 

(NMPs) in Table 4.1. 

Table 4.1 – Derived background noise levels, all NMPs 

 Measured background noise level, dBLA90,10min 

10 m wind 

speed, m/s 

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Daytime period 

NMP1 –  

Fardens 
28.5 29.6 30.6 31.6 32.6 33.6 34.7 35.8 37.0 

NMP2 –  

Golf Course 

Road 

29.3 29.6 30.0 30.5 31.1 31.7 32.5 33.4 34.3 

NMP3 –  

Barr Farm 
28.5 29.3 30.2 31.0 31.8 32.6 33.5 34.4 35.4 

NMP4 –  

Outerwards 
28.5 29.9 31.5 33.3 35.2 37.1 38.9 40.7 42.3 

Night-time period 

NMP1 –  

Fardens 
25.4 26.0 26.8 27.9 29.0 30.3 31.7 33.1 34.5 

NMP2 –  

Golf Course 

Road 

22.0 22.6 23.5 24.5 25.7 27.0 28.2 29.5 30.8 

NMP3 –  

Barr Farm 
24.1 24.6 25.3 26.1 27.1 28.3 29.6 31.1 32.7 

NMP4 –  

Outerwards 
28.4 29.1 30.0 31.2 32.5 33.9 35.4 37.0 38.6 

d) The Applicant confirms that all properties at Skelmorlie Mains are within the control of their 

landowner and are therefore all considered to be financially involved (FI) with the Proposed 

Development. Regardless of their FI status, we note with reference to the 2020 EIAR Table 8.17 

that predicted noise levels at dwellings within this cluster of properties are below the 35 dB 

Fixed Minimum Limit (FML) for the daytime period and 43 dB FML for the night-time period 
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throughout the range of wind speeds 4 m/s – 12 m/s, and therefore meet more stringent non-

FI noise limit.  

4.2.3 In addition to the above queries, NAC’s formal response (Refer to Appendix 1.1) noted the EHO’s 
‘serious reservations’ with regard to the following: 

1. “The operation of the proposed turbines will result in noise levels in excess of up to 9 dB above 

the background noise during night hours at Skelmorlie Mains Caravan Park (NSR10). Whilst the 

predicted turbine noise level, as detailed in Table 8.17, is within limits specified in ETSU-R-97, 

the limit is based on affording persons protection who are residing in a purpose built property. 

It is therefore likely that the occupiers/owners of caravans at this site would be adversely 

affected with the potential for sleep disturbance. 

2. The operation of the proposed turbines will result in noise levels in excess of up to 11 dB above 

the background noise during night hours at Barrhill Camp (NSR 8) , referred to in report as Barr 

Farm Caravan Park). The predicted turbine noise level, as detailed in Table 8.17, is in exceedance 

of limits specified in ETSU-R-97 and the limit is based on affording persons protection who are 

residing in a purpose built property. It is therefore likely that the occupiers/owners of 

huts/wooden structures at this site would be adversely affected with the potential for sleep 

disturbance even with a noise management plan to bring in line with ETSU limits. 

3. The operation of the proposed turbines will result in noise levels in excess of up to 7 dB and 4 dB 

above the background noise during night hours at Caskie Drive (NSR 11) and Golf Course Road 

(NSR 12) respectively. Whilst the predicted turbine noise level, as detailed in Table 8.17, is within 

limits specified in ETSU-R-97, these locations are contained in the populated village of 

Skelmorlie. It is therefore foreseeable that the occupiers/owners of a number of properties at 

these locations could be adversely affected with the potential for sleep disturbance. 

4. In relation to points 1 and 2 above there will be no recourse for occupiers of these properties to 

come to Environmental Health and complain about noise under the statutory nuisance regime 

within the Environmental Protection act 1990 as this Act only allows officers to take action if 

nuisance was identified within a property of standard construction. The approval or otherwise 

of this application is a matter for Development Control to consider; however the above must be 

taken into account.” 

4.2.4 With regard to the above, ITPEnergised provide general commentary below on the use of ETSU-R-97 
to derive appropriate noise limits and evaluate the significance of noise effects, and specific 
commentary with regard to the potential for sleep disturbance and the application of noise limits 
to dwellings which are not ‘purpose-built’.  

4.2.5 ETSU-R-97 and the IoA GPG are the recognised guidance used in the UK to evaluate noise from wind 
farms and wind turbines. The ETSU-R-97 guidance in particular has been tested thoroughly at 
various Public Inquiries and has been found to be robust. The IoA held a consultation in December 
2016 with a range of industry professionals, including those who, for many years, have been strong 
critics of ETSU-R-97; it was the consensus of those present (including the critics) that the guidance 
is appropriate. With regard to the derivation of noise limits for area with low levels of background 
noise, ETSU-R-97 notes: 

“We have also considered whether the low noise limits which this could imply in particularly 

quiet areas are appropriate and have concluded that it is not necessary to use a margin above 

background approach in such low-noise environments. This would be unduly restrictive on 

developments which are recognised as having wider national and global benefits. Such low limits 

are, in any event, not necessary in order to offer a reasonable degree of protection to the wind 

farm neighbour.” 
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4.2.6 It is standard practice to evaluate wind farm noise in EIA terms by determining the magnitude of 
impact by reference to compliance with derived noise limits, and not by comparison with 
background noise levels. 

4.2.7 ITPEnergised further note that wind farms in more remote areas  where background noise levels are 
lower than those measured in the vicinity of the Proposed Development, also use ETSU-R-97 to 
derive noise limits and determine the significance of noise effects. This is done in the same way as 
in the 2020 EIAR, despite the greater difference between the background noise and noise from wind 
turbines, and is considered to be appropriate.   

4.2.8 Should NAC have required that a different approach than ETSU-R-97 be used to determine the 
significance of potential noise effects ITPEnergised would have expected this to be raised as part of 
NAC EIA Scoping Opinion, which it was not. Nonetheless, ITPEnergised would have strongly 
challenged any requirement to undertake a non-standard approach. 

4.2.9 ITPEnergised therefore consider that the EHO’s reference to background noise levels is not in 
accordance with the recognised UK guidance, and that the approach to the assessment presented 
in the 2020 EIAR is appropriate. 

4.2.10 With regard to ‘non-standard’ dwellings, as discussed by the EHO in Point 1 and Point 2, and the 
potential for sleep disturbance, we note the following: 

▪ ETSU-R-97 notes that the night-time noise limit of 43 dB(A) “…is derived from the 35 dB(A) sleep 

disturbance criteria … An allowance of 10 dB(A) has been made for attenuation through an open 

window (free-field to internal)”. 

▪ British Standard BS8233 - Guidance on sound insulation and noise reduction for 

buildings (BS8233) provides typical sound insulation (Rw) values for a range of wall and partition 

types. The weakest building elements with the lowest Rw values, such as 1 mm steel sheet 

panels with mineral wool insulation, 12 mm plywood and 50 mm chipboard panels are noted to 

provide a reduction of 26 - 33 dB to sound transmission.  

▪ It is reasonable to assume that the walls and roofs of non-standard dwellings such as static 

caravans and cabins may be considered equivalent to the weakest building elements listed in 

BS8233, and that a reduction of 26 - 33 dB may therefore be expected.   

▪ When combining two sound levels to determine the overall noise level, where two levels are 

different by 10 dB or more the overall level is equal to the greater noise level (i.e. the lower 

level does not contribute significantly). 

▪ On the basis of the above, noise transmission into non-standard dwellings will be determined 

by noise transmission via an open window, rather than through the walls, since the noise 

transmission through walls will be >10 dB lower than through an open window. 

▪ With closed windows, night-time noise levels within non-standard dwellings will be lower than 

with open windows and would therefore meet the internal night-time criterion of 35 dB by a 

greater margin. 

4.2.11 ITPEnergised therefore reject the assertion that the inhabitants of non-standard dwellings would be 
subject to night-time noise levels which may give rise to sleep disturbance and consider the 
assessment presented within the EIAR is in accordance with current guidance and appropriate.  

4.3 Assessment of Residual Effects 
4.3.1 The Applicant and their technical consultant ITPEnergised can confirm that they stand by the 

assessment of residual effects as presented in the 2020 EIAR. 
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5 Cultural Heritage 

5.1 Introduction 
5.1.1 AOC Archaeology Group prepared Chapter 9, Cultural Heritage of the 2020 EIAR.  

5.1.2 The 2020 EIAR chapter identified the archaeological and cultural heritage value of the site and 
assessed the potential for significant effects on heritage assets resulting from the construction, 
operation and decommissioning of the Proposed Development. The 2020 EIAR chapter also 
identified measures that should be taken to mitigate predicted adverse effects.  

5.1.3 This 2020 SEI chapter has been produced by Lynne Roy (BA (Hons), MSc, MCIfA, FSA Scot) of AOC 
Archaeology Group. Lynne is an experienced archaeological consultant with over 16 years of 
experience in the historic environment, with a specialism in preparing Environmental Impact 
Assessments. AOC is a Registered Organisation of the Chartered Institute for Archaeologists (CIfA).  

5.1.4 This 2020 SEI chapter conforms to the standards of professional conduct outlined in the Chartered 
Institute for Archaeologists' Standards and Guidance for Historic Environment Desk Based 
Assessments (CIfA 2017); Commissioning Work or Providing Consultancy Advice on the Historic 
Environment (CIfA 2014) and follows IEMA's EIA Guidelines (as updated) (IEMA, 2016). 

5.1.5 Historic Environment Scotland (HES) responded to the planning authority, North Ayrshire Council 
(NAC) on 27th of May 2020 and have objected to the application on the grounds that the impact of 
the Proposed Development on the setting of the Scheduled Monument known as Outerwards 
Roman Fortlet would, in their view, raise issues of ‘national interest’. 

5.1.6 The 2020 EIAR predicted a moderate and significant effect upon the setting of Outerwards Roman 
Fortlet (Scheduled Monument (SM)4377) but concluded that the overall integrity of the setting 
would not be affected. 

5.1.7 The design of the Proposed Development remains unchanged from the layout in the 2020 EIAR and 
is considered in detail by the 2020 EIAR. The visualisations and ZTV which were submitted in support 
of the 2020 EIAR similarly remain unchanged. This SEI is intended to address the concerns that have 
been raised by HES in their response to the application 

https://www.ioa.org.uk/sites/default/files/IOA%20Good%20Practice%20Guide%20on%20Wind%20Turbine%20Noise%20-%20May%202013.pdf
https://www.ioa.org.uk/sites/default/files/IOA%20Good%20Practice%20Guide%20on%20Wind%20Turbine%20Noise%20-%20May%202013.pdf
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5.2 Response to Consultation Comments 

Historic Environment Scotland 

5.2.1 HES have objected to the Proposed Development (Refer to Appendix 1.1) because of its impact on 
the setting of the Scheduled Monument known as Outerwards Roman Fortlet and with reference to 
paragraph 145 of Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) (2014) and Historic Environment Policy 4 (HEP 4) of 
Historic Environment Policy Scotland (HEPS) (2019). The response is detailed in a letter dated 27th 
May 2020. The HES response follows previous advice on the Proposed Development including a 
scoping response (13th September 2019), an on-site meeting with AOC (21st October 2019) and 
written advice (13th January 2020). This chapter focuses on the letter dated 27th May 2020 although 
previous consultation responses are referenced where appropriate. The detail of HES’s objection is 
presented in an Annex within the letter which splits the response into two main sections; impacts 
on the Outerwards Roman Fortlet and the comments on the 2020 EIAR. 

5.2.2 For clarity, and to avoid confusion with ‘significance’ in EIA terms, the term ‘cultural value’ is applied 
throughout this chapter. The term cultural value is the same as ‘cultural significance’ as defined in 
HEPS (HES 2019a) and as used by HES throughout their consultation response documents. 

Outerwards Roman Fortlet 

5.2.3 In their letter dated 27th May 2020 (Refer to Appendix 1.1) HES set out their response under the 
following headings: 

▪ identifying the asset; 

▪ defining the setting; 

▪ assessing the impact; 

▪ commentary on the assessment provided; and 

▪ mitigation. 

Identifying the asset 

5.2.4 The Outerwards Roman Fortlet (SM4377) consists of the upstanding remains of a small Roman 
fortlet measuring 50 m across rampart, ditch and upcast mound. It contains the remains of two 
stone buildings and dates to the mid 2nd century AD. The fort and its physical characteristics and 
national importance were described and identified within paragraphs 9.9.9 and 9.9.10 of the EIAR 
Chapter. 

5.2.5 The HES Annex notes that the monument ‘is of national importance as it retains the visible remains 
of a defensive Roman fortlet and contributes to our understanding and (sic) the placement of Roman 
fortlets in the wider landscape and of Roman activity within Scotland.’ 

5.2.6 The scheduling designation for Outerwards Roman Fortlet identifies three characteristics that 
contribute to its national importance: ‘its field characteristics, rarity as a visible fortlet and 
contribution to our understanding of Roman control over the W flank of the Antonine Wall.’ 

Defining the setting 

5.2.7 The HES Annex provides a description of the setting of the Outerwards Roman Fortlet. It notes the 
extensive views over the strategically important Firth of Clyde and relationships with the Roman 
Road to Lurg Moor Fortlet (SM 1653) and Whitemoss Roman fort (SM1652) as being particularly 
important.  

5.2.8 Paragraph 9.9.12 of the 2020 EIAR similarly describes the setting of the fort and identifies the 
relationship with Roman installations along the River Clyde and Firth of Clyde. The locations of these 
contemporary forts and associated possible Roman Roads are shown in this 2020 SEI Figure 5.1. 
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Assessing the impact 

5.2.9 HES state that ‘the open character an extensive views of the land around the scheduled monument 
is such that any development within this area will have a significant impact on its setting’.  

5.2.10 HES note that the iteration of the layout presented in the 2020 EIAR is an improvement on the 
scoping stage layout. They make reference to their consultation response dated 13th January 2020 
and reiterate the conclusions of that response. However, they do not reiterate the statement in 
their 13th January response in which they acknowledged that ‘the layout of the Proposed 
Development has been altered in light of our previous advice regarding potential impacts on this 
monument. This includes the removal of two turbines and relocation of others to ensure that all 
remaining turbines are located at a distance of greater than 1km from the monument. This has to 
some extent reduced the level of impact on the setting of the monument’. 

5.2.11 The consultation document dated 13th January 2020 was written in response to a letter from AOC 
dated 3rd December 2019 providing information on proposed changes to the layout as well as a 
detailed assessment of the Outerwards Roman Fortlet which, as per HES Managing Change 
Guidance on setting (HES 2016, updated 2020), identified the asset, defined its setting and provided 
an assessment of impacts upon it. The assessment of Outerwards Roman Fortlet presented in 
paragraphs 9.9.6-9.9.13 of the 2020 EIAR Chapter is materially unchanged from that presented in 
AOC’s letter dated 3rd December 2019.  

5.2.12 The consultation document dated 13th January 2020 and quoted in the response dated 27th May 
2020 concluded that ‘The Proposed Development would alter how views that contribute to the 
monument’s cultural significance are experienced and appreciated. While parts of individual views 
may remain open or be seen between turbines, the views would still be fundamentally altered. The 
focus of the views would be shifted to the turbines themselves; distracting from the visibility over the 
glen firth and the islands which are the reason the fortlet is located where it is.’  

5.2.13 AOC do not dispute that the Proposed Development would alter views out from the monument. 
However, as concluded both in the letter dated 3rd December 2019 and in paragraphs 9.9.12 and 
9.9.13 of the 2020 EIAR chapter, this alteration of the view would not affect the ability to understand 
and appreciate the importance of the views over the Firth of Clyde from the monument. Views to 
the opening of the Firth of Clyde, beyond Largs, to the south-west would be unaltered by the 
Proposed Development, as would views inland and to the north along the Roman Road towards Lurg 
Moor and White Moss (2020 SEI Figure 5.1), all of which are also integral to understanding the 
cultural value of the monument. Therefore, the ability to understand that the monument was 
positioned to allow for extensive views for surveillance of the wider landscape in all directions would 
be maintained. The relationship between the monument and the Roman road to the north and 
south would be unaltered and the openness and bleakness of the moorland landscape to the north 
and east would still be appreciable. Given that these key characteristics would remain legible it 
would still be possible to understand the ‘reason the fortlet is located where it is’ and thus it is 
maintained that the integrity of the setting would not be adversely affected. 

Commentary on the assessment provided 

5.2.14 HES consider that the EIA Report has underestimated the level of impact on the fortlet. AOC 
maintain that the EIAR chapter provides a proportionate and reasoned assessment of the level of 
impact in accordance with the EIA Handbook (SNH and HES 2018) and HES Managing Change 
Guidance on setting (HES 2020a). It should be noted that paragraphs 9.9.6-9.9.13 of the 2020 EIAR 
chapter are fundamentally unchanged from the assessment presented by AOC in the letter dated 
3rd December 2019 which concluded that ‘The magnitude of impact would be medium. The level of 
effect would be moderate and significant.’ Paragraph 9.9.13 of the 2020 EIAR chapter concludes 
with these same two statements. It is not clear therefore, with HES having stated in January 2020 
that ‘we agree with the assessment provided that the impact of the proposed scheme remains 
significant’, why in May 2020 HES consider the same assessment to be an underestimation. 
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5.2.15 It is the view of HES that AOC have not followed the chapter methodology which states that a direct 
and substantial impact on a key sightline to or from an asset would constitute a high magnitude 
impact. Paragraph 9.9.12 of the 2020 EIAR chapter identifies a series of key strategic sightlines from 
the fortlet across the Firth of Clyde. These include views to the islands of Arran, Bute, Cumbrae and 
down Skelmorlie Glen. Together these form part of the wider view across the Firth of Clyde. The 
Proposed Development would not obscure or prevent an appreciation of the wide reaching nature 
of this vista and as such it is maintained that it would not represent a substantial impact. At scoping 
stage the West of Scotland Archaeology Service (WoSAS) stated that ‘the position of the fortlet 
suggests views down the valley of the Skelmorlie Water towards the Clyde Estuary are likely to have 
been a major consideration for the selection of this location’ (O’Hare 2019). Outerwards Roman 
Fortlet is sited at the head of Skelmorlie Glen and therefore this was identified as a key sightline and 
the Proposed Development was designed to ensure that views down the glen were not directly 
impacted. Turbines were thus placed either side of this key view to avoid a direct impact on the 
sightline which, as per AOC methodology, would have resulted in a high magnitude impact. The 
avoidance of direct impact on this sightline was acknowledged in the HES letter of 13th January which 
notes that ‘it is possible to alter the layout to clear individual sightlines from the monument’. It is 
therefore maintained that the judgement that this specific sightline is not directly impacted is 
correct and thus the finding of a medium magnitude impact as referenced in Appendix 9.4 of the 
2020 EIAR is consistent with the methodology applied throughout the EIAR assessment.  

5.2.16 It is argued by HES that the assessment is focussed on ‘splitting the setting of the fortlet into a series 
of individual sightlines rather than considering the open nature of the vista over the Firth of Clyde’ 
and also that the assessment considers the importance of views to be in ‘seeing the land masses on 
the other side of the Firth of Clyde rather than considering the open nature of vista over the Firth of 
Clyde’. This is not agreed. It is acknowledged that the land masses across the Firth of Clyde are 
considered but these are not given greater or lesser importance than the views of the Firth of Clyde 
and they are considered as integral parts of the wider view. Indeed, HES themselves specifically 
reference (pages 5 and 7 of their response) views of the islands in discussing the setting of 
Outerwards Roman Fortlet.   

5.2.17 The 2020 EIAR chapter describes the setting of Outerwards Roman Fortlet in detail and with 
reference to numerous sightlines in order to provide a full and objective description of the setting 
of the fortlet in all compass directions and makes frequent reference to views across the Firth of 
Clyde. In their letter dated 13th January 2020, HES themselves make reference to ‘individual 
sightlines as part of the view’ and on page 5 of May 2020 response refer to ‘several important 
sightlines’. It is therefore maintained that identifying multiple sightlines as part of the wider setting 
of the monument is an appropriate approach and does not lead to an underestimation of the 
predicted impact. Paragraph in 9.9.15 of the 2020 EIAR chapter considers wider views to and across 
the Firth of Clyde in coming to a conclusion about whether the Proposed Development would 
dominate or detract from these wider views in a way that affects our ability to understand and 
appreciate the fortlet in its current setting. 

5.2.18 HES contend that the moving element of the Proposed Development would ‘distract from the 
current focus of the view across the Firth of Clyde and towards the islands’. Having previously 
criticised AOC’s consideration of the importance of views to the islands it is not clear why HES have 
specifically identified the islands as the ‘current focus of the view’ with reference to the moving 
element of the Proposed Development. HES later disregard the moving element of the busy ferry 
routes across the Firth of Clyde as not relevant to consideration of magnitude of impact. It is not 
clear why the moving element of busy ferry routes should not be considered a relevant factor in 
views out from Outerwards Roman Fortlet when it is considered relevant with regards to the 
Proposed Development. The busy ferry routes and modern settlement visible in views towards the 
Firth of Clyde demonstrate the relative complexity of the view in this direction which contrasts with 
the bleak open moorland views to the north and east. The contrasting complexity of these views 
form part of the setting of the fortlet and are thus a relevant consideration.  

5.2.19 On page 7 of their response HES state that ‘The assessment focuses on whether or not the fortlet is 
currently dominant in the landscape referring to its reduced height’. A statement on the reduced 
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height of the monument and the limited visibility of it from across the wider landscape is included 
in the 2020 EIAR Chapter. However, AOC refute the statement that this forms the ‘focus’ of the 
assessment. As per the scheduling designation for Outerwards Roman Fortlet, its ‘rarity as a visible 
fortlet’ is one of the three characteristics identified as contributing to its national importance. 
Therefore, visibility of Outerwards Roman Fortlet within and across the landscape is considered 
relevant in understanding how the setting continues to contribute to an understanding of its cultural 
value (significance). Views to the fortlet are just one of a wide range of factors considered in 
establishing and assessing the setting of the fortlet (as per the HES Managing Change Guidance on 
setting (HES 2020a)). The visibility of the fortlet across the wider landscape is thus given appropriate 
and relevant consideration within the assessment.  

5.2.20 It is argued by HES that: ‘The reduction in height means that the location of the fortlet makes a 
greater contribution to our current understanding its role (sic), as an element of the landscape that 
is unchanged’. It is not clear what is meant by this statement and from what time period it is 
suggested that they are ‘unchanged’. Neither the landscape nor the fortlet could be described as 
unchanged. Although the relative openness of the landscape, the firth and the structural topography 
of the islands may well largely reflect topographic setting of the past, this is by no means a static or 
‘unchanged’ landscape. It is also not agreed that the setting of the fortlet makes a greater 
contribution to our understanding of it because it is reduced in height. If it were a more prominent 
monument visible across the wider landscape with views to and from other defensive fortlets 
associated with the Antonine Wall (see this 2020 SEI Figure 5.1) the setting would play an equal, if 
not more important, role in understanding the cultural value of the monument.  

5.2.21 HES suggest that the fortlet is separate and distant from ‘civilian’ settlement and that introduction 
of the Proposed Development would reduce this sense of separation. The use of the term ‘civilian’ 
implies a reference to a Roman settlement separate from the military Roman garrison associated 
with the fortlets at Outerwards and Lurg Moor. There is no known evidence for a Roman settlement 
at Skelmorlie and the separation between the fortlet and settlement is a part of the fortlet’s current 
setting. It is acknowledged that the Proposed Development would be present within open rough 
grazing land between the fortlet and the modern settlement on the shores of the Firth of Clyde and 
that the modern settlement forms part of its current setting. However, the separation between the 
fortlet and settlement is not identified as a key consideration for the siting of the fortlet in this 
location nor does it specifically relate to how the monument is understood and appreciated in its 
current setting. 

5.2.22 As per Section C (Figure 3) of the EIA Handbook (SNH and HES 2018) paragraphs 9.9.14 and 9.9.15 
of the EIAR chapter consider decommissioning phase effects. HES argue that impacts after 
decommissioning are not relevant to decision making as wind farms should be suitable for use in 
perpetuity. However, EIA best practice is to consider impacts from all phases of a Proposed 
Development and thus it is maintained that an assessment of decommissioning is an appropriate 
and necessary inclusion. It is also relevant that decommissioning of the wind farm will take place, 
thus rendering all operational effects temporary. 

Mitigation 

5.2.23 As per HEP4 the EIAR considered potential detrimental impacts of the Proposed Development on 
the historic environment and took steps ‘to demonstrate that alternatives have been explored’ 
through the Proposed Development design. This included a buffer of 1km from the fort in which no 
turbines have been placed, and also the removal and relocation of turbines to ensure uninterrupted 
views down the Skelmorlie Water towards the Firth of Clyde. As per the EIA Handbook, HES were 
consulted throughout the design process and sent preliminary visualisations for comment. In their 
response dated 13th January 2020 HES acknowledged that the design had reduced the impact to 
some degree but that they could not suggest any alterations to the scheme which would allow them 
to withdraw their objection. 

5.2.24 Adverse effects on the setting of Outerwards Roman Fortlet have thus been reduced as far as 
possible by changes to Proposed Development design. Accordingly, and in line with the approaches 
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to mitigation set out in the EIA Handbook (SNH & HES 2018) and The Town and Country Planning 
(Scotland) (Environmental Impact Assessment ) Regulations 2017 (Scottish Government 2017) and 
PAN2/2011 (Scottish Government 2011), compensation for the adverse effects that cannot be 
further reduced has been proposed. The Applicant has proposed a Heritage Interpretation Plan (HIP) 
which would increase the understanding and appreciation of Outerwards Roman Fortlet and thus 
provide offset mitigation. HES note that proposals of this nature may have a beneficial impact 
understanding and appreciation of the monument but that they cannot alter the loss of cultural 
significance (value) of an asset. AOC maintain that the Proposed Development would not reduce or 
result in loss of the cultural value of the asset and thus the HIP offers an appropriate level of offset 
mitigation.  

EIAR Methodology 

5.2.25 In their letter of the 27th May 2020, HES provided detailed comments on the 2020 EIAR and 
specifically the methodology used for the assessment under the following headings.  

▪ general points; 

▪ sensitivity; 

▪ weight given to setting impacts; 

▪ relative sensitivity to changes in setting; 

▪ analysis of setting; and 

▪ magnitude of impact. 

General points 

5.2.26 Methodology in the assessment has not been influenced by the documents referred to. This is not 
agreed. The assessment in the EIAR presents a detailed and step by step analysis of setting as per 
HES’s Managing Change Guidance on setting (HES 2016 as updated 2020). The approach also follows 
that outlined and advocated by the EIA Handbook (SNH & HES 2018). As noted in the EIA Handbook 
‘given the multiplicity of cultural heritage assets and the range of proposals that may be subject to 
EIA, it does not provide a rigid approach that must be adopted’ (SNH & HES 2018, 173).  

5.2.27 HES state the scope of the setting assessment is limited. In their opinion this is because assets 
outwith the ZTV were excluded from detailed assessment and also because ‘sites surrounded by 
woodland have been excluded’. Assets outwith the ZTV of the Proposed Development were excluded 
for detailed assessment as it was not expected, in the case of the Proposed Development, that any 
such assets would experience significant effects on their settings as they would have no visibility of 
the Proposed Development. Subsequent review of assets within the Study Areas used for the EIAR 
and excluded from detailed assessment has revealed that the Proposed Development would not be 
visible in key views to or from any of these assets and thus AOC maintain that their exclusion is 
appropriate and correct.  

5.2.28 AOC refute the statement that assets within woodland have been excluded from the assessment. 
The 2020 EIAR assessment did not exclude assets within woodland and this is not stated anywhere 
within the methodology text. As is clear from the detailed settings assessment in 2020 EIAR 
Appendix 9.4, assets within woodland were subject to settings assessment site visits. Where 
appropriate the woodland was considered as part of the current setting of an asset and effects of 
the Proposed Development were assessed against the current baseline. It is not clear therefore why 
HES have made this statement.  

5.2.29 HES note that they have previously commented on the methodology used in the 2020 EIAR. This is 
acknowledged and the methodology presented in the 2020 EIAR chapter includes comments in 
response to HES advice on previous iterations of the methodology. AOC’s methodology is under 
constant review and revised where considered appropriate. It is noted however that such revision 
in accordance with HES’s advice is hindered by lack of consistency in their approach. For example in 
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their response dated 12th of June 2020 to the EIAR Report on the Section 36 application for the 
proposed Cloiche Wind Farm (ECU00002054), HES included an Annex which commented on the 
adequacy of the EIA Report and stated that ‘Overall, we would also agree with the methodology 
used to undertake the assessment’ (HES 2020b). The methodology used in that assessment was the 
same as that used in the 2020 EIA Report for the Proposed Development and therefore it is not clear 
why the methodology was found to be agreeable to HES for that particular wind farm application 
but not for the Proposed Development. 

Sensitivity 

5.2.30 HES imply that the 2020 EIAR Table 9.2 which sets out definitions of sensitivity consider some 
nationally designated assets of less than national importance due to their condition. However, the 
2020 EIAR Table 9.2 clearly states that the importance of statutorily designated assets are 
considered in line with that designation, regardless of condition. The assessment accordingly assigns 
importance with reference to the allocated designation and does not dispute any of the designations 
of assets within the Study Areas. Further, the 2020 EIAR Table 9.2 makes reference to assets of 
regional importance defined as those “assets of a type which would normally be considered of 
national importance that have been partially damaged”. This statement relates to non-designated 
assets and does not suggest that the heritage asset being defined is of national importance. Rather 
it considers that assets of a type which is normally considered to be of national importance, e.g. a 
chambered cairn or hillfort, on occasion, cannot be considered to be nationally important because 
of its condition. That is, that because of its condition it no longer ‘retains’ physical remains to the 
‘extent’ that it can be considered to be of national importance. This criteria is used within the 
assessment to categorise the importance of a non-designated asset which, has been damaged or 
degraded, where without said damage/degradation it may, because of its type, have been 
designated as nationally important. The damage may have removed contextual information, i.e. 
disturbed sub surface remains or a large portion of the monument may have been lost and so its 
original form and purpose cannot be understood except by experts (Designation Policy and Selection 
Guidance, 2019: HEP1). The approach adopted is also consistent with that advocated in the EIA 
Handbook (SNH & HES 2018) which notes that: ‘Assessing the significance of impacts relies, at least 
in part, on value judgements, including placing weight or value on the environment likely to 
experience the change although some value (our emphasis) may have been established through the 
designation process.’ Therefore, conversely to HES’s comments, and in line with the EIA Handbook, 
the criteria outlined in the 2020 EIAR Table 9.2 recognises that only ‘some value’ has been 
established through the designation process and assists in identifying the importance of heritage 
assets.  

5.2.31 It is also maintained that the condition of a monument contributes to its cultural value. This is 
demonstrated in the Statement of National Importance for Outerwards Roman Fortlet which 
identifies its rarity as a ‘visible fortlet’ thus implying that its condition is of relevance to its definition 
of national importance. This is further demonstrated within the scheduling designation description 
for Lurg Moor Roman fortlet (SM1653) which states that ‘the significance of this example is greatly 
enhanced by the fact that the site does not appear to have been excavated’. The description of 
national importance goes on to note that the two phases of construction identified during 
excavation at Outerwards Roman Fortlet both produced finds of Antonine date and thus it was not 
possible to distinguish the hiatus between the two phases of construction. This lack of evidence 
from Outerwards Roman Fortlet is used to suggest that the unexcavated fortlet at Lurg Moor has 
the potential to refine chronological issues highlighted by the Outerward excavation. The fact that 
the Outerwards Roman Fortlet has been previously excavated does not diminish its status as a 
monument of national importance. However if, as implied by the statement of national importance, 
the lack of archaeological intervention at Lurg Moor Roman Fortlet enhances the cultural value of 
that fortlet, logic would suggest that the previous excavations at Outerwards Roman Fortlet have 
resulted in some loss of cultural value albeit not to a degree that diminishes its status as a nationally 
important monument. 
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5.2.32 The 2020 EIAR paragraph 9.5.12 states that importance and sensitivity to changes in setting are not 
equivalent terms. HES agree that these terms have nuances in meaning. However, HES suggest that 
this nuance is not relevant because the studies referred to in the EIAR chapter do not directly relate 
to the Scottish planning system. HES refer to the EIA Handbook (SNH & HES 2018) stating that 
settings effects should be judged in relation to impacts on cultural significance. This is not disputed 
by AOC and indeed this is the approach that has been applied in assessing magnitude of impact as 
clearly demonstrated by the 2020 EIAR Table 9.7 which refers to impacts that affect understanding 
of the cultural value of an asset. However, AOC maintain that an assets designation and cultural 
value do not directly reflect their sensitivity to changes in setting. This is explored further under the 
‘Relative sensitivity to change in setting’ heading below.  

Weight given to setting impacts 

5.2.33 HES note concerns over the different matrices applied for settings impacts implying that the 
differences in matrices between the 2020 EIAR Tables 9.4 and 9.8 gives less weight to settings 
impacts than direct impacts. 

5.2.34 Direct effects caused by physical damage to either buried or upstanding heritage assets during the 
course of a development are, by their very nature, different from effects upon the settings of assets 
located beyond a proposed development. For this reason, AOC has long separated direct effects and 
setting effects within its methodology tables. It is for the same reason that they are discussed 
separately within different sections of the 2020 EIAR chapter. It remains a fact that physical removal 
of deposits from any heritage assets is an absolute and irreversible change whereas settings effects 
by their very nature occur within the wider landscape which will change over time.  

5.2.35 AOC acknowledge that SPP 2014 (paragraph 145) does not explicitly distinguish between direct 
effects and setting effects on Scheduled Monuments. However, SPP 2014 makes clear that it is only 
adverse effects on the integrity of setting that would trigger the exceptional circumstances test; 
thus implying that not all adverse effects on setting require the exceptional circumstances test to 
be met. By contrast SPP 2014 makes clear that all direct impacts would meet the exceptional 
circumstance test and require Scheduled Monument Consent from Scottish Ministers. Reference to 
the Scheduled Monument Consent process within the 2020 EIAR Chapter is thus relevant to current 
Scottish planning policy. As HES themselves acknowledge, the Scheduled Monument Consent 
process is ‘determined by different tests’. The necessity for ‘different tests’ for the Scheduled 
Monument Consent process acknowledges that different approaches are appropriate depending on 
the nature of both the impact and the heritage asset.  

5.2.36 No inference should be drawn from the subdivision of significant direct effects into three categories; 
major, major/moderate and moderate (2020 EIAR Table 9.4), and the subdivision of setting effects 
into two; major and moderate (2020 EIAR Table 9.8). As the text which accompanies both tables 
makes clear, both sets of findings are calculated with reference to the same set of Guidelines for 
Environmental Impact Assessment which have been published by the Institute of Environmental 
Management and Assessment (IEMA 2004). Therefore, the threshold at which effects are 
considered significant in EIA terms, moderate, remains the same regardless of whether the impact 
would result in a direct physical change to an asset or would affect its setting. 

5.2.37 The 2020 EIAR Tables 9.4 and 9.8 are not directly comparable and reflect the different factors being 
considered. The 2020 EIAR Table 9.4 determines significance of direct impacts based on importance 
vs magnitude of impact whereas the 2020 EIAR Table 9.8 determines significance based on relative 
sensitivity vs magnitude of impact. This is an important distinction as relative sensitivity is not 
defined by designation whereas designation can statutorily define an asset’s importance. This 
distinction allows for a non-designated asset with a high relative sensitivity to be properly 
considered. Relative sensitivity and importance are not necessarily comparable and therefore the 
tables are necessarily different. 

5.2.38 The methodology employed by the 2020 EIAR does not thus attach less importance to setting effects 
than it does to direct effects, given that the threshold of significance, moderate, is set at the same 
level for both and as such significant effects are no less likely to be predicted for changes to setting 
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than for direct effects. Indeed, the EIAR predicts significant setting effects, concluding that the 
effects upon the settings of the Outerwards Roman Fortlet would be moderate and significant. 

Relative sensitivity to changes in setting 

5.2.39 The 2020 EIAR chapter distinguishes between the cultural value (significance) of an asset and its 
sensitivity to changes in setting (relative sensitivity). HES by contrast consider that the sensitivity of 
the asset ‘equates most closely with the cultural significance of that asset’.  

5.2.40 AOC agree that setting can be an important component of a heritage asset’s cultural value. 
However, it is not agreed that setting contributes equally to all assets’ cultural value and the extent 
to which significance is determined by setting varies on an asset by asset basis. Indeed HES’s own 
Managing Change Guidance, in defining what factors to be considered in assessing the impact of a 
change on the setting of a historic asset or place, states that the magnitude of the proposed change 
should be considered ‘relative to the sensitivity of the setting of an asset’ (HES 2020a, 11) thereby 
making clear that assets vary in their sensitivity to changes in setting and thus have a relative 
sensitivity. The EIA Handbook suggests that cultural value aligns with sensitivity but also states that 
‘the relationship between value and sensitivity should be clearly articulated in the assessment’ (HES 
and SNH 2018, 184). The cultural value of assets considered in the 2020 EIAR chapter is identified 
according to criteria in the 2020 EIAR Table 9.4 and Table 9.5 sets out clear criteria for those assets 
considered to be of different sensitivities to changes in setting thus articulating this process in 
accordance with the guidance. 

5.2.41 The 2020 EIAR Chapter makes clear that the setting of Outerwards Roman Fortlet is an important 
component of its cultural value and thus it was identified as being of high sensitivity to changes in 
its setting. In this instance the high sensitivity accords with the high cultural value of the asset and 
thus clearly articulates the relationship between value and sensitivity as advocated by the EIA 
Handbook. 

5.2.42 HES state that “in circumstances where an asset is not in good condition or does not have upstanding 
remains, setting can often be an important component of its cultural significance.” AOC agrees that 
this can be the case but contend that it is not universally true and is dependent on asset type and 
landscape placement. The relationship between an asset and its surroundings is crucial to our 
understanding of its setting, and if either one of these; the asset or its surrounding context, becomes 
degraded then the legibility of its relationship to its setting is diminished and consequently its 
sensitivity to changes to its setting is reduced. Indeed, HES themselves state in ‘Historic Environment 
Policy Scotland’ (HEPS) that ‘a place must be understood in order for its cultural significance to be 
identified’ (HES 2019a) which suggests that an asset’s legibility is at least in part be determined by 
its condition.  

5.2.43 Both SPP (2014) and HEPS (2019) note that condition is one of a number of factors in determining 
relative importance. Accordingly, condition is one of the factors used by AOC in determining relative 
sensitivity in the assessment and it is maintained that it is appropriate to consider it among a range 
of other factors.  

5.2.44 The condition of a heritage asset allows the asset to be understood and identified. SPP para 137 
states that changes to heritage assets should be ‘sensitively managed to avoid or minimise adverse 
impacts on the fabric and setting of the assets and ensure that its special characteristics are 
protected conserved or enhanced’. Although this statement does not refer directly to the condition 
of a heritage asset, it notes that the condition of an asset can be degraded such that its special 
characteristics may be damaged or lost. Therefore, the condition or the appearance of an asset is 
intrinsic to the ability to understand it and therefore can have a bearing on the ability to understand 
and appreciate it within its setting.  

5.2.45 HEPS (2019) has enshrined that ‘everyone’ has a stake in the historic environment and that everyone 
should be able to understand heritage assets. A heritage asset’s condition can affect how it is 
identified and understood by non-heritage professionals. Thereby, a heritage asset’s condition is 
important to how it is viewed and therefore what relationships ‘everyone’ can understand between 
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the heritage asset and its surroundings, 
and how its surroundings may contribute 
to an understanding, appreciation and 
experience of it. The Outerwards Roman 
Fortlet survives as a subtle grass covered 
mound that is not necessarily readily 
legible to non-heritage specialists. The 
Applicant has proposed a Heritage 
Interpretation Plan (HIP) which would 
increase the ability to understand and 
appreciate the surviving remains of 
Outerwards Roman Fortlet and thus 
better understand the asset as advocated 
by HEPS (2019). 

5.2.46 In HES’s opinion the criteria used for 
assessment are ‘very focussed on original 
setting relationships and factors which 
are perceived to be ‘intended’’. AOC 
consider original setting relationships and 
factors as part of the wider criteria used 
for assessment. However it is not agreed 
that it is ‘very focussed’ on these factors. 
The criteria outlined in the 2020 EIAR 
Appendix 9.2 repeatedly refer to the 
‘current setting’ of an asset which, as per 
Managing Change Guidance on setting 
(HES 2020a), has been used as the basis for defining the setting of each asset. It is maintained that 
consideration of why a particular location might have been selected by the original builders of an 
asset remains relevant when trying to understand it in its current setting. Indeed on page 4 of their 
response regarding the Outerwards Roman Fortlet HES note that it ‘contributes to our 
understanding of placement of Roman fortlets in the wider landscape’. Thus, a consideration of the 
motivation of the Roman builders of the fortlet is of relevance in understanding its setting. 

Analysis of setting 

5.2.47 HES state that the 2020 EIAR Appendix 9.2 omits key issues from the Managing Change guidance 
note on setting such as ‘sense of place’ and ‘views of an asset’. The 2020 EIAR Appendix 9.2 is 
entitled ‘Methodology for Establishing the Setting of an Asset’. It is clear in the 2020 EIAR chapter 
text these are factors that have been used as a guide in defining the setting for each asset in the 
field. The criteria used are wide ranging and consider how the wider landscape can contribute to 
the setting of an asset and how the cultural value (significance) of an asset is understood. It is 
acknowledged that the terms ‘sense of place’ and ‘views of an asset’ are not specifically referenced 
in the table. However numerous criteria within the table such as ‘geographic remoteness’ and 
‘inferred importance of setting’ contribute to how the sense of place is understood. Appendix 9.2 
also includes clear reference to ‘key viewpoints to, from and across the asset’. It is acknowledged 
that the exact terminology from the Managing Change guidance on setting are not used in the 
Appendix table. However, the assessment clearly addresses all criteria required by the Managing 
Change Guidance (HES 2020a).  

5.2.48 HES state that ‘setting in the report is regularly conflated with ‘contextual characteristics’’. This is 
not agreed. Paragraph 9.3.7 of the 2020 EIAR defines setting in accordance with HES Managing 
Change Guidance on setting as ‘the way the surroundings of a historic asset or place contribute to 
how it is understood, appreciated, and experienced’ (HES 2016). As stated in the 2020 EIAR 
paragraph 9.5.13, HES Designation Policy and Selection Guidance (HES 2019b) indicates that the 
relationship of an asset to its setting or the landscape makes up part of its contextual characteristics. 

View towards Outwards Roman Fortlet from south-
west 
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Nowhere in the 2020 EIAR Chapter methodology is it stated or implied that contextual 
characteristics equate to setting.  

Magnitude of Impact 

5.2.49 The 2020 EIAR Table 9.6 is entitled ‘Factors Affecting Magnitude of Setting Impact’. In line with the 
wider range of factors considered in the assessment criteria tables, the 2020 EIAR Table 9.6 outlines 
a number of factors which can be considered when establishing the magnitude of settings impacts.  

5.2.50 The factors are not used to either lessen or increase the impact but rather they require 
consideration when establishing the magnitude of impact. The second criteria, for example, simply 
states that extent to which the Proposed Development is visible from the asset will be a factor in 
determining the magnitude of impact. The factors in the 2020 EIAR Table 9.6 are not exhaustive but 
are factors taken into consideration as appropriate on an asset by asset basis. 

5.2.51 As noted by HES the scope of factors does not include those which would not be considered relevant 
for the Proposed Development such as olfactory factors or noise. As per the 2020 EIAR paragraph 
9.5.20, which is quoted by HES, the assessment focuses on the relationship of the Proposed 
Development to those elements of setting which have been defined as making the most important 
contribution to understanding, appreciating and experiencing each heritage asset and its cultural 
value. As per HES’s Manging Change document (HES, 2020a) every asset is assessed individually with 
regard to setting, as setting is specific to the individual asset. 

Conclusion 

5.2.52 HES conclude that the methodology is overly complex and at times misleading, allowing for impacts 
on setting to be given less weight than direct impacts. AOC refutes the suggestion that any aspect 
of its methodology is ‘misleading’. The comments provided by HES on the 2020 EIAR chapter 
methodology are inconsistent and at times incorrect. As demonstrated throughout this chapter the 
methodology used is in accordance with national policy and current guidance including HEPS (HES 
2019a), SPP (2014), Managing Change Guidance on setting (HES 2020a) and the EIA Handbook (SNH 
& HES 2018) referenced by HES. 

5.3 Assessment of Residual Effects 
5.3.1 AOC have identified a moderate and significant effect on the setting of Outerwards Roman Fortlet 

as a consequence of a change in the view out across the Firth of Clyde. It is maintained that this 
change in view would not be of such a magnitude or level of significance as to affect the integrity of 
the setting of the monument or to detract from the ability to understand and appreciate the cultural 
heritage value (significance) of the asset.  

5.3.2 The three criteria for national importance identified in the designation description for Outerwards 
Roman Fortlet comprise:  

▪ Its field characteristics;  

▪ its rarity as a visible fortlet and;  

▪ contribution to our understanding of Roman control over the W flank of the Antonine Wall.  

5.3.3 The Proposed Development would not impact or change the field characteristics of the monument.  

5.3.4 The visibility of the fortlet has been demonstrated to be limited to close views. The nearest turbine 
of the Proposed Development is located over 1 km from the fortlet and would not impact on the 
ability to appreciate the visibility of the fortlet or the rarity of that visibility. 

5.3.5 The relationship of Outwards Roman Fortlet with the Roman Road which runs north to Lurg Moor 
fortlet (2020 SEI Figure 5.1) would not be affected by the Proposed Development nor would an 
understanding of how these contemporary monuments connected across the landscape and survive 
as the known westernmost extent of Antonine Wall defences be affected. Views over the Firth of 
Clyde, which also relate to our understanding of Roman control over the west flank of the Antonine 
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Wall, would be changed but the defensive location of the fortlet overlooking the Firth of Clyde would 
remain legible. 

5.3.6 The Applicant and their technical consultant AOC confirm that they stand by the assessment and 
methodology presented in the 2020 EIAR in full and invite HES to revisit their consultation response.  
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6 Geology, Peat, Hydrology and Hydrogeology 

6.1 Introduction  
6.1.1 This chapter addresses queries raised by the Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) regard 

to the Geology, Peat, Hydrology and Hydrogeology assessment presented in the 2020 EIAR. 

6.1.2 The hydrology section of this chapter has been authored by Zak Ritchie, B(Eng)hons, MSc, Head of 
Hydrology & Flood Risk at ITPEnergised. Zak is an experienced Hydrologist and is a Chartered Water 
& Environment Manager (C.WEM), Chartered Engineer (C.Eng) and Full Member of the Chartered 
Institute of Water & Environmental Management (MCIWEM).  

6.1.3 The peat section of this chapter has been authored by Jenny Hazzard, director at ITPEnergised. Jenny 
has a BSc in Geotechnical (Environmental) Engineering and a MSc in Engineering Geology, and she 
is a Practitioner Member of IEMA.  She has 20 years’ experience in environmental consultancy with 
a focus on the geo-environment. Jenny has completed numerous hydrology/ geology/ hydrogeology 
assessments for onshore wind projects across Scotland, including peat surveys, peat slide risk 
assessments and peat management plans. 

6.2 Response to Consultation Comments 

SEPA 

6.2.1 SEPA objected to the Proposed Development on the 26th of May 2020 (Refer to Appendix 1.1) “on 
the grounds of lack of information on the Private Water Supplies at/or in the vicinity of the site., 
insufficient details on the potential ecological impacts, lack of detail on peat reuse in the form of a 
detailed Peat Management Plan. We will review these objections if the issues detailed in Section 1, 
2 and 3 below are adequately addressed.” 

6.2.2 SEPA’s objection relates to the following points: 

▪ Private Water Supplies (PWS); 

▪ site ecology and habitat enhancement; and 

▪ peat disturbance and peat reuse. 
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Private Water Supplies 

6.2.3 Section 1.4 of the objection letter (Refer to Appendix 1.1) states the following with regards to PWS: 
“We object on the grounds of lack of information and request that further detailed information about 
the PWS is provided. This should include, the PWS source location, abstraction rate, use and type of 
supply (borehole, spring) for all PWS should be identified in line with SEPA’s LUPS GU31 section 2.6 
to 2.9. Confirmation of PWS source location and a reassessment of the buffers if the source is in a 
different location to those given will allow more accurate assessment of potential impacts the 
development could have on the PWS.” 

6.2.4 An Extended PWS site survey has since been completed by Zak Ritchie over two-days on 17th and 
18th August 2020. PWS records were also obtained from NAC via a Freedom of Information (FOI) 
request and received on 24th August 2020. Table 6.1 summarises the findings of the detailed PWS 
site survey, this should be reviewed in conjunction with this 2020 SEI Figures 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 and 
Appendix 6.1. 

Table 6.1 – Summary of Extended PWS Survey Findings 

PWS 
Identifier 

Source NGR Source Type Notes 

PWS1 NS 21245 66736 Spring  Spring location confirmed on site, confirmed 
details with resident and landowner 

PWS2 n/a Mains Supply is now on mains water as confirmed by 

landowner and NAC PWS records 

PWS3 n/a Mains Supply is now on mains water as confirmed by 

residents, physical evident of water mains in 

ground at properties and NAC PWS records 
PWS4 

PWS5 

PWS6 NS 21448 65055 Spring Supply location confirmed on site and details 

confirmed by landowner 

PWS7 n/a n/a Supply does not exist as confirmed by site 

inspection and discussions with landowner 

PWS8 NS 20362 64519 Spring Approximate NGR as provided by adjacent 

landowner 

PWS9 NS 20809 65620 Spring Supply location confirmed on site and details 

confirmed by landowner 

Discussion 

6.2.5 PWS1: spring source is on the edge of the 250 m buffer of Turbine T10, the excavation of the turbine 
foundations will be >1 m and thus 250 m buffer applies. Each turbine has a 50 m ‘micrositing’ 
allowance factored into their positioning, therefore T10 can be microsited to maintain a 250 m 
buffer. As per SEPA’s Guidance document “LUPS GU31” (SEPA, 2017), provided the 250 m buffer is 
maintained there is no requirement to undertake any detailed qualitative / quantitative risk 
assessment to this supply. It should be noted that (as per the EIAR) the properties supplied are to 
be abandoned for the lifetime of the Proposed Development (including construction phase) and 
thus the above measures will not be required in any case. 

6.2.6 PWS2: property is occupied by a tenant of the Proposed Development site landowner. The 
landowner confirmed that this property is supplied by mains water and site reconnaissance visit 
confirmed this. 
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6.2.7 PWS3,4,5: properties are on mains supply now as confirmed with residents, adjacent landowner, 
NAC PWS records and physical evidence of water main installations. 

6.2.8 PWS6: 250 m buffer spring source includes part of the access track between Turbines T1 and T2, 
however the track is >100 m outside the required 100 m buffer. The track construction will result in 
<1 m excavation depth and therefore the 100 m buffer applies as per SEPA’s “LUPS GU31” 
document. Furthermore, based on the local hydrology / geology / terrain at the source location, it 
is evident the supply originates to the east and not to the north where the proposed track is located. 

6.2.9 PWS7: detailed discussions with the landowner and site reconnaissance was undertaken at the 
originally reported PWS7 location which confirmed there is not a functional PWS at this location. 
Review of the supplied NAC PWS register also suggests there is no PWS at this location.  

6.2.10 PWS8: the NGR of this PWS is approximate as provided by the adjacent landowner. The spring 
supply’s catchment would be to the east of the source location shown (as per the similar trend of 
all other PWS in the area). There are three watercourses between the PWS and the site boundary 
to the North (marked on 1:50 OS Mapping), thus making this supply hydraulically disconnected from 
the site. It is also located outwith the around 1 km away from the site boundary. Therefore, despite 
not confirming the exact NGR of the supply, this summary qualitative review clearly indicates there 
is no risk to PWS8 from the development. 

6.2.11 PWS9: the spring’s catchment originates to the east / south-east of the source (upgradient) with the 
Proposed Development infrastructure located downgradient of the source, and thus the source is 
hydraulically disconnected from the area where infrastructure is located, with a negligible risk to 
the integrity of the PWS. Due care would be applied to where the access track intersects the supply 
pipe to Barr Farm (see 2020 SEI Figure 6.2) and pipe upgraded / replaced / protected as required. 
The PWS is owned by one of the landowners of the Proposed Development site, and therefore the 
Applicant will work closely with the landowner to safeguard the supply at the track intersection as 
a result on the track intersection. While the spring source is located within the recommended 100 
m buffer of proposed access track and temporary construction compound which has an excavation 
depth of <1 m as per SEPA’s “LUPS GU31” document, a 50 m micro-siting allowance has been 
factored into the design, which would allow for infrastructure movement (further away from the 
source) if required. 

6.2.12 All PWS identified during the detailed survey are spring supplies and have common characteristics. 
All originate upgradient to the east / south-east of the identified source locations. Review of the 
previously reported geology for the site suggests that the springs would issue from outcropped / 
shallow areas of the weathered zone of the Kelly Burn Formation (sandstone) which underlies the 
peat and glacial till superficial deposits. This is supported by visual evidence during the survey, in 
particular the ‘mineral rich’ deposits which are oxidised around the source locations. Spring 
catchments would be supplied via general baseflow and infiltration of incident rainfall at areas 
where superficial deposits are not recorded (i.e. directly into exposed areas of weathered bedrock 
with shallow vegetation cover) / where there are discontinuities in the superficial strata. This 2020 
SEI Appendix 6.1 provides a collection of photographs from the August 2020 PWS site survey. 

Conclusions 

6.2.13 This extended PWS survey confirms there are four supplies within / and or in close proximity to the 
site boundary as illustrated in SEI Figure 6.1: 

▪ PWS1, spring supply, Fardens Farm (and associated outbuildings) – property to be abandoned; 

▪ PWS6, spring supply, Dykes Farm (and associated properties); 

▪ PWS8, spring supply, Thirdpart Farm (and associated properties); and 

▪ PWS9, spring supply, Barr Farm (and associated properties). 

6.2.14 PWS6 and PWS9 are in the ownership of the site landowner, and PWS8 is noted to be the least 
‘sensitive’ in terms of proximity to the development (c.1 km away and hydraulically disconnected). 
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The properties served by PWS1 are to be abandoned for the lifetime of the development (including 
the construction phase). 

6.2.15 Required buffers (100 m / 250 m) from Proposed Development infrastructure to PWS1 (although 
not actually required due to proposed abandonment) and PWS6 source locations can be readily 
accommodated within the 50 m micrositing allowance factored into to the proposed infrastructure 
layout and therefore require no further qualitative / quantitative consideration. 

6.2.16 Proposed infrastructure (access track and construction compound) to the north / west of PWS9 is 
within the 100 m buffer of the supply source. Careful utilisation of the 50 m micrositing allowance 
may be able to achieve the recommended 100m buffer, however in the event this cannot be 
facilitated there is negligible risk to the integrity of the PWS because the proposed infrastructure is 
downgradient of the source catchment and thus hydraulically disconnected from the supply despite 
the relatively close proximity. It is noted that due care and close collaboration with the PWS 
landowner (who is facilitating the development) will be required at the detailed design / 
construction stage to facilitate a track crossing over the supply pipe to Barr Farm downstream of 
the source. 

GWTDE 

6.2.17 As mentioned previously in Section 3.2.13 an element of groundwater dependence cannot be ruled 
out for GWTDE Location C where there is a break in the slope. However, no location of the M23 mire 
habitat surveyed is concluded to be completely groundwater dependent. During the detailed 
Ground Investigations (GI) it is proposed that further trial pits are undertaken around Location C to 
conclude the status of the M23 mire habitat. The result of these investigations will then be factored 
into the detailed design and use of the 50m micrositing allowance of the infrastructure to mitigate 
potential adverse impacts / habitat loss (if any). 

Peat & Habitat Enhancement  

6.2.18 SEPA made a number of comments with regard to the Outline Peat Management Plan (PMP) 
submitted as part of the 2020 EIAR (Appendix 10.1), habitat enhancement and waste and water 
environment which are addressed in turn below. 

Outline Peat Management Plan 

6.2.19 In Section 2.13 of their response and in reference to the potential use of peat in proposed habitat 
management measures (e.g. drain blocking); SEPA stated that: “No mention is made anywhere else 
in the document of drain blocking and we therefore request that more details on this potential 
strategy are provided.”  

6.2.20 The 2020 SEI Appendix 3.1 (Outline Habitat Management Plan) includes a proposal for grip blocking 
in an area of M20 blanket mire in the north of the site; excavated, vegetated acrotelmic peat turves 
can be used as peat dams (or ‘plugs’), with up to 250 plugs being used. Assuming each plug requires 
1.5m3, up to 375m3 acrotelmic peat will be used for this ecological restoration.  

6.2.21 SEPA also requested that more details with regard to peat restoration should be provided as part of 
the Outline PMP. SEPA asked for more information on any proposed monitoring measures to ensure 
that re-used peat will not dry-out, the exact re-use of the peat extracted at the site, and how the re-
use of peat will result in the delivery of habitat enhancement to be provided. 

6.2.22 The Applicant has updated the Outline PMP to address SEPA’s comments detailed above and is 
provided in 2020 SEI Appendix 6.2. 

6.2.23 SEPA also stated that “Management of surplus peat or soils may require an exemption under The 
Waste Management Licensing (Scotland) Regulations 2011. Proposed crushing or screening will 
require a permit under The Pollution Prevention and Control (Scotland) Regulations 2012. Consider 
if other environmental licences may be required for any installations or processes.” 

6.2.24 The Applicant acknowledges that management of excavated peat soils (re-use on site for 
landscaping and restoration, and habitat enhancement), may require an exemption under the 



 

RIGGHILL WIND FARM 41 EIAR SUPPLEMENTARY 
ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION 

 

 

above-noted Regulations. The Applicant will apply for any such exemption in liaison with SEPA, prior 
to starting the construction of the Proposed Development.  

Waste and Water Environment 

6.2.25 SEPA made the following comments with regard to waste: 

“A fundamental aspect on peat disturbance is that the developer must clearly demonstrate that the 
volumes of peat extracted from the site should roughly correspond with their reuse proposals. 

According to the figures in Chapter 10 - Figure 10.1.3 there is a big difference between what is to be 
abstracted and its potential reuse. Looking more closely at the reuse figures the amounts for the cut 
track verges will require to be reduced as they have a height of 1m, however best practice is that 
these should be a maximum height of 0.5m. The current strategy will therefore require to be 
modified. 

In addition the amounts used around the construction sites should be a maximum of 0.5m as 
anything in excess of this would be seen as a bund. There is also mention of infilling drainage ditches, 
however this would only be allowable if the peat was of good quality (not dried out), was capable of 
making a hydraulic seal and only for use in smaller ditches (less than 0.7m squared) and most 
importantly was directly capable of delivering ecological benefit and set out as part of the habitat 
enhancement measures at the site, as detailed above in Section 2.  

[..] 

It is our understanding that the materials used to infill the borrow pits at the end of the construction 
period would be from an excess of the stones extracted from the borrow pit during its active stage. 
We would confirm this material to be classified as virgin stone and is therefore not waste, however 
it will be the responsibility of the developer to determine how they infill the borrow pit. (e.g. depths 
and safety for walkers, etc). 

There is no mention that the applicant intends to infill the borrow pit with peat and we would advise 
that if this was to be considered we would then need to know the depth (max 2m) and we will also 
require to be provided with details to ensure us that the peat deposits would be hydrologically 
connected to the surrounding peat.  

We would reiterate that although the use of peat is not specifically stated, there is a mention of 
extracted materials being used and we would ask the applicant to clarify whether their proposals do 
include the placement of peat on top of the extracted stone infill. Details on the finalised approach 
for the borrow pit reinstatement should also be included in the PMP.” 

6.2.26 The above points are addressed in the revised Outline Peat Management Plan (Appendix 6.2), as 
briefly summarised below: 

▪ It is contended that a 1 m maximum height of batter/verge, grading down to ground level, is 

not unreasonable for restoration and landscaping, and is consistent with strategies for on-site 

re-use of peat which ITPEnergised have agreed with SEPA on numerous previous development 

sites. Therefore, the reference to a maximum height of 0.5 m being “best practice” is contested. 

However, given that the estimated volume of peat to be excavated at the Proposed 

Development site is so minimal, even if SEPA’s comments are fully accepted and the heights of 

batters and verges are reduced, there is still an overabundance of opportunity to re-use all of 

the excavated peat on-site. This is demonstrated by revised volume calculations set out in 

Appendix 6.2. 

▪ Excavated, vegetated acrotelmic peat turves will be used as peat dams (or ‘plugs’), with up to 

250 plugs being used. Assuming each plug requires 1.5m3, up to 375m3 acrotelmic peat will be 

used for this ecological restoration.  
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▪ It is not proposed that excavated peat will be used to restore the borrow pit area, given that no 

peat was identified as being present within the borrow pit search area (as was stated in the 

2020 EIAR). The borrow pit area is likely to be restored using other materials i.e. peaty/mineral 

soils, or reinstated via dressing with topsoil and replanting. 

6.3 Assessment of Residual Effects 
6.3.1 The Applicant and their technical consultant ITPEnergised can confirm that they stand by the 

assessment of residual effects as presented in the 2020 EIAR. 

6.4 References 
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (2017).  Land Use Planning system SEPA Guidance Note 

31 Guidance on Assessing the Impacts of Development Proposals on Groundwater Abstractions 

and Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems. Available at: 

https://www.sepa.org.uk/media/144266/lups-gu31-guidance-on-assessing-the-impacts-of-

development-proposals-on-groundwater-abstractions-and-groundwater-dependent-terrestrial-

ecosystems.pdf 

7 Traffic & Transport 

7.1 Introduction 
7.1.1 This chapter considers and responds to statutory consultee comments on the Traffic and Transport 

chapter (Chapter 11) of the 2020 EIAR. 

7.2 Response to Consultation Comments 

North Ayrshire Council (NAC) Active Travel and Transport Team 

7.2.1 On the 12th of May 2020, NAC Active Travel and Transport team deferred their recommendation on 
the Proposed Development (Refer to Appendix 1.1) and stated that “the applicant has provided 
insufficient information for an adequate assessment to be carried out by Active Travel and 
Transport.” 

7.2.2 NAC Active Travel and Transport team comments are addressed in turn below.  

Location Plan – Site Access from the A78 

7.2.3 NAC Active Travel and Transport team stated the following with regard to the site access route: 

“The applicant has submitted a location plan within the Transportation Assessment (TA) however 
the route from the A78 to the site is not that clear. The applicant should submit a larger scale plan 
detailing this route.” 

7.2.4 The proposed access route is clearly provided in the Route Survey Report (Appendix 11.1 of the 2020 
EIA Report and replicated within the 2020 SEI as Appendix 7.1). The Route Survey Report includes a 
map of the routes proposed to be used (Figure 4) and a breakdown of all the roads and junctions 
(refer to Section 3.2). Key constraints of the route are detailed in Table 2.  

Construction Traffic 

7.2.5 NAC Active Travel and Transport team stated the following with regard to construction traffic: 

“The TA explores in detail the impact on the road network of the abnormal loads and has identified 
areas where works are required. However, the assessment of the general construction traffic 

https://www.sepa.org.uk/media/144266/lups-gu31-guidance-on-assessing-the-impacts-of-development-proposals-on-groundwater-abstractions-and-groundwater-dependent-terrestrial-ecosystems.pdf
https://www.sepa.org.uk/media/144266/lups-gu31-guidance-on-assessing-the-impacts-of-development-proposals-on-groundwater-abstractions-and-groundwater-dependent-terrestrial-ecosystems.pdf
https://www.sepa.org.uk/media/144266/lups-gu31-guidance-on-assessing-the-impacts-of-development-proposals-on-groundwater-abstractions-and-groundwater-dependent-terrestrial-ecosystems.pdf
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requires further information. It appears that the peak day traffic volume could have either 62 or 66 
movements (32 LGV and 30 HGV).  

7.2.6 The Applicant apologises for the typo and can confirm that the total peak day traffic volume should 
be 62 comprising of 32 LGVs and cars and 30 HGVs.  

7.2.7 NAC also stated “The existing junction geometry to accommodate two way HGV movements requires 
to be assessed at; 

▪ the A78/ Routenburn Road junction  

▪ the Routenburn Road/Craigmarloch Road junction 

▪ the site access/Craigmarloch Road junction” 

7.2.8 The Route Survey Report (refer to 2020 SEI Appendix 7.1) shows the swept path drawing for the 
A78/Routenburn Road junction as drawing for location number 27. 

7.2.9 The Route Survey Report (refer to 2020 SEI Appendix 7.1) shows the swept path drawing for the 
Routenburn Road/Craigmarloch Road junction as drawing for location number 41. 

7.2.10 There is no existing geometry for the site access/Craigmarloch Road junction as the site access will 
be a new junction. As per Chapter 3 of the 2020 EIA Report the new junction will be will comply with 
Scottish National Roads Development Guidelines (SCOTS guidelines). The junction would be 
surfaced and constructed so that the junction bellmouth would be to adoptable standards (within 
the current limits of adoption). 

7.2.11 As all junctions are able to accommodate abnormal loads entrance and exit they will also be able to 
accommodate HGVs. 

Public Road Widening and Passing Places 

7.2.12 NAC Active Travel and Transport team stated the following with regard to public road widening and 
passing places: 

“The applicant has indicated that the public road will require to be widened to accommodate this 
development and that existing passing places exist. To accommodate this development, it is likely 
that the applicant will also be required to provide intervisible passing places along the local roads. A 
plan from the A78 to the new proposed junction showing where the public road will be widened, 
existing passing places, proposed passing places and visibility splays at junctions will be required.” 

7.2.13 It is normal for these design details to be provided by the Applicant post consent and in response to 
a suspensive planning condition, requiring such details to be provided and agreed by the planning 
authority prior to construction commencing. The Applicant proposes that these design details will 
form part of the detailed Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP), which will be submitted to 
address the anticipated related condition of consent.  

Request for Consultation with Transport Scotland 

7.2.14 NAC Active travel and Transport team specified that “Transport Scotland will need to be consulted 
on the proposals in relation to movement and accommodation works on the trunk road network.“ 

7.2.15 Consultation with Transport Scotland was undertaken during the EIA process and no site specific 
issues were raised. Transport Scotland specified a number of conditions in their response to the 
Application which the Applicant accepts and will implement. 

7.3 Assessment of Residual Effects 
7.3.1 The Applicant and their technical consultant Pell Frischmann can confirm that they stand by the 

assessment of residual effects as presented in the 2020 EIAR. 
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8 Conclusion 

8.1.1 This 2020 SEI Report provides responses to comments and clarification requests received on the 
2020 EIAR from NS, HES, SEPA and NAC. 

8.1.2 This 2020 SEI confirms that the Applicant stands by that the assessment of residual effects as 
presented in the 2020 EIAR. 

 

 


