
Argyll and Bute Council
Development & Economic Growth

This report is a recommended response to the Scottish Government’s Energy Consents and 
Deployment Unit (ECDU) Section 36 consultation regarding the proposed High Constellation 
wind farm, on Land 4km South East of Clachan, Argyll and Bute

Reference No: 19/01182/S36

Applicant: The Scottish Government On Behalf of Arcus Consultancy Services

Proposal: Electricity Act Section 36 consultation relevant to High Constellation Wind Farm

Site Address: High Constellation Wind Farm, 4km South East Of Clachan, Argyll and Bute

(A) Section 36 application made up of the following elements:

 Erection of 10 turbines of up to, but not exceeding, 149.9m tip height and a rotor 
diameter up to 136 m; 

 Formation of crane hardstanding area at each turbine base with a maximum area 
of approximately 1250m2

 Erection of a permanent anemometry mast and associated hardstanding area
 Erection of a substation, control building and welfare kiosk (location to be finalised)
 Formation of substation/control building compound, including: battery storage 

facility, any external electrical infrastructure and vehicle parking(110m x 80m)
 Formation of 2 temporary construction compounds
 Formation of up to 4.7km of new access track; upgrading of 4.4km forestry track; 

and upgrading of approximately 4km of existing track (for purpose of delivering 
Habitat Management Plan)

 Onsite underground cabling
 2 onsite borrow pits

Associated works, but which do not form part of this application, include a connection 
from the on-site sub-station to the grid network.

___________________________________________________________________
(B) RECOMMENDATION:

That Members agree that the Council do not object to this Section 36 Application 
subject to the Energy Consents Unit considering the pre-determination matters, 
conditions and mitigation as detailed in Section X of this report.

___________________________________________________________________
(C) CONSULTATIONS:

ENERGY CONSENT UNIT RESPONSES:

Scottish Natural Heritage (30th August 2019) – consider that the key considerations 
associated with this proposal are: construction and operational effects on Schedule 1 
birds including golden eagle and Greenland white-fronted geese; and potentially 
significant adverse effects on the views and experience from the North Arran National 
Scenic Area. In addition, SNH provide advice on landscape, ecology, ornithology and 



peatlands. SNH advise that a Habitats Regulations Appraisal is required due to the 
status of the Kintyre Goose Roosts SPA.  SNH also request a condition to secure a 
Habitat Management Plan and completion of restoration works two growing seasons 
ahead of construction of the wind farm.

Transport Scotland (29th July 2019) - have no objection to the proposal subject to 
conditions to secure: a Route Access Report; submission of details of any additional 
signing or temporary traffic control measures deemed necessary; details and approval 
of the proposed means of access to the trunk road; wheel cleaning facilities; and a 
Construction Traffic Management Plan. 

Marine Scotland Science (MSS) (7th July 2019) – no objection - recommends that a 
robust integrated water quality and fish monitoring programme following MSS 
guidelines is secured by condition.

Scottish Forestry (2nd September 2019) – recommend conditions to ensure the 
submission and approval of: constraints, opportunities and concept plans 
demonstrating compliance with the UK Forestry Standard; an operational plan for 
harvesting, restocking and establishment; a compensatory planting scheme of 
31.73ha; a plan/proposal for the replanting of the appropriate HMP areas in line with 
UKFS; compounds and borrow pits reinstated to woodland in a reasonable time scale 
and monitored. Scottish Forestry also advise that further information should be 
submitted and further consultation undertaken with them prior to reaching a decision 
on the application in regard to: the Habitat Management Plan, geology, hydrology and 
hydrogeology; fish and aquatic habitat surveys; increase in run-off and flood risk; and 
acidification of watercourses.

Scottish Water (18th June 2019) – do not object to the proposal and advise that this 
does not confirm the proposal can be serviced.  Advice is provided on water and foul 
drainage, drinking water protected areas, and surface water.

SEPA (1st August 2019) – no objection subject to conditions to secure: a Finalised 
Peat Management Plan; amendments to the layout, via micrositing to provide 10m 
buffers between any excavation works for Turbine 4 and M23a/M6b habitat, and 
between any excavation works for the laydown area and M6d habitat; a Wind Farm 
Forest Plan; Habitat Management Plan; watercourse crossing are of an appropriate 
design, consistent with SEPA guidelines, and 50m buffer around all water bodies 
except in the vicinity of watercourse crossings; that the built elements of the scheme 
can be microsited up to 50m or other distance as seen reasonable by ECU; that all 
works are carried out in accordance with the Schedule of Mitigation; requirements as 
part of Construction Environment Management Plan (CEMP); finalised 
Decommissioning and Restoration Plan; and the finalised design of the substation and 
battery storage area to be agreed. 

Historic Environment Scotland (HES) (2nd August 2019) - do not object - consider 
that there will be adverse impacts on the setting of a number of nearby heritage assets, 
including Cour House (Category A, Listed Building), An Dunan, dun and Dun Skeig, 
duns and fort (Scheduled Monuments). 



Visit Scotland (1st August 2019) – no objection - strongly recommend any potential 
detrimental impact of the proposal on tourism - whether visually, environmentally and 
economically - be identified and considered in full. VisitScotland strongly agrees with 
the advice of the Scottish Government –the importance of tourism impact statements 
should not be diminished, and that, for each site considered, an independent tourism 
impact assessment should be carried out. VisitScotland also urge consideration of 
specific concerns relating to the impact any perceived proliferation of developments 
may have on the local tourism industry, and therefore the local economy.

Scotways (24th July 2019) – no comments 

British Horse Society (15th August 2019) – no objection – provide information on 
equestrian access through wind farms in Scotland, which they request is highlighted 
to the developers of the wind farm by the Energy Consents Unit.

Ministry of Defence (MOD) (17th June 2018) – no objection subject to conditions to 
secure aviation safety lighting and details of date construction starts and ends, 
maximum height of construction equipment, and the latitude and longitude of every 
turbine.

Highlands and Islands Airports Limited (HIAL) (18th June 2019) – no objection 
subject to condition to secure red aviation warning lights.

Highlands and Islands Airports Limited (HIAL) (14 August 2019) – confirm no 
requirement for aviation lighting.

National Air Traffic Services Safeguarding (NATS) (20th June 2019) – no objection

Glasgow Prestwick Airport (GPA) (2nd August 2019) – no objection

BT (14th June 2019) – no objection

The Joint Radio Company Limited (18th June 2019) – no objection

Crown Estate (21st June 2019) – no comment 

Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) (29th August 2019) - does not 
object.  Advise they have concerns that some of the potential impacts may have been 
underestimated, especially in relation to golden eagle and red-throated diver. RSPB 
welcome the Habitat Management Plan (HMP) as proposed and recommend 
conditions to ensure: no construction work/vegetation clearance/tree felling or 
decommissioning shall be carried out during the bird breeding season, unless 
undertaken after a bird disturbance management plan has been agreed and 
implemented (to consider noise and visual disturbance); the submission of a Habitat 
Management Plan to be approved by SNH and RSPB; the employment of an 
appropriately qualified Ecological Clerk of Works (EcoW) to oversee construction and 
delivery of mitigation measures; and a programme of post-construction monitoring of 
bird populations. 

Ironside Farrar Environmental Consultants (4th September 2019) – advise that the 
Peat Landslide Hazard Risk Assessment (PLHRA) requires minor revisions. 



East Kintyre Community Council (EKCC) (25th October 2019) – object on the 
grounds that: Blue Energy has a record of ignoring Scottish Government Good Practice 
on Community Benefits and visual amenity. 

West Kintyre Community Council (WKCC) (30th July 2019) – object on the following 
grounds: landscape and visual impact (including cumulative impact); potential impact 
on transport links and the local tourism economy.

ARGYLL & BUTE COUNCIL RESPONSES

Council’s Landscape Consultant (30th October 2019) – advises that while the limited 
number and location of the majority of turbines within the proposal is generally 
appropriate, the turbines at 149.9m high to blade tip will comprise noticeably larger 
turbines than those in other wind farms located in this part of the Kintyre peninsula. 
They will contrast with the adjacent operational Cour wind turbines which are 111m 
high to blade tip. Turbines 9 and 10 are also much more prominent because they are 
located very close to the eastern edge of the uplands and are less screened by the low 
coastal hills. It is recommended that further redesign should be considered by the 
applicant to relocate and/or reduce the height of turbines with the aim of mitigating 
significant adverse effects, especially on close views in the Cour area.  

Council’s Landscape Consultant (6th November 2019) – provided further advice on 
battery storage option areas A and B, and Residential Visual Amenity Assessment. A 
condition is recommended to secure: details of the final location, design, enclosure 
and finishing materials of the battery storage area

Council’s Environment Protection Officer (28th June 2018) - no objection subject to 
conditions relating to noise; private water supplies; and, it is requested that any 
condition requiring the submission of a construction or environmental management 
plan should include details of measures to ensure the occurrence of noise or vibration 
nuisance during the construction phase including operational hours.  

Council’s Local Biodiversity Officer (11th July 2019) – no objection - advises 
approach outlined in the supporting information and plans contained within the CEMP 
and WCEMP overseen by an EcoW is acceptable.

The West of Scotland Archaeology Service (WOSAS) (11th July 2019) – agree with 
the EIA conclusions regarding both indirect and direct issues raised and don’t consider 
that refusal is required on either basis. As the ground concerned has been subject to 
a walk over survey and is mainly former forestry plantation WOSAS do not consider 
that the proposals raise enough of a direct issue for any further mitigation to be 
necessary. WOSAS advise that the proposal raises no substantive archaeological 
issues.

Council’s Roads & Amenity Services (18th June 2018) – no objection - Transport 
Scotland should be consulted.  Conditions are recommended to ensure that: all 
vehicular traffic is from the A83 Tarbet – Campbeltown Trunk Road, and no 
construction traffic to use the B842 Claonaig – Southend Road.

Council’s Access Officer – no response at time of writing.  

Please note that the above are summaries and the full consultee responses can be 
viewed on the Energy Consent Units website.

___________________________________________________________________



(D) REPRESENTATIONS:

The Council received 5 representations, as the Council is not the determining Authority 
these letters should have been sent to the Energy Consents Unit. Consequently, 
copies of said correspondence were forwarded to the ECU for their consideration. As 
this is not a planning application the ECU’s website provides the up-to-date listing of 
3rd party representations and other submissions relating to this S36 application. At time 
of writing, there have been a total of 58 representations made to the ECU.  According, 
to their website, the number of representations in support is 37 and the number of 
objections is 21. These totals include a petition in favour of the proposal with 35 
signatures.  The ECU’s policy is not to publish any personal details. The main issues 
raised may be summarised as follows:

IN SUPPORT: 

Landscape & Visual Impact (including cumulative)

 There appears to be almost nowhere that the High Constellation wind farm will be 
visible where the existing Cour scheme is not already seen. 

 The proposal appears well thought out, and as an extension to an operational scheme, 
limits the spread of development. 

Ecology

 The site has no designations for landscape or wildlife 

Infrastructure

 The substation for the Kintyre – Hunterston subsea cable is adjacent to the proposal, 
thereby minimising the need for new electrical infrastructure.  

 It makes good use of existing infrastructure 

Community Benefit

 Community benefit from the proposal would outweigh the proposals potential adverse 
impact on the environment and visual impact 

Climate Change

 The Scottish Government has declared a Climate Emergency and the UK Government 
is committed to increased targets for reduction in carbon emissions, it is essential that 
we look to increase our production of energy from renewable sources.  As Onshore 
Wind has been proven to be one of the most cost effective ways to generate electricity 
it is only right and sensible that we accept that more wind farms will need to be built. 

 Given the pressing issue of climate change, and the fact that Argyll in general, Kintyre, 
in particular is very windy, it is inevitable there will be further wind farm development. 

Efficient use of the grid



 The development includes batteries for storage of excess power thus allowing storage 
when the wind farm’s generation is not required and releasing power to the grid when 
the wind is not blowing. This will become increasingly necessary the amount of 
generation from conventional sources is reduced. 

AGAINST: 

Landscape & Visual Impact (including cumulative)

 The detrimental effect on the many panoramic views in the area, particularly from the 
much of the length of the road from Skipness to Carradale cannot be underestimated. 
Though there are some notified “viewpoints” the whole length of this route has many 
views of considerable importance to the amenity of Kintyre. The expansive views of 
the Kilbrannan Sound, Arran and Cowal are a valuable and unreplaceable asset, 
unique and of great amenity significance.

 This area has always been revered for its outstanding natural beauty but that is now 
being ravaged by wind farm after wind farm forming a blot on the landscape. 

 The proposal is unsympathetic to and will have greater visual impact than the adjacent 
Cour wind Farm.

 The proposal will have an adverse impact on the local skyline and visual environment 
in an area known for its dark night sky viewing qualities.

 The landscape and visual impact will be apparent on part of the designated Area of 
Panoramic Quality which lies at and around the scheduled ancient monument hill forts 
at Dunskeig. This is one of the most important coastal viewpoints on the whole of the 
west coast of Kintyre providing outstanding 360 degree views across the interior 
landscape of Kintyre and the southern Inner Hebrides seascape from Mull to Northern 
Ireland. Apart from impacting on the setting of the scheduled monuments themselves 
it will entirely compromise the quality of the setting and views from Dunskeig. 

Cumulative Impact

 In terms of landscape & visual, tourism and economic impact, the proposal would have 
an adverse Cumulative Impact through the coalescence or proximity of the proposed 
High Constellation development with the already operational Freasdail and Cour wind 
farms, the consented Eascairt wind farm, the prospective Sheirdrim Hill wind farm and 
the possibility of further future wind farm development around 
Stewartfield/Talatoll/Ronachan. 

 This application should be considered together with the imminent application for a 
proposed wind farm development at Sheirdrim Hill. The combined impact of these 2 
proposals on Clachan and its surrounding landscape means they should be 
considered together.

Birds

 That the proposal could potentially have an adverse ornithological impact on: golden 
eagles, Greenland white-fronted goose,  white tailed eagles, great northern divers, 
whooper swan, golden plovers, hen harriers, Sea Eagles, Great Northern Diver and 



Red Throated Diver. Common Eider, Red-breasted Merganser, Red-throated Diver, 
Black-throated Diver, Great Northern Diver, Northern Gannet, Common Buzzard, 
Eurasian Sparrow hawk, Oystercatcher, Ringed Plover, Dunlin, Purple Sandpiper, 
Common Sandpiper, Turnstone, Razorbill, Black Guillemot, Common Raven. 

Ecology

 The proposal will undoubtedly degrade the habitat for wildlife in the area and could 
have a detrimental effect on the populations of a number of species with nationally 
important conservation status.

 That the proposal would have an adverse impact on wildlife e.g. otters and bats 

Archaeology & Built Heritage

 That the proposal will have an adverse impact on the setting of the category A listed 
building Cour House. 

 That the proposal would have an adverse impact on the setting of the village of 
Clachan and its surrounding landscape (including listed buildings and scheduled 
monuments) 

 That the proposal would have an impact on the Scheduled Ancient Monument of Dun 
Skeig.

Tourism

 That due to the adverse impact the proposal will have on the landscape – the proposal 
will have an adverse impact on tourism and the local economy.

 That the proposal will have an adverse impact on Tourism in the area which plays a 
major part in the economy of the area which attracts a diverse range of visitors to enjoy 
its beauty and opportunities for cycling, walking, photography, sailing and wild life to 
name but a few. 

 The effect on the tourism and recreational use of the Kintyre Way would be 
compromised. 

Shadow Flicker

 The proposal will have an adverse shadow flicker impact. 

Noise

 That the proposal will have an adverse noise impact on residential properties, in 
particularly at night.

Private Water Supplies

 Concerns about the suitability of the land to support the proposal as there have been 
issues where large scale earthworks have resulted in private water supply’s being 
compromised. 



 That the developer should deliver a mains water supply as part of an infrastructure 
improvement to benefit the area.

Land Stability

 The area is prone to wide spread land slippage and regular earth tremors. 

Residential Visual Amenity

 That due to the scale and size of the wind turbines and high visibility the proposal will 
have an adverse impact on residential amenity.

Health & Wellbeing

 That the proposal will have an adverse impact on the health and wellbeing of nearby 
residents. 

Socio-economic & Community Benefit

 After construction there is little or no direct benefit to the local economy, in this case 
the developer states that the landowner’s share is to be exported via a charity.  
Damage to the local area from this development will therefore not be balanced by local 
benefit. 

 It is considered that benefits during construction and during the 30 year operational 
phase will be negligible and certainly inadequate to counter balance the negative 
impacts on the village. 

 As a developer, Blue Energy do not follow the Scottish Government Best Practice for 
Renewable Community Benefits, i.e. engaging properly with the local community

Transport & Public Access

 The vicarious damage to the local area and roads by construction works and traffic.

 That the landowner has restricted access to his land, contravening the right to roam 
act.

Climate Change

 That contributions to climate change would not be fatally compromised if this particular 
development were not to proceed, whereas its creation adjacent to Clachan will have 
materially negative impacts on the sustainability of the development of the village as a 
vibrant community which people wish to live in, work in and visit. 

Technology

 There are numerous issues associated with the emissions generated from other 
aspects of a wind turbine’s life cycle, such as the extraction of materials, production, 
transportation, operation and maintenance.



 It has been widely documented that the benefits of wind power as a source of 
renewable energy are negligible.

Procedural

 Concerns have been raised regarding consultation with the local community. 

 Concerns have been raised regarding misleading inaccuracies in the application 
documents.  

 Concerns have been raised that the application does not constitute a Section 36 
application, as the ten 149m turbine will produce less than 50 MW.

 Concerns have been raised that most of the recent applications for wind farms are for 
developments over 50MW which automatically bypass the local authority. 

 That consideration should be given to amending the proposal in terms of location and 
turbine size.

Public Consultation - Public Exhibitions were held in December 2018 and January 2019, 
taking place in Tarbert and Clachan respectively. The purpose of these events was for the 
public to learn more about the potential development and to provide feedback on the 
proposal. 

Note: the comments raised above are addressed in the assessment of the proposal at 
Appendix A of this report.

Note: please note that the letters of representation above have been summarised 
and that the full letters of representations are available on the Energy Consents 
Units website. 

___________________________________________________________________

(E) SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Has the application been the subject of:

i) Environmental Impact Assessment: Yes

An Environmental Statement (ES) dated May 2019 was submitted in support of this 
S36 application.  The ES considers the following key issues: Introduction; EIA 
Methodology; Site Selection & Design; The Development; Energy & Planning Policy; 
Landscape & Visual; Ecology, Ornithology; Geology, Hydrology and Hydrogeology; 
Archaeology & Cultural Heritage; Noise; Traffic and Transportation; Forestry; 
Socioeconomics, Recreation and Land-use; Climate Change; Other Issues (Shadow 
Flicker, Telecommunications, Aviation and Health & Safety); and Summary of 
Mitigation.

ii) An appropriate assessment under the Conservation (Natural Habitats) 
Regulations 1994:   Yes – this will be required to be undertaken by the ECU as the 
Determining Authority in this case.

iii) A design or design/access statement:   Yes, encompassed within the Environmental 
Impact Assessment Report.



iv) A report on the impact of the proposed development e.g. Retail impact, transport 
impact, noise impact, flood risk, drainage impact etc.: All relevant reports are 
encompassed within the Environmental Impact Assessment Report.

(F) Development Plan and any other material considerations over and above those 
listed above which have been taken into account in the assessment of the 
application:

Members are asked to note in the context of the Local Development Plan and planning 
process that this application has been submitted to the Scottish Government under 
Section 36 (S36) of the Electricity Act 1989.  As part of the S36 application process, the 
applicant is also seeking that the Scottish Ministers issue a Direction under Section 57 
(2) of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 that deemed planning 
permission be granted for the proposal.  In such instances, the Local Development Plan 
is not the starting point for consideration of S36 applications, as Sections 25 and 37 of 
the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 which establish the primacy of 
Local Development Plan policy in decision-making, are not engaged in the deemed 
consent process associated with Electricity Act applications.  Nonetheless, the adopted 
Argyll & Bute Local Development Plan 2015 still remains an important material 
consideration informing the Council’s response to the proposal.

Schedule 9 of the Electricity Act does require both the applicant and the decision-maker 
to have regard to the preservation of amenity.  It requires that in the formulation of 
proposals the prospective developer shall have regard to:

(a) the desirability of preserving natural beauty, of conserving flora, fauna and geological 
or physiological features of special interest and of protecting sites, buildings and objects 
of architectural, historic or archaeological interest; and

(b) shall do what he reasonably can to mitigate any effect which the proposals would 
have on the natural beauty of the countryside or on any such flora, fauna, features, sites, 
buildings or objects.

Similarly, it obliges the Scottish Ministers in their capacity as decision maker to have 
regard to the desirability of the matters at a) and the extent to which the applicant has 
complied with the duty at b).  Consideration of the proposal against both the effect of 
SPP (2014) and the adopted Argyll & Bute Local Development Plan 2015 will ensure 
that proper consideration is given by the Council to the extent which the proposal 
satisfies these Schedule 9 duties.

(i) List of all Development Plan Policy considerations taken into account in 
assessment of the application.

Argyll & Bute Local Development Plan (2015)

LDP STRAT 1 – Sustainable Development
LDP DM1 – Development within the Development Management Zones
LDP 3 – Supporting the Protection, Conservation and Enhancement of our 
Environment
LDP 5 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Our Economy 
LDP 6 - Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Renewables
LDP 8 – Supporting the Strength of Our Communities



LDP 9 – Development Setting, Layout and Design
LDP 10 – Maximising our Resources and Reducing our Consumption
LDP 11 – Improving our Connectivity and Infrastructure

Supplementary Guidance to the Argyll & Bute Local Development Plan 2015 & 2016

SG LDP ENV 1 – Development Impact on Habitats, Species and Our Biodiversity (i.e. 
biological diversity)
SG LDP ENV 2 – Development Impact on European Sites
SG LDP ENV 4 – Development Impact on Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) 
and National Nature Reserves
SG LDP ENV 5 – Development Impact on Local Nature Conservation Sites (LNCS)
SG LDP ENV 6 – Development Impact on Trees / Woodland
SG LDP ENV 7 – Water Quality and the Environment
SG LDP ENV 9 – Development Impact on Areas of Wild Land
SG LDP ENV 10 Geodiversity 
SG LDP ENV 11 – Protection of Soil and Peat Resources
SG LDP ENV 12 – Development Impact on National Scenic Areas (NSAs)
SG LDP ENV 13 – Development Impact on Areas of Panoramic Quality (APQs)
SG LDP ENV 14 –Landscape
SG LDP ENV 15 –Development Impact on Historic Gardens and Designed 
Landscapes
SG LDP ENV 16(a) – Development Impact on Listed Buildings
SG LDP ENV 19 –Development Impact on Scheduled Monuments
SG LDP ENV 20 – Development Impact on Sites of Archaeological Importance
SG LDP PG 1 – Planning Gain
SG LDP BAD 1 – Bad Neighbour Development
SG LDP Sustainable - Sustainable Siting and Design Principles
SG LDP SERV 1 – Private Sewage Treatment Plants and Wastewater (i.e. drainage) 
Systems
SG LDP SERV 2 – Incorporation of Natural Features / Sustainable Systems (SUDS)
SG LDP SERV 3 – Drainage Impact Assessment (DIA)
SG LDP SERV 5 – Waste Related Development and Waste Management
SG LDP SERV 5(b) – Provision of Waste Storage and Collection Facilities within New 
Development
SG LDP SERV 6 – Private Water Supplies and Water Conservation
SG LDP SERV 7 – Flooding and Land Erosion – The Risk Framework for Development
SG LDP TRAN 1 – Access to the Outdoors
SG LDP TRAN 4 – New and Existing, Public Roads and Private Access Regimes
SG LDP TRAN 6 –Vehicle Parking Provision
SG LDP TRAN 7 –Safeguarding of Airports
Supplementary Guidance 2 (December 2016)
Supplementary Guidance 2 - Windfarm map 1
Supplementary Guidance 2 - Windfarm map 2

Note: The above supplementary guidance has been approved by the Scottish 
Government. It therefore constitutes adopted policy and the Full Policies are 
available to view on the Council’s Web Site at www.argyll-bute.gov.uk

(ii) List of other material planning considerations taken into account in the 
assessment of the application, having due regard to Annex A.

 Climate Change (Emissions Reduction Targets) (Scotland) Bill (September 2019)
 National Planning Policy Framework 3 (NPF3), Scottish Government (June 2014)

https://www.argyll-bute.gov.uk/sites/default/files/spatial_framework_a0_small.pdf
https://www.argyll-bute.gov.uk/sites/default/files/spatial_framework_showing_constituents_a0r.pdf
http://www.argyll-bute.gov.uk/


 Scottish Planning Policy (SPP), Scottish Government (June 2014)
 The Future of Energy in Scotland: Scottish Energy Strategy, Scottish Government 

(December 2017)
 Protecting Scotland's Future: the Government's Programme for Scotland 2019-

2020 (September 2019)
 Onshore wind policy statement, Scottish Government (January 2017)
 SNH Review 78 – Landscape Assessment of Argyll and the Firth of Clyde (1996)
 SNH Siting and Designing Wind Farms in the Landscape Guidance, (August 2017)
 Guidance for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, 3rd Edition, Landscape 

Institute and Institute of Environmental Management & Assessment, (2013);
 Onshore Wind Turbines: Planning Advice, Scottish Government (May 2014). 
 Planning Advice Note 1/2011: ‘Planning and Noise’
  ‘Argyll and Bute Landscape Wind Energy Capacity Study’ SNH and A&BC (2017);
 The Scottish Government’s Policy on ‘Control of Woodland Removal’ (Forestry 

Commission Scotland 2009) 
 Historic Environment Policy for Scotland (April 2019)
 Views of statutory and other consultees;
 Planning history of the site
 Legitimate public concern or support expressed on relevant planning matters

___________________________________________________________________

(G) Does the Council have an interest in the site: No

(H) Is the proposal consistent with the Local Development Plan: Yes 
___________________________________________________________________

Author of Report:   Arlene Knox Date:  4th November 2019

Reviewing Officer:   Sandra Davies Date:  4th November 2019

Fergus Murray

Head of Development and Economic Growth



APPENDIX A – PLANNING LAND USE AND POLICY ASSESSMENT

A. THE SECTION 36 CONSENTING REGIME

In Scotland, any application to construct or operate an onshore power generating station, in 
this case, a wind farm, with an installed capacity of over 50 megawatts (MW) requires the 
consent of Scottish Ministers under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989. Any ministerial 
authorisation given would include a ‘deemed planning permission’ and in these circumstances 
there is then no requirement for a planning application to be made to the Council as Planning 
Authority. The Council’s role in this process is one of a consultee along with various other 
consultation bodies. It is open to the Council to either support or object to the proposal, and 
to recommend conditions it would wish to see imposed in the event that authorisation is given 
by the Scottish Government. In the event of an objection being raised by the Council, the 
Scottish Ministers are obliged to convene a Public Local Inquiry (PLI) if they are minded to 
approve the proposal. They can also choose to hold a PLI in other circumstances at their own 
discretion. Such an inquiry would be conducted by a Reporter(s) appointed by the Directorate 
for Planning and Environmental Appeals. In the event that consent is given, either where there 
has been no objection from the Council, or where objections have been overruled following 
PLI, the Council as Planning Authority would become responsible for the agreement of matters 
pursuant to conditions, and for the ongoing monitoring and enforcement of such conditions. 

This report reviews the policy considerations which are applicable to this proposal and the 
planning merits of the development, the views of bodies consulted by the Scottish Government 
along with other consultations undertaken by the Council, and 3rd party opinion expressed to 
the Scottish Government following publicity of the application by them. It recommends views 
to be conveyed to the Scottish Government on behalf of the Council before a final decision is 
taken on the matter.  The conclusion of this report is to recommend that the Council does not 
object to this proposal, subject to consideration of the recommended conditions, mitigation 
and other advice detailed in this section X of this report.

B. SETTLEMENT STRATEGY

In terms of the Local Development Plan Settlement Strategy, the proposal is located within a 
mixture of: Rural Opportunity Area, Countryside and Very Sensitive Countryside, subject to 
the effect of LDP policy LDP DM 1.  In principle, policy LDP DM 1 supports renewable energy 
and ancillary developments in these areas, providing they are consistent with all other Local 
Development Plan Policies.  In this case, subject to the requirements of the various consultees 
being considered and adhered to where necessary, it is considered that it has been 
demonstrated that the scale and location of the proposal, in combination with other existing 
and consented wind farms, can be integrated sympathetically without giving rise to 
unacceptable adverse consequences for the amenity of its surroundings.  For the reasons 
detailed in this report, it is considered that this proposal satisfies Local Development Plan 
Policy and associated guidance in respect of wind farm development.

Policy LDP 6 is the primary Local Development Plan policy to be used in the assessment of 
wind farm proposals.  Supplementary Guidance and Wind Farm Maps also provide guidance 
and a Spatial Framework as required by Scottish Planning Policy. The assessment below 
takes these principal documents and all other relevant policy into account.

Having due regard to the above it is considered that the proposal is consistent with the 
provisions of LDP DM1 – Development within the Development Management Zones; 
SPP (2014); and National Planning Framework 3 in this respect.

C. SUPPORTING THE SUSTAINABLE GROWTH OF RENEWABLES



Argyll and Bute Council is keen to ensure that Argyll and Bute continues to make a positive 
contribution to meeting the Scottish Government’s targets for renewable energy generation.  
These targets are important given the compelling need to reduce our carbon footprint and 
reduce our reliance on fossil fuels, which has been reinforced most recently by the introduction 
of the  Climate Change (Emissions Reduction Targets) (Scotland) Bill  (September) The 
Council will support renewable energy developments where these are consistent with the 
principles of sustainable development and it can be adequately demonstrated that there would 
be no unacceptable significant adverse effects.  

D. LOCATION, NATURE AND DESIGN OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

The site covers an area of 1,317ha. It is located on the Kintyre Peninsula, approximately 4km 
southeast of Clachan, 10km north of Carradale and 18km south of Tarbert, while Lochranza 
on the Isle of Arran is 11km to the east. The topography of the site and immediate vicinity is 
relatively complex. Elevation of the site ranges from 264 AOD on the summit of Cnoc a t-
Samhlaidh in the southwest of the site, and falls to around 30m AOD where the eastern 
boundary runs adjacent to the B842 road. Including Cnoc a t-Samhlaidh, there are a number 
of notable hilltops across the site.

The predominant land use within the site consists of commercial forestry plantation, however 
there are also extensive areas of rough upland moorland.  No public roads are located within 
the site, although a number of existing forest roads, including the access track for the 
operational Cour Wind Farm are located within the site. The Kintyre Way runs along and 
crosses a short section of the access track, north of the core area. There are several 
watercourses, as well a number of small lochs and lochans.  The operational Cour Wind Farm 
consisting of 10 turbines is immediately to the south, while further operational wind farms are 
present at Deucheran Hill, 5km to the south and Freasdail, 7.5km to the north.  The nearest 
settlement is Clachan, 4km to the northwest, while there are a number of dispersed properties 
surrounding the site, predominantly to the east along the B842, none are within 1.5km of the 
turbine locations. There are no residential properties within the site.

The proposal would comprise: 10 turbines of up to, but not exceeding, 149.9m tip height and 
a rotor diameter up to 136 m; formation of crane hardstanding areas at each turbine base; 
erection of a permanent anemometry mast; erection of a substation, control building and 
welfare kiosk (location to be finalised); Formation of substation/control building compound, 
including: battery storage facility (30 units 2.75m x 6m), external electrical infrastructure and 
vehicle parking (110m x 80m); formation of 2 temporary construction compounds; formation 
of up to 4.7km of new access track; upgrading of 4.4km forestry track; and upgrading of 
approximately 4km of existing track (for purpose of delivering Habitat Management Plan); 
Onsite underground cabling; and associated works, but which do not form part of this 
application, include a connection from the on-site sub-station to the grid network.

Infrastructure 

Water and Foul Drainage – Scottish Water has no objection to this planning application; 
however, they advise that this does not confirm that the proposal can be serviced. They further 
advise that there is no public water or wastewater infrastructure within the vicinity of the 
proposal, if required private options should be investigated. 

Drinking Water Protected Areas – Scottish Water advise that the proposal is not in an 
operational Scottish Water catchment, however, they wish it to be noted that the Carradale 
Borehole, which is still an operational groundwater source, is downstream of the site. The 
access route cuts through the Loch Ciaran catchment, and a small area of the main site is in 
the Carradale Water catchment, but neither of these is currently used by Scottish Water. 



Surface Water - Scottish Water advise that for reasons of sustainability and to protect 
customers from potential future sewer flooding they will not accept any surface water 
connection into their combined sewer system.

Borrow Pits - Suitable locations within the site for 2 borrow pits have been identified.  They will 
provide a source of construction aggregate, which will minimise the amount of material 
required to be imported to the site. The Council would normally expect these to be the subject 
of separate mineral consent applications.

Grid Network, Cables & Battery Storage - a substation and control building will be required at 
the site. Currently the location of this has not been finalised, as it will depend somewhat on 
the nature of the grid connection (to the recently constructed Crossaig substation, which is 
also located on the site). For this reason 2 locations have been assessed, one located close 
to the turbine array (Substation A), the second located close to the Crossaig substation 
(Substation B). Only one of these locations will be built.  If the location beside Crossaig 
substation is selected, then there may be a small welfare kiosk located near the turbine array. 
The battery storage facility will also be located within the compound. It will comprise up to 30 
storage units of 6m x 2.45 m x 2.6m (size of a standard lorry container). Underground cabling, 
laid where possible alongside the access tracks, will link the turbine transformers to the onsite 
substation. The grid connection does not form part of the S36 application. 

E. SPATIAL FRAMEWORK FOR WIND FARMS

In terms of the Council’s Spatial Framework for onshore wind energy developments, the 
proposal is predominantly within Group 2 Areas of Significant Protection, due to potential 
presence of Class 1 Priority Peat Land Habitat. As set out in Table 1 of SPP (reflected in the 
Council’s Spatial Framework), further consideration will be required to demonstrate that any 
significant effects on the qualities of these areas can be substantially overcome by siting, 
design or other mitigation. This matter is considered in detail in Section L of this report.

F. NET ECONOMIC IMPACT, INCLUDING LOCAL AND COMMUNITY SOCIO-ECONOMIC 
BENEFITS SUCH AS EMPLOYMENT, ASSOCIATED BUSINESS AND SUPPLY CHAIN 
OPPORTUNITIES

Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Renewables, SG 2 Renewables and 
SPP require applications for wind turbine developments to be assessed against net economic 
impact, including local and community socio-economic benefits such as employment, 
associated business and supply chain opportunities. 

Although not significant in terms of the EIA Regulations, the proposal will further contribute to 
the positive economic effect of renewable energy, and associated skills base within the UK 
and Scotland. The contributions of the development to the local community fund will be a 
valuable contribution to the community of the local area however, not significant in terms of 
EIA Regulations.  Additionally, it is the landowner’s intention that all revenues from the wind 
farm rent will be paid to the Heritage Foundation Trust, a registered charity which splits any 
funds raised between Cancer Research UK and charities supporting and fostering sustainable 
use of resources in the countryside. Over the lifetime of the wind farm this would be expected 
to result in several million pounds being paid to Cancer Research, and countryside and 
conservation charities.

East Kintyre Community Council and a number of objectors have raised concerns that the 
developer does not comply with Scottish Government Best Practice in regard to the provision 
of Community Benefit, that this has been the case for Cour wind farm and others they have 



been involved with.  Community Benefit is not a matter which can be policed by the Planning 
Authority as there is no mechanism within planning law to secure it.  It is important to note that 
‘Community Benefit’ is not considered to be a ‘material planning consideration’ in the 
determination of planning applications.  In the event that permission were to be granted, the 
negotiation of any Community Benefit, either directly with the local community or under the 
auspices of the Council, would take place outside the application process. 

A petition with 35 signatures has also been submitted to the ECU in support of the proposal, 
the basis of this support is that fact that community benefit has been promised to upgrade 
Clachan Village Hall.  The above applies – this is not a material consideration, and there is no 
mechanism available to planning to ensure that this is provided.

Having due regard to the above the proposals net economic impact, including local and 
community socio-economic benefits such as employment, associated business and 
supply chain opportunities has been assessed and it is concluded that the proposal is 
consistent with the provisions of Supplementary Guidance 2 (December 2016); LDP 
DM1 – Development within the Development Management Zones; LDP 3 – Supporting 
the Protection, Conservation and Enhancement of our Environment; LDP 6 - Supporting 
the Sustainable Growth of Renewables; SPP (June 2014) and the Onshore wind Policy 
Statement (January 2017) in this regard.

G. THE SCALE OF CONTRIBUTION TO RENEWABLE ENERGY GENERATION TARGETS

Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Renewables, SG 2 Renewable Energy 
and SPP require applications for wind turbine developments to be assessed against the scale 
of contribution to renewable energy generation targets.  

The Scottish Government is committed to increasing the supply of renewable energy within 
Scotland.  Indeed the recently passed, Climate Change (Emissions Reduction Targets) 
(Scotland) Bill (25th September 2019) set even more stringent targets for Scotland. The 
primary objective of the Bill is to raise the ambition of the greenhouse gas emissions reduction 
targets set out in the Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009. The Bill sets a legally-binding “net-
zero” target of all greenhouse gases by 2045. The “net-zero” target for Scotland is five years 
ahead of the date set for the whole of the UK.  High Constellation would generate over 50MW 
(10 x 4.8MW turbines (48MW) + approx 7.5MW battery storage) of renewable electrical 
energy, which would be a large contribution to renewable energy generation targets.  It is 
important to note that concern has been raised by some of the objectors that this proposal 
should be handled by the Planning Authority, on the basis that 10, 4.8MW turbines would 
generate 48MW, meaning that the proposal is below the 50MW threshold.  As detailed above 
there is also a battery storage element to the proposal and the MW from this bring the proposal 
above 50MW.  It is therefore procedurally correct that this application is handled by the Energy 
Consents Unit.

Having due regard to the above the proposals scale of contribution to renewable energy 
generation targets has been assessed and it is concluded that the proposal is 
consistent with the provisions of SG 2; Supplementary LDP STRAT 1 – Sustainable 
Development; LDP DM1 – Development within the Development Management Zone; 
LDP 3 – Supporting the Protection, Conservation and Enhancement of our 
Environment; LDP 6 - Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Renewables; SPP (2014); 
and the Onshore wind Policy Statement (2017) in this regard.

H. EFFECT ON GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Renewables, SG 2 Renewable Energy 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/asp/2009/12/contents


and SPP require applications for wind turbine developments to be assessed against their 
effect on greenhouse gas emissions.  In respect of Scottish Government policy, the recently 
approved Climate Change (Emissions Reduction Targets) (Scotland) Bill (25th September 
2019) raises the ambition of the greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets set out in 
the Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009. The Bill sets a legally-binding “net-zero” target of all 
greenhouse gases by 2045.  The proposal would generate renewable electricity and would 
therefore displace carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions associated with electricity generation, 
which would otherwise be supplied via other forms of power generation requiring the 
combustion of fossil fuels. The Scottish Government Carbon Calculator for Wind Farm on 
Peatlands has been used to calculate a payback period for the proposal based on the full 
development lifecycle.  The estimated payback period for the Development is 2.4 years 
compared to grid-mix electricity generation. The proposal would result in the production of 
approximately 168,192 MWh annually, equating to 5,045,760 MWh over the operational life of 
the proposal. This equates to displacing approximately 2,321,000 tonnes of fossil fuel mix 
generation equivalent CO2 emissions, over the operational life which is a positive 
environmental effect. 

Having due regard to the above the proposals effect on greenhouse gas emissions has 
been assessed and it is concluded that the proposal is consistent with the provisions 
of SG 2 Renewable Energy; LDP STRAT 1 – Sustainable Development; LDP DM1 – 
Development within the Development Management Zone; LDP 3 – Supporting the 
Protection, Conservation and Enhancement of our Environment; LDP 6 - Supporting 
the Sustainable Growth of Renewables; SPP (2014); and the Onshore wind Policy 
Statement (January 2017) in this regard.

I. IMPACTS ON COMMUNITIES AND INDIVIDUAL DWELLINGS, INCLUDING VISUAL 
IMPACT, RESIDENTIAL AMENITY, NOISE AND SHADOW FLICKER (INCLUDING 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS).

Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Renewables, SG 2 Renewable Energy 
and SPP require applications for wind turbine developments to be assessed against impacts 
on communities and individual dwellings, including visual impact, residential amenity, noise 
and shadow flicker.  

The Environment Protection Officer has no objection to the proposal and recommends that 
conditions are attached to any grant of planning permission to ensure: control of noise 
immissions; a report to demonstrate compliance with the proposed noise limits; assessment 
by independent consultant upon request of Planning Authority and provision of independent 
consultant’s assessment and conclusions to Planning Authority and to secure any necessary 
remedial action; logging of wind speed, wind direction and power generation data and 
provision of data upon request by Planning Authority; point of contact for local residents in 
regard to any noise complaints; a Construction Environmental Management Plan including 
details of measures to ensure the occurrence of noise or vibration nuisance during the 
construction phase including operational hours and control of dust etc (a condition to require 
compliance with this could be considered); and  a Water Construction Environment 
Management Plan (WCEMP).

Air Quality - there are no matters considered to pose a threat to ambient air quality objectives.  
The main potential risk to air quality nuisance is during the construction phase, including dust 
from vehicles travelling along access tracks.  The applicant has stated that a CEMP will be 
prepared to include control of dust etc. and a condition to require compliance with this could 
be considered.

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/asp/2009/12/contents


Lighting - the proposal is unlikely to require significant lighting and given that there are no 
known sensitive receptors within a reasonable distance of the construction activities, it is not 
anticipated that light pollution will be a matter to control via planning condition.

Shadow Flicker – There are no residential properties within 10 rotor diameters of the proposed 
turbines, and as such there is no prospect of significant shadow flicker effects and no further 
assessment is required. The Environmental Protection Officer has not raised any concerns in 
regard to Shadow Flicker. 

Private Water Supplies – private water supplies within 2km of the core study area and access 
track were identified and assessed for potential impact and appropriate mitigation measures 
have been proposed for inclusion in a Water Construction Environment Management Plan 
(WCEMP).

Having due regard to the above it is concluded that subject to the recommended 
conditions the proposal will have not have any adverse impacts on communities and 
individual dwellings, including, residential amenity, noise and shadow flicker and 
subject to the recommended conditions is consistent with the provisions of SG 2 
Renewable Energy; LDP STRAT 1 – Sustainable Development; LDP DM1 – Development 
within the Development Management Zone; LDP 3 – Supporting the Protection, 
Conservation and Enhancement of our Environment; LDP 6 - Supporting the 
Sustainable Growth of Renewables; LDP 9 – Development Setting, Layout and Design; 
SPP (2014); and the Onshore Wind Policy Statement (2017) in this regard.

J. LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL IMPACTS, INCLUDING EFFECTS ON WILD LAND 
(INCLUDING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS)

Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Renewables, SG 2 Renewable Energy 
and SPP require applications for wind turbine developments to be assessed against any 
landscape and visual impacts including wild land.  

SNH’s advice on Landscape and Visual Impacts - SNH are currently providing detailed 
landscape and visual advice in only the highest priority circumstances, where the 
effects of proposals approach or surpass levels that raise issues of national interest or 
where they affect place-based priorities for SNH.   They advise that this proposal does not 
raise landscape issues of national interest in terms of: significant adverse effects on the 
integrity and objectives of designation of a National Scenic Area; significant adverse effects 
on Special Landscape Qualities of a National Park; significant adverse effects on the qualities 
of a Wild Land Area; or landscape issues in the wider countryside. 

Their advice is based on the proposal not requiring visible lighting as stated in the EIAR due 
to the turbines being below 150 m tip height. However, given other wind farms on Kintyre 
below 149.9 m tip height have required lighting due to lighting requirements for Campbeltown 
Airport; SNH advise that should visible lighting become a requirement, they are consulted in 
advance of any consent. SNH advise key issues in relation to North Arran National Scenic 
Area (NSA) include: the cumulative effects on the NSA if Killean wind farm is consented and 
constructed; and the potentially significant adverse effects on the views and experience from 
North Arran NSA. In particular, the effect on the setting of the North Arran NSA. For example 
from the coast and also from the very popular hill views as represented by, e.g. VP6 Goatfell 
where the proposal is seen in the context of the core hills. SNH advise adverse effects could 
potentially be mitigated by reducing the scale/ height of the turbines to make them more 
compatible with the existing Cour wind farm. There are also some design issues to be 
addressed to improve the fit with both Cour wind farm and to improve the ‘landscape fit’. This 
would reduce adverse effects from both low elevation and high elevation views including the 



very popular Arran hills and coast in North Arran NSA. 

SNH’s advice on the Argyll and Bute Landscape Wind Energy Capacity Study 2017 (LWECS) 
- In SNH’s view, the proposal is not supported by the development recommendations cited in 
the LWECS. The LWECS was jointly commissioned by Argyll and Bute Council and SNH to 
inform strategic planning and provide guidance on constraints and opportunities for wind 
energy development to help secure good quality renewables development in appropriate 
locations. This report is a material consideration. SNH note that the proposal is located within 
the Upland Forest Moor Mosaic landscape character type (LCT) and recommendations for 
this LCT, state that: “A continuous or near continuous band of wind farms seen on the Kintyre 
skyline from Arran and Gigha would be too unremitting and potentially overbearing…Given 
the existing pattern and spacing between wind farms and the current level of landscape and 
visual effects, it is judged that there is very little scope for additional turbine development to 
be accommodated north of Beinn Bhreac in the Upland forest moor mosaic. An approach 
which limited development in the northern part of the Kintyre peninsula would also be likely to 
minimise effects on the coastal fringes of Kintyre and cumulative effects experienced from the 
A83, B8001 and B842...” (page 23)1.

Council’s Consultant Landscape Architect - In light of SNH’s limited advice, the views of the 
Council’s Consultant Landscape Architect (CLA), and author of the LWECS on the Landscape 
& Visual Impact of this proposal have been sought on both the Landscape & Visual Impact of 
the wind farm, and in addition the battery storage area, which has not been considered by 
SNH.   The CLA considers that the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA), 
contained in the ES, is generally thorough and well-reasoned and the CLA is in agreement 
with the majority of its findings. 

The Council’s Consultant Landscape Architect concludes – that  the site lies within the Upland 
Forest Moor Mosaic LCT which is of lower sensitivity to large scale wind energy development 
because of its generally simple landform, landcover and expansive scale. The LWECS 
concludes that there is some limited scope for additional wind turbines up to 150m high to be 
accommodated in parts of this landscape. Significant adverse effects would arise on part of 
the Upland Forest Moor Mosaic LCT and on the central and southern parts of the Rocky 
Mosaic LCT where it covers the east coast of Kintyre. There would be no significant effects 
on the APQ which covers part of the eastern coast of Kintyre. Significant visual effects within 
Argyll and Bute will be restricted to the east coast of Kintyre.  Views from the B842, some 
properties, coastal hills and fringes between Skipness and Cour Island will be significantly 
affected. Operational wind farms currently have a very low influence on views in this area and 
this proposal would introduce intermittent views of turbines seen between distances of 2-
13km. Views from the Cour area will be particularly severely impacted due to the close 
proximity of turbines. The consented Eascairt wind farm, if constructed, would generally 
reduce sensitivity along the east coast of Kintyre as it would already affect the character of 
this part of the Rocky Mosaic LCT and the nature of views from the B842 and elsewhere along 
this coastal fringe. While the limited number and location of the majority of turbines within the 
proposal is generally appropriate, the turbines at 149.9m high to blade tip will comprise 
noticeably larger turbines than those in other wind farms located in this part of the Kintyre 
peninsula. They will contrast with the adjacent operational Cour wind turbines which are 111m 
high to blade tip. Turbines 9 and 10 are also much more prominent because they are located 
very close to the eastern edge of the uplands and are less screened by the low coastal hills. 
It is recommended that further redesign should be considered by the applicant to relocate 
and/or reduce the height of turbines with the aim of mitigating significant adverse effects, 
especially on close views in the Cour area.  

The Applicant’s Landscape Architect’s ‘Open’ have prepared a response (31st October 2019) 
to the advice provided by Carol Anderson which is as follows:  - There are a few areas where 
OPEN would like to provide clarification.  In general, outstanding concerns appear to focus on 



the eastern coastline of Kintyre between Skipness in the north and Cour in the south.  While 
there is agreement that effects on this section of coastline would be significant, there are a 
number of issues surrounding this assessment that would be useful to highlight.  Firstly, in any 
LVIA for wind farm development there are going to be significant effects.  The fact that wind 
turbines are tall and highly visible means that significant effects on landscape and visual 
receptors will inevitably arise.  In the case of High Constellation, OPEN are encouraged by 
the very localised extent of these significant effects and furthermore, the fact that no national 
or regional landscape designations will be significantly affected.  Secondly, as CA’s comments 
highlight, the main concern lies with the effects on the eastern Kintyre coastline.  In the context 
of the wider 40km study area and all the potential landscape and visual receptors which could 
potentially have been affected, OPEN are encouraged that concerns appear to relate to such 
a localised area.  Thirdly, while the LVIA recognises and makes reference to the sensitivity of 
the eastern Kintyre coastline, the absence of any national or regional landscape designations 
presents a planning context in which this area is not considered to be of such a high value as 
those neighbouring areas that are designated.  Fourthly, is the issue of scale comparison.  In 
respect of the eastern Kintyre coastline, this will affect receptors between Skipness and 
Claonaig, where the proposal would be seen in conjunction with Cour Wind Farm, but not 
receptors south of this area where it would mostly be seen on its own.  In reviewing the 
visualisations for Viewpoint 5: Claonaig Slipway and Viewpoint 9: Skipness Castle, in both 
views the proposal would be seen set close to the ridgeline while Cour Wind Farm would be 
seen set beyond the ridgeline.  This means that the comparison between their scales would 
not be seen in a ‘neutral’ context, as Cour Wind Farm would just appear to be that bit more 
distant.  A more ‘neutral’ context for this type of comparison can be seen in the views from 
Arran, on the opposite side of the Kilbrannan Sound.  From eastern Kintyre, however, Cour 
Wind Farm would just appear to be more distant rather than highlight a scale disparity with the 
proposed turbines.  Work was carried out at an early stage to determine the potential capacity 
of this site.  Comparative ZTVs and wirelines for 136m and 149.9m turbines were prepared to 
analysis the difference in terms of the geographic extent of visibility across the study area, as 
well as the vertical extent from the key viewpoints.  This analysis concluded that there would 
be very little difference in terms of the geographic extent or the vertical extent, with differences 
appearing incremental from close to medium range receptors, and indiscernible from medium 
to distant range receptors.  Whilst 149.9m may seem like a notable step up from 110m turbines 
currently in this area, the finding of the LVIA has been that this difference has not been as 
notable as initially anticipated and that the scarcity of visual receptors within the first 5 km of 
the site, means that the effects of their larger scale is not going to be experienced and beyond 
5 km the variances with the 110m turbines would not be so notable.

Agent’s response to advice provided by Carol Anderson (31st October 2019 – the agent 
provides comments on the subjective nature of Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment; 
the LWECS, availability of turbines, climate change targets, height differences between 
existing wind farms (Altt Dearg & Srondoire) turbine height assessment, and Cour House – no 
objection from HES.  The agent also advises that Blue Energy would be content to discuss 
issue of tip heights of T9 and T10 with the Energy Consents Unit with a view to reducing these 
should the ECU consider it necessary. 

It was considered necessary to undertake further consultation with the Agent and the Council’s 
Consultant Landscape Architect on the Landscape & Visual Impact of the Battery Storage 
Area, as it became apparent that this was not included in the LVIA, and was not considered 
by SNH in their response.  The area of the overall compound is 110m x 80m, which is intended 
to include 30, 2.75m x 6m battery units – has the potential to impact on the landscape and 
visual amenity in its own right, and officers view was that this should also be considered.

Agent’s response on Landscape & Visual Impact of Battery Storage Area - two potential 
locations have been identified for the battery storage area,  one at the top of the hill just to the 
north of T10, and the second towards the bottom of the hill in forestry near to the B842. Should 



the site be consented, it would be the former location that would be used, i.e. the one close to 
the turbine array. Regarding visibility of the battery storage compound from the Kintyre Way, 
at its closest point, it lies more than 5.5km away to the north, with much of the ground in 
between being forested. There are also much higher hills in roughly the direction of the storage 
compound with ground at 270m and 240m lying between the Kintyre Way and the compound. 
Each storage unit is approximately 2.6m in height, even if they were stacked two high there is 
no possibility at all that they could be seen from the Kintyre Way. Regarding general visibility, 
the location of the storage compound close to T10 is helpful. A review of all the photomontages 
shows that, with the possible exception of views from Goat Fell and Meall Buidhe on Arran 
(20km and 11km distant), there are no locations where the base of T10 is visible. This confirms 
that any storage assets would not be seen from any of the Viewpoints in the ES. 

CLA’s advice on Landscape & Visual Impact of Battery Storage Area – 

Option A (adjacent to Turbine 10) – CLA agrees with the agent that there would be limited 
visibility of the Option A compound from commonly accessed locations in Argyll and Bute due 
to its isolation and screening by forest and landform.  CLA thinks there would however be 
visibility from some of the north Arran hills, represented by ES viewpoint 8 Mullach Buidhe.  
The ground of the wind farm site generally slopes eastwards and this, together with the 
elevation of the viewpoint, would be likely to reveal the compound (which at 110m x 80m would 
be clearly noticeable).  The LVIA set out in the ES does not specifically note that the compound 
A option would be seen (although they conclude that effects of the wind farm as a whole would 
not be significant from this viewpoint).

Option B (forestry near B842) – is potentially different.  CLA notes that the ES only provides 
indicative plans and elevations of the compound.  Figure 13.3 in the Forestry Section of the 
ES shows that there would be long term retention of forestry around the compound.  The LVIA 
however does not specifically mention any visibility of this compound option from the B842 
CLA advises that it would be wise to make a request to the ECU that the applicant provides 
more detailed information on the footprint/height and appearance (including security fencing, 
lighting, materials) of the compound and its likely visibility from the B842 once the location has 
been confirmed.  A concern might be that stacking the storage blocks could exceed the 
screening provided by trees in some views so wireline visualisations should be produced by 
the applicant to test this as appropriate.

Consideration of Felling in LVIA – Scottish Forestry have commented on the fact that the LVIA 
does not incorporate photomontages of the areas proposed to be felled for the Habitat 
Management Area (HMA).  The agent has confirmed that the proposed area of felling 
associated with the HMA lies to the north east of the turbine array, on the eastern side of an 
elevated area of open ground called Crucah Gharbhachaidh. In areas where screening of the 
turbines is provided by forestry, it is often forestry at lower altitudes, closer to the transport 
network at the site, for example VP3, VP13 and VP15.  In areas where some screening is 
provided by forestry close to the wind turbines, the only situation where there might possibly 
be some screening afforded by forestry to be felled is at VP20 where it is possible that 
marginally more of the base of T8 may become visible due to felling for the HMP.  At other 
locations the agent does not believe there will be any increased visibility. For example, at 
VP12, the forestry providing some screening is Achaglass Forest, which will not be felled for 
HMP. At VP14 it is again Achaglass Forest or forestry on the west side of Crucah 
Gharbhachaidh which affords some screening. Neither of these would be felled as part of the 
HMP. At VP7, the small amount of screening is provided by forestry on site which will not be 
felled for the HMP. It light of the above, and the minimal screening which is provided by 
Forestry, it is not considered that the request for further information by Scottish Forestry has 
any bearing on the Officer’s consideration of the  Landscape & Visual Impact of the proposal.  
It is recommended that this additional information is sought by the ECU and discussed further 
with Scottish Forestry.



Residential Visual Amenity Assessment (RVAA) – the Council’s Landscape Consultant 
queried why a Residential Visual Amenity Assessment was not included in the EIAR.  The 
applicant’s landscape architects have confirmed that RVAA was not required in this case.  
RVAA is all about identifying overbearing effects within a study area of 1.5 to 2km.  The closest 
properties to High Constellation are at Cour – at the closest are around 1.5km with Cour House 
at 1.8km.   They advise that it very much depends on individual circumstances but that it would 
be highly unlikely to get overbearing effects at this range on any project. When you factor in 
the limited visibility of High Constellation in this area – patchy visibility on the ZTV ranging 
between 1 to 2 and 2 to 4 turbines and the limited extent of visibility – where wirelines will 
typically comprise blades seen set behind the ridgeline, the effect on these properties could 
not be described as overbearing.  Officers are satisfied that this matter has been addressed 
and that there was no requirement to undertake an RVAA in this case.

It should be noted that both West Kintyre Community Council object to the proposal on the 
grounds of its potential Landscape & Visual Impact.(including Cumulative) and East Kintyre 
Community Council on the grounds of Visual Amenity. Their responses will be taken into 
account by the Energy Consents Unit in their deliberation of the proposal.

Officer’s Conclusion

Having due regard to the advice provided by SNH, the Council’s Consultant Landscape 
Architect and the applicants Landscape Architect it is considered that the Landscape and 
Visual Impact of the proposal is acceptable, subject to consideration of the suggested 
mitigation measures and condition to secure further details of the battery storage compound.  
It is recommended that the views of North Ayrshire Council are sought by the Energy Consents 
Unit prior to reaching a decision on this proposal, not only in regard to any impact on the North 
Arran NSA from the turbines, but also the battery storage area, which is most likely to have a 
degree of visibility from Arran.  It is also considered that the mitigation recommended by SNH 
and in particular, the Council’s Landscape Consultant regarding further redesign to relocate 
and/or reduce the height of turbines (in particular T9 and 10) is considered, with the aim of 
mitigating significant adverse effects, especially on close views in the Cour area.  

Having due regard to the above it is concluded that, providing consideration is given 
to the recommended mitigation measures suggested by the Council’s consultant 
Landscape Architect and SNH and a condition to secure details of the battery storage 
area that the proposal will not have adverse landscape and visual impacts (including 
cumulative) and is therefore consistent with the provisions of: SG LDP ENV 14 –
Landscape; SG 2 Renewable Energy; LDP STRAT 1 – Sustainable Development; LDP 
DM1 – Development within the Development Management Zone; LDP 3 – Supporting 
the Protection, Conservation and Enhancement of our Environment; Policy LDP 6 – 
Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Renewables; LDP 9 – Development Setting, 
Layout and Design;  of the Argyll & Bute Local Development Plan; SPP (2014); and the 
Onshore wind policy statement, (2017). 

K. EFFECTS ON NATURAL HERITAGE INCLUDING BIRDS (INCLUDING CUMULATIVE 
IMPACTS)

Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Renewables, SG 2 Renewable Energy 
and SPP require applications for wind turbine developments to be assessed against any 
impact they may have on natural heritage including birds.

Birds



SNH advice on Protected Areas - The proposal lies close to the Kintyre Goose Roosts Special 
Protection Area (SPA). It also lies close to the Kintyre Goose Lochs Site of Special Scientific 
Interest (SSSI) (the Loch Garasdale component). 

Kintyre Goose Roosts SPA and the associated Kintyre Goose Lochs SSSI and Kintyre Goose 
Roosts Ramsar site - The proposal’s site boundary is adjacent to the Kintyre Goose Roosts 
SPA classified for its non-breeding Greenland white-fronted goose population, and other lochs 
used by the SPA population of Greenland White-fronted geese. The status of the site means 
that the requirements of the Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994 as 
amended (the ‘Habitats Regulations’) apply, or (for reserved matters), the Conservation of 
Habitats and the Species Regulation 2010 as amended apply. Kintyre Goose Roosts Ramsar 
site and Kintyre Goose Lochs SSSI may also be affected but any concerns about the interests 
of these designations are fully addressed as part of the consideration of the SPA.  In SNH’s 
view, there is a likely significant effect on the Greenland white-fronted goose interest feature 
of the Kintyre Goose Roosts SPA. Therefore the ECU is required to carry out an appropriate 
assessment in view of the site’s conservation objectives for its qualifying interest. SNH advise 
that, in their view, based on the information provided and appraisal carried out to date, the 
proposal will not adversely affect the integrity of the site. The appraisal SNH carried out 
considered the impact of the proposal in relation to collision risk, disturbance and displacement 
effects. 

SNH advice on Ornithology - The EIA Report states that unmitigated potentially significant 
construction effects have been identified for Greenland white-fronted geese and the Kintyre 
Goose Roosts SPA, black throated divers and black grouse. Unmitigated operational 
displacement effects were also identified for golden eagle and black grouse. 

Greenland White-Fronted Geese / Kintyre Goose Roosts SPA - SNH are content with the 
EIAR assessment and proposed mitigation for Greenland white-fronted geese and the 
associated SPA. 

Black Grouse - SNH agree with the findings of the EIAR assessment and are supportive of 
the proposed construction and operational mitigation measures outlined in the EIAR in order 
to minimise effects on black grouse populations. SNH also note that the proposed native 
woodland creation associated with the HMP will also benefit black grouse by providing suitable 
habitat and enhancing connectivity between existing lek sites. 

Black Throated Divers - SNH agree with the findings of the EIAR assessment and are 
supportive of the proposed construction mitigation measures outlined in order to minimise 
effects on black throated diver populations. SNH are pleased to note that a diver raft will be 
installed on Loch a Chaorainn under the HMP and that annual monitoring of the raft will be 
undertaken to ensure raft is level in the water, not overgrown or occupied by Canada geese. 

Golden Eagle - The proposal is located within a golden eagle territory and SNH consider this 
territory to be fragile and, in particular, heavily constrained by commercial exotic conifer 
forestry. SNH believe that the principal impact on golden eagles is the possibility that this 
proposal, largely located on open ground within the golden eagle territory, would further 
constrain the availability of hunting grounds and cause the territory to be abandoned by the 
eagle pair. SNH advice is that on its own, there is a risk of the golden eagle pair abandoning 
the territory should this proposal go ahead. SNH have, therefore, been in discussion with the 
developer regarding the scale, content and timing of the habitat management area which could 
provide mitigation of the loss of open ground within the territory. SNH therefore strongly 
recommend that a condition is placed upon any consent that addresses the following: A 
Habitat Management Plan (HMP) is agreed, as outlined in EIA Report document Appendix 
A8.3; and The Habitat Management restoration work outlined in the plan is completed at least 
two growing seasons ahead of construction of the wind farm beginning. 



SNH have already agreed the scale and content of the HMP with the developer, which has 
resulted in the HMP as shown in Appendix A8.3. SNH have not secured commitment from the 
developer for the timing of the restoration works in relation to the timing of construction of the 
wind farm. If the wind farm is constructed at the same time as the restoration work on the HMP 
begins, large parts of the golden eagle territory will be rendered unsuitable for their use, due 
to disturbance issues and the restoration work not being yet realised. Likewise, if the wind 
farm is constructed before the HMP is started, the territory of the golden eagle will be similarly 
compromised, risking abandonment. However, if the HMP is implemented ahead of wind farm 
construction, suitable habitat will be available to golden eagles ahead of the loss of the area 
proposed for the wind farm, and the territory should not be compromised. This is the principal 
underlying purpose of the HMP – to prevent the abandonment of the golden eagle territory.
 
Mitigation and Residual Effects - SNH are content with the mitigation measures proposed to 
reduce and prevent impacts on breeding, roosting and lekking birds. SNH also support the 
outline Habitat Management Plan and the proposed golden eagle tagging study work.

The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) does not object to this proposal, 
however, they have concerns that some of the potential impacts may have been 
underestimated, especially in relation to golden eagle and red-throated diver. RSPB welcome 
the Habitat Management Plan (HMP) as proposed. Conditions are recommended by RSPB 
Scotland to ensure: no construction work/vegetation clearance/tree felling or decommissioning 
shall be carried out during the bird breeding season, unless undertaken after a bird 
disturbance management plan has been agreed and implemented (to consider noise and 
visual disturbance); the submission of a Habitat Management Plan to be approved by SNH 
and RSPB; the employment of an appropriately qualified Ecological Clerk of Works (EcoW) to 
oversee construction and delivery of mitigation measures; a programme of post-construction 
monitoring of bird populations. 

It is recommended that the condition required by SNH and RSPB are attached to any consent 
granted for this proposal by the ECU.

Ecology

SNH advice on Ecology – SNH understand that a full suite of ecological surveys was 
undertaken at the proposal site between May and September 2018. In regard to protected 
species and habitats SNH agree with the assessment of ecological impacts within the EIA 
Report and with the mitigation measures that it proposes, and recommend that these be 
incorporated into any approval of this proposal. 

SNH advice on the Habitat Management Plan (HMP) - An outline HMP aims to improve habitat 
for golden eagle, black grouse and hen harrier. The HMP involves felling of 185.96 ha of 
conifer woodland as well as restoration of blanket bog and dwarf shrub heath communities to 
provide open ground to compensate for any territory displacement and improving habitat 
quality for raptor prey and black grouse. Although specifically aimed at addressing 
ornithological sensitivities at the site, the OHMP will help to mitigate habitat loss.   
Rhododendron ponticum poses a serious threat to Argyll’s biodiversity, and whilst SNH are 
pleased to note that only one bush was recorded during the ecological surveys, they would 
like to see a commitment included in the HMP to remove and, if necessary, undertake follow 
up control work to prevent invasion of this species, particularly into sensitive heath, bog and 
native woodland habitats which will be created and restored in the HMP area.

SEPA advice on Habitat Management – SEPA welcome the inclusion of an Outline Habitat 
Management Plan.  In relation to their interests they welcome the proposal to restore the 
blanket bog and dwarf shrub heath.  This should increase the areas ability to act as a carbon 



sink and mitigate for loss of GWDTE habitats.  SEPA are also supportive of riparian planting 
proposals and other woodland creation, as long as it does not result in the loss of GWDTE (or 
any other sensitive habitats).  SEPA therefore ask that a condition is applied requiring a 
finalised Habitat Management Plan to be agreed with the Planning Authority in consultation 
with SNH and SEPA.

SEPA advice on Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE) – nearly all of the 
habitats on site are potentially GWDTE, much of it wet heath or mire, or wet heath matrix.  In 
this case SEPA consider that wet heath and mire cannot be avoided and instead steps need 
to be taken to minimise impacts on it and avoid impacts on other more ecologically important 
GWDTE such as flush habitats.  Generally SEPA are content that this has been achieved 
however unless a further assessment is submitted to demonstrate that the habitats are not 
groundwater dependent in this specific setting then SEPA seek a condition ensures the 
following amendments to the layout, which, in this case they are content can be achieved by 
micrositing: Buffer of at least 10m between any excavation works for Turbine 4 (and associate 
infrastructure) and M23a/M6b habitat and a buffer of at least 10m between any excavation 
works for the laydown area and M6d.

It is recommended that the advice provided by SEPA and SNH on Ecology is taken into 
account by the ECU and is incorporated into any approval.

Water Quality & Fish

Marine Scotland Science (MSS) recommend that the potential impact of the proposal on the 
water quality and fish populations both within and downstream of the development area 
(including impacts on the Narachan Burn) are considered and a robust integrated water quality 
and fish monitoring programme is established, following MSS guidelines, which would ensure 
that the proposed mitigation measures are effective in protecting fish populations.  

Crown Estate have confirmed that the assets of Crown Estate Scotland are not affected by 
this proposal and they have no comments. 

It is recommended that the condition recommended by Marine Scotland Science is attached 
to any consent approved by the ECU.

Forestry

Scottish Forestry do not object but recommend conditions to ensure the submission and 
approval of: constraints, opportunities and concept plans demonstrating compliance with the 
UK Forestry Standard; operational plan for harvesting, restocking and establishment; a 
compensatory planting scheme of 31.73ha; a plan/proposal for the replanting of the 
appropriate HMP areas in line with UKFS; compounds and borrow pits reinstated to woodland 
in a reasonable time scale and monitored. Scottish Forestry also advise that further 
information should be submitted and further consultation undertaken with them prior to 
reaching a decision on the application in regard to: Geology, Hydrology and hydrogeology; 
fish and aquatic habitat surveys; increase in run-off and flood risk; Acidification of 
watercourses and the Habitat Management Plan.  Scottish Forestry also note that the 
landscape photomontages do not include the felling associated with the development or the 
HMP and request this information is provided.  

SEPA advice on forest felling – in areas of the site that are not to be replanted with trees, 
which is in excess of 200ha, careful consideration need to be given to the fate of forest 
residues.  The EIAR indicates that trees with stemwood down to 7cm diameter will be 
traditionally felled and brash removed in areas that are not to be replanted.  In areas of lower 
yield classes the EIAR suggests that a variety of options could be pursued, including extraction 



to roadside for chipping as biomass.  To ensure there is clear understanding of what is 
happening to wood and woody residues in different areas of the site SEPA ask that the 
proposed Wind Farm Forest Plan, the submission of which should be covered by a condition, 
specifically includes the requirement for a site plan showing the areas to be subject to the 
different felling and harvesting techniques.  In areas that are not to be replanted the condition 
should also require that trees with stemwood down to 7cm diameter and related brash will be 
removed from the site, and woody material from smaller trees is also removed from the site 
unless a clear beneficial use is agreed as part of a finalised Habitat Management Plan.

It is recommended that the further information sought by Scottish Forestry is obtained and 
agreed by the ECU prior to reaching a decision on the proposal.  It is also recommended that 
in the event the proposal obtains consent that the conditions recommended by Scottish 
Forestry and SEPA in regard to Forestry are attached.

SEPA advice on Micrositing – the EIAR proposed a 50m micrositing distance.  Micrositing can 
play an important role in avoiding small pockets of deep peat or other sensitive features on 
the site like groundwater dependant terrestrial ecosystems.  SEPA therefore request that a 
condition is applied enabling the applicant to microsite the built elements of the scheme up to 
50m, or other distance seen reasonable.  It is recommended that this condition is attached to 
any consent given by the ECU.

SEPA advice on pollution prevention and construction environmental management – SEPA 
are generally content with the pollution prevention and environmental management proposals 
outlined in the EIAR brought together in the Schedule of Mitigation and draft Water CEMP.  
SEPA ask that a condition is applied requiring that all work be carried out in accordance with 
the Schedule of Mitigation.  SEPA further advise that due to the scale of the development they 
will directly control pollution prevention measures relating to surface water runoff during 
construction via a CAR construction site licence and as a result, and as peat management 
issues will be covered via a request for a finalised peat management plan and on the 
understanding that forest felling works are complete following recognised best practice SEPA 
are not requesting planning conditions to cover these aspects.  To ensure the planning 
authority has control over these issues SEPA advise that consideration should be given to a 
condition to ensure CEMP requirements.  It is recommended that this condition is attached to 
any consent given by the ECU.

SEPA advice on Substation location – SEPA note that two potential locations have been 
identified for the substation compound and battery storage area and in this case SEPA are 
content that if micrositing is used and the footprint minimised as much as possible neither 
option would have an unacceptable impact on the aspects of the environment in which they 
have an interest.  SEPA highlight that there may be a requirement for the battery storage area 
to be bunded and if this is the case a larger site may be required.  SEPA ask that a condition 
is applied requiring the finalised design of the substation and battery storage area to be agreed 
with the planning authority in consultation with them prior to commencement of the 
development. It is recommended that this condition is attached to any consent given by the 
ECU.

The Council’s Local Biodiversity Officer has no objection to the proposal and advises that the 
approach as outlined in the supporting information allied with a number of protected plans 
contained within the CEMP and WCEMP overseen by an EcoW is acceptable.

Having due regard to the above it is concluded that subject to submission and approval 
of the further information requested by Scottish Forestry and  the recommended 
conditions that the proposal will not have  any adverse impacts on the natural heritage 
including birds and is therefore consistent with the provisions of SG LDP ENV 1 – 
Development Impact on Habitats, Species and Our Biodiversity (i.e. biological 



diversity); SG LDP ENV 6 – Development Impact on Trees / Woodland; SG LDP ENV 7 – 
Water Quality and the Environment; SG 2 Renewable Energy; LDP STRAT 1 – 
Sustainable Development; LDP DM1 – Development within the Development 
Management Zone; LDP 3 – Supporting the Protection, Conservation and Enhancement 
of our Environment; Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Renewables 
of the Argyll & Bute Local Development Plan; SPP; Onshore wind policy statement, 
Scottish Government (January 2017); The Scottish Government’s Policy on ‘Control of 
Woodland Removal’ (Forestry Commission Scotland 2009); 

L. IMPACTS ON CARBON RICH SOILS, USING THE CARBON CALCULATOR (INCLUDING 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS)

Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Renewables, Supplementary Guidance 
2 and SPP require applications for wind turbine developments to be assessed against any 
impact they may have on carbon rich soils, using the carbon calculator.

Spatial Framework (SPP & SG2) - In terms of the Council’s Spatial Framework for wind farms, 
the proposal is predominantly within a Group 2: Area of Significant Protection, designated as 
such due to the presence of Class 2 carbon rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland habitat. 
As set out in Table 1 of SPP (reflected in the Council’s Spatial Framework), further 
consideration will be required to demonstrate that any significant effects on the qualities of 
these areas can be substantially overcome by siting, design or other mitigation. 

SNH’s advice on Peatlands - SPP identifies “carbon rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland 
habitat” as nationally important interests for which planning authorities should develop spatial 
frameworks. Also that “Further consideration will be required to demonstrate that any 
significant effects on the qualities of these areas can be substantially overcome by siting, 
design or other mitigation.” SNH therefore advise that the applicant needs to demonstrate 
through the EIAR and draft Construction Method Statement that a wind farm can be built on 
this site without significant loss and damage to these nationally important interests. 

Scottish Government has also recently announced a funding package of £14m for peatland 
restoration this year in recognition of the climate (and other) benefits of healthy peatlands. As 
detailed in EIAR, peat soils dominate the current development area of this site. From Table 
7.6 ‘Phase 1 Habitat Types within the Habitats Survey Area, it appears that around half the 
area supports Coniferous Plantation (some of which is felled) and peatland habitats (Blanket 
and Modified Bog) extend to about one third of the area. 

SNH notes from Tables 7.9 ‘Estimated Loss of Habitat for Permanent Infrastructure’ and 7.10 
‘Estimated Loss of Habitat for to Borrow Pits’ the habitat losses are of similar proportions. 
Although the primary aims and objectives of the HMP are to benefit bird species, these are to 
be delivered through habitat management, in particular the restoration of blanket bog and 
heath habitats. SNH welcomes these measures. 

Section 9.6.1 of Chapter 9 states that: “T4, T5, and T6 are located in areas with peat depths 
up to 1 m. T1, T2, T3, T7, T9 and T10 are located in areas with peat depths up to 2 m while 
T8 is located in an area with peat depths up to 3 m.” SNH note from Figure 9.2 that T8 is very 
close to areas of shallower peat and advises that micrositing to such areas would seem 
appropriate. SNH supports the mitigation measures and construction principles described in 
Section 6 ‘Construction Issues and Mitigation Measures’ of Technical Appendix 9.3: Peat 
Landslide and Hazard Risk Assessment.  

It is noted that SNH welcomes the measures for the restoration of blanket bog and heath 
habitats, and it is recommended that consideration is given to repositioning Turbine 8, by the 
ECU, in accordance with the advice of SNH.  



IronsideFarrar on behalf of the ECU - Peat Landslide Hazard Risk Assessment (PLHRA) - 
IronsideFarrar have advised that the PLHRA requires minor revisions: although much of the 
PLHRA is sound, one or two key elements are considered to be insufficiently robust to support 
the PLHRA conclusions and minor revisions are required.  These may be progressed by the 
developer through either an appendix to the original submission or by clarification letter.  It is 
considered that the key issue requiring confirmation is that of substrate assessment and 
scoring.  It is recommended that the ECU seek and approve the minor revisions as 
recommended.

SEPA advice on Peat disturbance and reuse – SEPA advise that the peat probing strategy 
carried out to date does not follow recognised best practice, however, enough information has 
been collected to demonstrate that deep peat is not a significant constraint to site layout and 
new areas of development have generally avoided deep peat, which is welcome.  SEPA also 
welcome the submission of the draft Peat Management Plan and are generally content that it 
follows recognised best practice and adequately demonstrates how peat will be managed on 
site.  SEPA advise that the submission of a finalised plan in accordance with their 
requirements should be covered by condition.  It is recommended that this condition is 
attached to any consent issued by the ECU.

Having due regard to the above advice, and subject to the recommended conditions it 
is concluded that the proposal will not have an adverse impact on carbon rich soils, 
using the carbon calculator and is therefore consistent with the provisions of SG LDP 
ENV 1 – Development Impact on Habitats, Species and Our Biodiversity (i.e. biological 
diversity); SG LDP ENV 11 – Protection of Soil and Peat Resources; SG 2 Renewable 
Energy; LDP STRAT 1 – Sustainable Development; LDP DM1 – Development within the 
Development Management Zone; LDP 3 – Supporting the Protection, Conservation and 
Enhancement of our Environment; Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth 
of Renewables of the Argyll & Bute Local Development Plan; SPP (2014); Onshore wind 
policy statement, (January 2017).

M. PUBLIC ACCESS, INCLUDING IMPACT ON LONG DISTANCE WALKING AND CYCLING 
ROUTES AND THOSE SCENIC ROUTES IDENTIFIED IN THE NPF (INCLUDING 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS)

Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Renewables, SG 2 Renewable Energy 
and SPP require applications for wind turbine developments to be assessed against any 
impact they may have on public access, including impact on long distance walking and cycling 
routes and those scenic routes identified in the NPF.  

One short term, intermittent effect of moderate significance is predicted for users of the Kintyre
Way during the construction phase. Mitigation in the form of appropriate information, signage 
and diversions will be implemented. There are a limited number of recreational opportunities 
within the immediate area, with more opportunities within the wider area. There will be no 
significant direct or indirect effects on tourism or recreation as a result of the development both 
in isolation or cumulatively, although land within the site will be inaccessible to the public 
during the construction and decommissioning phases for health and safety reasons. These 
effects are considered to be not significant in terms of the EIA Regulations. 

At time of writing Scotways has no comment to make on the proposal.  Furthermore, no 
response has been received from the Council’s Access Manager. Several objectors have 
raised concerns that their access to the site has been restricted and have questioned this in 
regards to the ‘Right to Roam Act’.  Clarification was sought from the agent who confirmed 
that access to the site was restricted due to poaching activity.  The agent has asked the land 
agent managing the area to confirm that the public ‘right to roam’ is not being inhibited.  At 



time of writing confirmation is awaited.  

Having due regard to the above it is concluded that the proposal will not have  any 
adverse physical impacts on public access, including impact on long distance walking 
and cycling routes and those scenic routes identified in the NPF and is therefore 
consistent with the provisions of SG 2 Renewable Energy, SG LDP TRAN 1 – Access to 
the Outdoors; LDP STRAT 1 – Sustainable Development; LDP DM1 – Development 
within the Development Management Zone; LDP 3 – Supporting the Protection, 
Conservation and Enhancement of our Environment; Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the 
Sustainable Growth of Renewables of the Argyll & Bute Local Development Plan; SPP 
(2014); Onshore wind policy statement, (January 2017).

N. IMPACTS ON THE CULTURAL HERITAGE, INCLUDING SCHEDULED MONUMENTS, 
LISTED BUILDINGS AND THEIR SETTINGS (INCLUDING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS)

Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Renewables, SG 2 Renewable Energy 
and SPP require applications for wind turbine developments to be assessed against any 
impact they may have on the historic environment, including scheduled monuments, listed 
buildings and their settings.  

Historic Environment Scotland (HES) do not object to the proposal. They do, however, 
consider that there will be adverse impacts on the setting of a number of nearby heritage 
assets, including: Cour House, Saddell (Category A, Listed Building), An Dunan, dun 
(Scheduled Monument) and Dun Skeig, duns and fort (Scheduled Monument). HES’s 
assessment of the impact of the proposal on these heritage assets is detailed below.

Cour House Saddell (Category A, Listed Building) - Designed by the architect Oliver Hill in 
1921-22, the Category A-listed Cour House is an outstanding example of an Arts and Crafts 
House in the English Medieval Style. 

The dramatic views across the Kilbrannan Sound to Arran clearly influenced Hill and his client 
in the choice of site, design and layout of internal spaces. High status rooms such as the living 
hall, dining room, and library were all arranged to take full advantage of the spectacular views, 
whereas the more functional aspects of the house including the servant’s hall, kitchen, cloak 
rooms and gun room are located to the entrance elevation. Views out of the house to the south 
east are therefore a key feature of its setting, with the formalised gardens and terraces also 
focused to the south east. 

Views toward the house from outwith its curtilage, primarily from the public road B842, appear 
to be fairly limited due to its medieval vernacular appearance purposefully nestled low into the 
landscape. HES note that there is some visibility of the house from Arran across the 
Kilbrannan Sound, however it does not appear to be a particularly prominent component of 
the landscape. As explained above, the house is sited to be compact, low, and nestled into 
the landscape.

As shown in Figure 10.6 (Cour House), the proposed turbines would give rise to some adverse 
impacts on the setting of the Category A, listed building. This would be caused by the 
appearance of 3 turbines in views from the entrance elevation, travelling north on the main 
drive, and across areas of the wider landscape. HES do not consider that these impacts would 
be mitigated by the presence of tree cover along the main drive. 

HES do not, however, consider that the turbines would dominate or detract in a way that would 
affect our ability to understand and appreciate the house. In coming to this assessment HES 
are mindful that views toward the house from the public road B842 will be largely unaffected, 



as will the set piece views from the formal suite of rooms within the house. It is these set piece 
views toward the Kilbrannan Sound in the south east which form the main focus of the 
building’s setting. HES therefore do not consider that these impacts would raise issues such 
that they would object. 

An Dunan, dun (Scheduled Monument) - This monument comprises a dun of likely Iron Age 
date and is located approximately 3km northwest of the site. It survives as a substantial sub-
circular enclosure wall occupying the summit of a prominent knoll dominating the low-lying 
slopes at the end of, and the route through, Ballochroy Glen. It is unusual in that most duns 
are coastal; in this instance, the dun sits on a key east-west routeway through the landscape. 
Its dominance on this routeway is an expression of local power and control of people and 
goods moving through the landscape. The setting of the monument therefore includes key 
views of the monument gained whilst moving along the east-west routeway, as well as the 
reciprocal outward views from the dun along the valley in both directions. 

Figure 10.4 (An Dunan – SM3184) in the EIA Report shows that the turbines would be clearly 
visible from the monument in the key view looking east and southeast along the routeway, 
although topography would screen lower elements of most of the towers. Whilst 5 of the 
existing Cour turbines are visible on this wireframe, the proposed new turbines would be closer 
to the ridgeline and nearer to the monument, and thus more visible. The turbines would change 
the character of the head of the glen from open upland with concentrations of commercial 
forestry to one that contains distracting elements on the skyline. The proposals thus have the 
potential to alter the current dominance of the dun within the glen and would have an adverse 
impact on the setting of the monument. 

The turbines would adversely impact on the view from the monument looking east-southeast 
up the glen, and appear peripherally in the view looking east along the glen towards the 
monument. HES do not consider, however, that this impact is of a magnitude such that they 
would object. 

Dun Skeig, duns and fort (Scheduled Monument) - This monument is a multi-phase site 
containing a fort of likely Iron Age date enclosing two later duns (one vitrified) and is located 
7.5km north-northwest of the development on the summit of a prominent hill. The setting of 
Dun Skeig includes wide views over West Loch Tarbert and out into the Sound of Jura, and it 
has commanding outward views in all directions. It was deliberately placed to be prominent in 
all inward views and has a relationship with the surrounding area, including more distant 
routeways and the lands that supported its inhabitants. An intervisible network of broadly 
contemporary forts and duns extends along either side of West Loch Tarbert, and this network 
continues down the western side of the Kintyre peninsula. Dun Skeig sits at the heart of this 
network as the most visually dominant site. 

The ZTV, photomontages and wireframes in Figure 6.36 (and its subfigures) show that the 
proposed turbines would be clearly visible in landward views from Dun Skeig. Whilst one of 
the proposed turbines would be entirely in front of the skyline, the remainder would be either 
on the skyline or partially behind it, with some of the turbines located in front of the existing 
Cour turbines when viewed from Dun Skeig. The distance between the monument and the 
site and the nature of the intervening topography means that there would be a sense of 
physical separation. As a result, although the proposed turbines would alter the character of 
landward views from the monument, the relationship between Dun Skeig and its landward 
landscape would still be capable of being understood and appreciated. As such, while the 
proposal will have an adverse impact on the setting of the monument, this impact would not 
be of such a magnitude that it raises issues such that HES would object. 

The West of Scotland Archaeology Service (WOSAS) agree with the EIA conclusions 
regarding both indirect and direct issues raised and don’t consider that refusal is required on 



either basis. Also, as the ground concerned has been subject to a walk over survey and is 
mainly former forestry plantation WOSAS do not consider that the proposals raise enough of 
a direct issue for any further mitigation to be necessary. WOSAS advise therefore that the 
proposal raises no substantive archaeological issues.

It should be noted that the impact of the proposal on the above listed heritage assets has also 
been raised as a matter of concern by several objectors.  In particular, the impact on the 
category A listed ‘Cour House’.  Historic Environment Scotland’s are the key statutory 
consultee in this case, as their remit includes scheduled monuments and their setting and 
category A, listed buildings and their setting.  As noted, although they have concerns, they do 
not object to the proposal.  This said, it is recommended that the ECU consider having 
discussions with them prior to reaching a decision on this application, to ascertain, whether 
the impact on these assets can be mitigated in any way.

Having due regard to the above and recommended discussion between Historic 
Environment Scotland and the Energy Consents Unit regarding any potential mitigation 
it is concluded that the proposal will not have any adverse impacts on the historic 
environment, including scheduled monuments, listed buildings and their settings and 
is therefore consistent with the provisions of SG LDP ENV 15 – Development Impact on 
Historic Gardens and Designed Landscapes; SG LDP ENV 16(a) – Development Impact 
on Listed Buildings; SG LDP ENV 19 –Development Impact on Scheduled Ancient 
Monuments; SG LDP ENV 20 – Development Impact on Sites of Archaeological 
Importance; LDP 3 – Supporting the Protection, Conservation and Enhancement of our 
Environment; Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Renewables; and 
SG 2 Renewable Energy of the Argyll & Bute Local Development Plan; SPP (2014); the 
Onshore Wind Policy Statement and Historic Environment Policy for Scotland (April 
2019) in this respect.

O. IMPACTS ON TOURISM AND RECREATION (INCLUDING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS)

Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Renewables, SG 2 Renewable Energy 
and SPP require applications for wind turbine developments to be assessed against any 
impact they may have on tourism and recreation. 

VisitScotland advise that, given the importance of Scottish tourism to the economy, and of 
Scotland’s landscape in attracting visitors to Scotland, they would strongly recommend any 
potential detrimental impact of the proposal on tourism - whether visually, environmentally and 
economically - be identified and considered in full. VisitScotland strongly agree with the advice 
of the Scottish Government that the importance of tourism impact statements should not be 
diminished, and that, for each site, an independent Tourism Impact Assessment should be 
carried out. This assessment should be geographically sensitive and should consider the 
potential impact on any tourism offerings in the vicinity. VisitScotland urge consideration of the 
specific concerns relating to the impact any perceived proliferation of developments may have 
on the local tourism industry, and therefore the local economy.  It is recommended that the 
ECU consider this issue prior to determination.

The British Horse Society (BHS) have no objection to the proposal.  The BHS has requested 
that the ECU pass on information and their concerns to the developers in the form of an 
‘Information Sheet’ on ‘Equestrian Access through Wind Farms in Scotland’.  This is to ensure 
that equestrian access is taken into account in the determination of the proposal.  The main 
concerns about turbines from an equestrian perspective, which will be required to be taken 
into consideration by the ECU include: key issues for horses e.g. blade movement; site 
assessment; design e.g. separation distances; surfacing; access controls; and other facilities.



The Council also regards landscape as being a particularly valued asset both in terms of its 
intrinsic qualities and in terms of its value to the tourism economy. For all types of development 
the maintenance of landscape character is an important facet of decision-making in the 
countryside in Argyll and Bute, regardless of the scale of development proposed. The 
Council’s LDP Policy LDP 6 identifies impacts on tourism and recreation as a material 
consideration in the assessment of wind turbine developments on the basis that inappropriate 
developments with significant adverse effects which contribute to the degradation of 
landscape character are unlikely to be in the interests of the Argyll tourism economy.

Both West Kintyre Community Council and East Kintyre Community Council have objected to 
this proposal and parts of their grounds include the adverse impact it will have on tourism.  
The Energy Consents Unit will need to take these concerns into account in their deliberation 
of the proposal as the determining authority.

Having due regard to the above, in terms of the impacts on tourism and recreation it is 
considered to be consistent with the provisions of: SG LDP TRAN 1 – Access to the 
Outdoors; LDP STRAT 1 – Sustainable Development; LDP DM1 – Development within 
the Development Management Zone; LDP 3 – Supporting the Protection, Conservation 
and Enhancement of our Environment;  Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable 
Growth of Renewables; SG LDP ENV 14 –Landscape; and SG 2 Renewable Energy of 
the Argyll & Bute Local Development Plan, SPP (2014) and the Onshore Wind Policy 
Statement in this respect.

P. AVIATION, DEFENCE AND SEISMOLOGICAL RECORDING (INCLUDING CUMULATIVE 
IMPACTS)

Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Renewables, SG 2 Renewable Energy 
and SPP require applications for wind turbine developments to be assessed against any 
impact they may have on Aviation, Defence and Seismological Recording.

The Ministry of Defence (MOD) has no objection to the proposal subject to conditions to secure 
MOD accredited aviation lighting and prior to commencement of construction, details of: the 
date construction starts and ends; the maximum height of construction equipment; and the 
latitude and longitude of every turbine. Highlands and Islands Airports Limited (HIAL) originally 
advised that they have no objection to the proposal subject to a condition to secure red aviation 
warning lights. Since then, they have confirmed that the lighting requirement was due to the 
proximity to the RWY11 Direct Arrivals procedures. However, they are now content that due 
to sufficient clearances the removal of the lighting requirement is acceptable.  National Air 
Traffic Services Safeguarding (NATS) have examined the proposal from a technical 
safeguarding aspect and conclude that it does not conflict with their safeguarding criteria. 
Accordingly, NATS has no safeguarding objection to the proposal. Glasgow Prestwick Airport 
(GPA) have confirmed that the proposal would be entirely shielded from GPA operational 
primary radar system, consequently have no aviation objection.

The MOD, HIAL, NATS, and GPA have been consulted and have no objection subject to 
conditions.  Providing these conditions are attached in the event that the proposal 
obtains planning permission it is recommended that the Council should not object to 
the proposal on the grounds of impacts on aviation, defence and seismological 
recording (including cumulative impacts).

Having due regard to the above it is concluded that subject to the recommended 
conditions the proposal will not have any adverse impacts on aviation and defence 
interests and seismological recording and is therefore consistent with the provisions 
of SG 2 Renewable Energy, Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth of 



Renewables and SG LDP TRAN 7 –Safeguarding of Airports of the Argyll & Bute Local 
Development Plan, SPP (2014) and the Onshore Wind Policy Statement in this respect.

Q. IMPACTS ON TELECOMMUNICATIONS, BROADCASTING INSTALLATIONS AND 
TRANSMISSION LINKS (INCLUDING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS)

Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Renewables, SG 2 Renewable Energy 
and SPP require applications for wind turbine developments to be assessed against any 
impact they may have on telecommunications, broadcasting installations and transmission 
links. BT have studied the proposal with respect to EMC and related problems to BT point-to 
point microwave radio links. The conclusion is that, the proposal should not cause interference 
to BT’s current and presently planned radio network. The Joint Radio Company Limited (JRC) 
have confirmed that the proposal is cleared with respect to radio link infrastructure operated 
by: The Local Electricity Utility and Scotia Gas Networks.  Both BT and the JRC have been 
consulted on the proposal and have no objection.  It is recommended that the Council should 
not object to the proposal on the grounds of impacts on telecommunications, broadcasting 
installations and transmission links (including cumulative impacts).

Having due regard to the above it is concluded that the proposal will not have any 
adverse impacts on telecommunications, broadcasting installations and transmission 
links (including cumulative impacts) and is therefore consistent with the provisions of 
SG 2, Renewable Energy, Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth of 
Renewables of the Argyll & Bute Local Development Plan, SPP (2014) and the Onshore 
Wind Policy Statement in this respect. 

R. IMPACTS ON ROAD TRAFFIC AND ADJACENT TRUNK ROADS (INCLUDING 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS)

Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Renewables, SG 2 Renewable Energy 
and SPP require applications for wind turbine developments to be assessed against any 
impact they may have on road traffic and adjacent trunk roads.  

It is proposed that the site will be accessed via an existing junction with the A83 (T) which 
serves the nearby operational Cour Wind Farm. It is stated that the turbine components will 
be delivered to Campbeltown Harbour before travelling north on the A83 (T) to the site 
entrance. 

Transport Scotland have no objection to the proposal subject to conditions to secure: a Route 
Access Report including swept path analysis; submission of details of any additional signing 
or temporary traffic control measures deemed necessary; details and approval of the proposed 
means of access to the trunk road; wheel cleaning facilities; and a Construction Traffic 
Management Plan. The Council’s Roads & Amenity Services have no objection to the proposal 
subject to conditions to ensure that all vehicular traffic is to be from the A83 Tarbet – 
Campbeltown Trunk Road and that no construction traffic uses the B842 Claonaig – Southend 
Road.

It should be noted that West Kintyre Community Council have objected to this proposal and 
part of the grounds for their objection is Transport.  The Energy Consents Unit will be required 
to take their concerns into account in their deliberation of the application as the determining 
authority in this case.

Both Transport Scotland and the Council’s Area Roads Engineer have been consulted 
and have no objection to the proposal subject to conditions.  Providing these 
conditions are attached in the event that the proposal obtains consent it is 



recommended that the Council should not object to the proposal on the grounds of 
impacts on road traffic and adjacent trunk roads (including cumulative impacts). Having 
due regard to the above it is concluded that the proposal will not have any adverse 
impacts on road traffic and adjacent trunk roads and is therefore consistent with the 
provisions of SG2 Renewable Energy, Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable 
Growth of Renewables; SG LDP TRAN 4 – New and Existing, Public Roads and Private 
Access Regimes of the Argyll & Bute Local Development Plan, SPP and the Onshore 
Wind Policy Statement in this respect.  

S. EFFECTS ON HYDROLOGY, THE WATER ENVIRONMENT AND FLOOD RISK 
(INCLUDING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS)

Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Renewables, Supplementary Guidance
2: Renewable Energy and SPP require applications for wind turbine developments to be
assessed against effects on hydrology, the water environment and flood risk.  

SEPA advice on Protection of the Water Environment – SEPA welcome the fact that the layout 
of the scheme has taken steps to minimise direct impacts on the water environment.  No new 
watercourse crossings are required but upgrade to existing tracks may result in the need for 
upgraded crossings.  To ensure that best practice is implemented SEPA therefore ask that a 
condition is applied that unless agreed with the planning authority in consultation with SEPA 
any replacement watercourse crossings are to be of an arched bottomless culvert design, or 
traditional style bridge, designed to convey the 1 in 200 year flood event.  There is small length 
of upgrade track to the substation adjacent to the Allt a Ghobhainn and its tributaries.  Any 
improvement works should be carried out the opposite side of the track to the watercourse, or 
if the area is considered high risk, a new route further away should be considered and the 
redundant track area restored.  To ensure that other micrositing does not result in a reduction 
in the level of protection offered to the water environment SEPA request that a condition is 
applied requiring a 50m buffer around all water bodies except in the vicinity of watercourse 
crossings. It is recommended that this condition is attached to any consent given by the ECU.

Having due regard to the above it is concluded that subject to the recommended 
conditions effects on hydrology, the water environment and flood risk have been 
considered and the proposal is therefore consistent with the provisions of SG 2 
Renewable Energy, Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Renewables 
of the Argyll & Bute Local Development Plan, SPP (2014) and the Onshore Wind Policy 
Statement in this respect.  

T. THE NEED FOR CONDITIONS RELATING TO THE DECOMMISSIONING OF 
DEVELOPMENTS, INCLUDING ANCILLARY INFRASTRUCTURE, AND SITE 
RESTORATION (INCLUDING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS)

Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Renewables, Supplementary Guidance 
2: Renewable Energy and SPP require applications for wind turbine developments to be 
assessed against the need for conditions relating to the decommissioning of developments, 
including ancillary infrastructure, and site restoration.  

The operational lifespan of the Development and associated infrastructure will be up to 30 
years. Following this, an application may be submitted to retain or replace the turbines, or 
alternatively they will be decommissioned. Decommissioning would involve the following: 
Dismantling and removal of the wind turbines and electrical equipment; Reinstatement of the 
turbine areas and associated hardstanding; and Demolition and removal of control building 
and compound. The access tracks and cables are likely to be retained in situ at decommissioning. 



Overall, it is estimated that the decommissioning period for the development would be 
approximately six months.  

SEPA advice on Decommissioning and Final Site Restoration – SEPA request that a condition 
is applied seeking a finalised Decommissioning and Restoration Plan should 
decommissioning be proposed.  The Plan should be submitted at least three years prior to the 
end of the design life of the development and be based on best practice and regulatory 
framework current at the time of submission.  It is recommended that this condition is attached 
to any consent given by the ECU.

Having due regard to the above subject to the recommended condition it is concluded 
that the need for conditions relating to the decommissioning of developments, 
including ancillary infrastructure, and site restoration has been considered and the 
proposal is therefore consistent with the provisions of SG 2 Renewable Energy, Policy 
LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Renewables of the Argyll & Bute Local 
Development Plan, SPP (2014) and the Onshore Wind Policy Statement in this respect.  

U. OPPORTUNITIES FOR ENERGY STORAGE (INCLUDING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS)

Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Renewables, Supplementary Guidance 
2: Renewable Energy and SPP require applications for wind turbine developments to be 
assessed against any opportunities for energy storage which exist.  This proposal includes 
energy storage infrastructure.  The battery storage facility will have several benefits: when the 
local grid network is not able to absorb the additional wind power created by a quick wind 
speed increase the battery storage facility will catch this extra generation and then store it in 
the batteries and release back onto the grid when possible; it provides predictable and 
consistent power to the local grid network. The battery storage facility will have the ability to 
smooth out any short-term wind peaks and troughs; and Frequency Regulation - this allows 
the wind farm to store energy in the battery storage facility in order to immediately and 
precisely respond to changes in load, further improving turbine generation flexibility.  The 
battery storage facility will also be located within the substation/control building compound. It 
will comprise up to 30 storage units of 6 m x 2.45 m x 2.6 m (the size of a standard lorry 
container).  The output from each 6 m storage unit varies from 0.06 MW to 0.25 MW depending 
on the technology and type of device. Technological advances in battery storage are occurring 
rapidly, so it is likely that by the time of construction, batteries will have greater power density. 
The 30 storage units would potentially allow for in the order of 7.5 MW of storage, however as 
noted this would likely be greater at the time of construction.

It is recommended that the Council should not object to the proposal on the grounds 
of opportunities for energy storage (including cumulative impacts) in accordance with 
the provisions of SG 2 Renewable Energy, Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable 
Growth of Renewables of the Argyll & Bute Local Development Plan, SPP (2014) and 
the Onshore Wind Policy Statement.  

V. THE NEED FOR A ROBUST PLANNING OBLIGATION TO ENSURE THAT OPERATORS 
ACHIEVE SITE RESTORATION (INCLUDING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS)

Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Renewables, Supplementary Guidance 
2: Renewable Energy and SPP require applications for wind turbine developments to be 
assessed against the need for a robust planning obligation to ensure that operators achieve 
site restoration. The decommissioning of the project is detailed in the EIA Report, which notes 
that the reinstatement of the site at the end of its lifespan would be included in a condition for 
a Restoration and Decommissioning Plan as part of any decision notice.  It is recommended 
that this matter is covered by planning conditions or a legal agreement consistent with other 



projects across Argyll & Bute in the event that the proposal obtains consent from the Energy 
Consents Unit.  

Having due regard to the above it is concluded that opportunities for a robust planning 
obligation to ensure that operators achieve site restoration have been considered and 
the proposal is therefore consistent with the provisions of SG 2 Renewable Energy, 
Policy LDP 6 – Supporting the Sustainable Growth of Renewables of the Argyll & Bute 
Local Development Plan, SPP (2014) and the Onshore Wind Policy Statement in this 
respect.  

W. Climate Change (Emissions Reduction Targets) (Scotland) Bill (September 2019), the 
Scottish Energy Strategy & Onshore Wind Policy Statement 2017

The Climate Change (Emissions Reduction Targets) (Scotland) Bill - The Scottish 
Government is committed to increasing the supply of renewable energy within Scotland.  
Indeed the recently passed, Climate Change (Emissions Reduction Targets) (Scotland) Bill 
(25th September 2019) set even more stringent targets for Scotland. The primary objective of 
the Bill is to raise the ambition of the greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets set out in 
the Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009. The Bill sets a legally-binding “net-zero” target of all 
greenhouse gases by 2045. The “net-zero” target for Scotland is five years ahead of the date 
set for the whole of the UK.  

The Scottish Energy Strategy (SES)  (2017) – The SES was published in December 2017 and 
sets out the Scottish Government’s strategy through to 2050, marking a ‘major transition’ over 
the next 3 decades in terms of energy management, demand reduction and generation. The 
SES sets 2 new targets for the Scottish energy system by 2030: The equivalent of 50% of the 
energy for Scotland’s heat, transport and electricity consumption to be supplied from 
renewable sources; and, an increase by 30% in the productivity of energy use across the 
Scottish economy. The SES recognises that reaching the 50% target by 2030 ‘will be 
challenging’ but the target demonstrates ‘the SG’s commitment to a low carbon energy system 
and to the continued growth of the renewable energy sector in Scotland’. These energy and 
climate change goals mean that onshore wind must continue to play a vital role in Scotland’s 
future – helping to decarbonise our electricity, heat and transport systems, boosting our 
economy, and meeting local and national demand. The Statement goes on to state that: ‘This 
means that Scotland will continue to need more onshore wind development and capacity, in 
locations across our landscapes “where it can be accommodated”’. 

 ‘Onshore Wind Policy Statement’ (2017) – the onshore wind policy statement sets out the 
Scottish Government’s position on onshore wind and supports the aims of the Scottish Energy 
Strategy.  Paragraph 74 states that: “The Scottish Government believes that our ambitious 
renewable energy goals are very much in the interests of Scotland’s citizens and environment. 
We also believe that developments can and must strike the right balance between utilising 
Scotland's significant renewable energy resources whilst protecting our finest scenic 
landscapes and natural heritage”.

Having due regard to the above subject to the recommended conditions, mitigation and 
consideration of other advice, it is considered that the proposal is consistent with the 
provisions of: SPP, the Scottish Energy Strategy 2017 and Onshore Wind Policy 
Statement 2017, which represent the Scottish Governments most up to date position 
on this type of development.

X. CONCLUSION

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/asp/2009/12/contents


Both SPP and the Argyll & Bute Local Development Plan support renewable energy 
developments provided it has been adequately demonstrated that there would be no 
unacceptable significant adverse effects.  Having due regard to all of the above, and subject 
to the recommended conditions, provision of mitigation and other requirements detailed below 
it is considered that the proposal will not have any unacceptable significant adverse effects.  
It is noted that both East Kintyre & West Kintyre Community Councils have objected to the 
proposal, and that their concerns will be considered by the Energy Consents Unit in their 
deliberation of the application, along with all other relevant consultee responses and 
representations.  On balance, given the expected productivity of the site, the presence of the 
existing infrastructure and the lack of any objection from statutory consultees on technical 
matters it is considered that this proposal is acceptable subject to the recommendation 
detailed below.  

RECOMMENDATION that Members agree that the Council do not object to this Section 
36 Application subject to the Energy Consents Unit considering the following pre-
determination matters, conditions and mitigation: 

Matters which the Council consider the ECU should consider prior to determination

 SNH provide advice in relation to the Kintyre Goose Roosts SPA.  Due to the status 
of this site the ECU as determining authority will be required to undertake an 
Appropriate Assessment under the Habitat Regulations in view of the sites 
conservation objectives for its qualifying interest.

 That the ECU consult further with SNH on the lighting requirements of the Ministry 
of Defence and Highland and Islands Airports Limited and that this aspect is fully 
assessed and submitted for consideration in consultation with SNH before 
determination of the proposal; including potential landscape and visual cumulative 
effects. 

 That the ECU consider requesting a Tourism Impact Assessment in accordance with 
the advice of VisitScotland.  This should also take into account the impact any 
perceived proliferation of developments may have on the local tourism industry, 
and the local economy.

 That the ECU consult with/obtain a consultee response from North Ayrshire Council 
regarding the potential impacts on Arran, in particular, Landscape and Visual 
impact (including cumulative) e.g. on North Arran NSA and Arran hills before 
determination of the proposal.
 

 That the ECU seek and approve the minor revisions to the Peat Landslide Hazard 
Risk Assessment as recommended by IronsideFarrar

 That the ECU obtain visuals from locations where the HMP felling will be visible as 
requested by Scottish Forestry for further consideration and that further 
consultation is undertaken with Scottish Forestry in this regard prior to reaching a 
decision on the application. 

 That the ECU obtain the further information requested by Scottish Forestry in regard 
to: Geology, Hydrology and hydrogeology; fish and aquatic habitat surveys; 
increase in run-off and flood risk; Acidification of watercourses and undertake 
further consultation with Scottish Forestry in this regard prior to reaching a 
decision on the application.



 That the ECU pass on the British Horse Society’s guidance for developer’s to the 
applicant.

 That the conditions detailed above are only those recommended by consultees to 
be included in the full suite of final conditions, the Council would expect to be 
consulted on any final list of conditions prior to permission being granted, should 
Scottish Ministers be minded to do so.

 The Council would also expect to be consulted on any further mitigation, changes 
to the layout or turbine height, should the proposal be amended in line with the 
advice of consultees.

Conditions

 Condition to ensure that the applicant provides more detailed information on the 
footprint/height and appearance (including security fencing, lighting, materials) of 
the compound containing the battery storage and its likely visibility from the B842 
once the location has been confirmed to be agreed in writing by the Planning 
Authority in consultation with SNH and North Ayrshire Council.

 Condition to ensure the establishment of a robust integrated water quality and fish 
monitoring programme in accordance with the advice of Marine Scotland

 Conditions as recommended by the Council’s Environment Protection Officer to 
ensure: control of noise immissions; a report to demonstrate compliance with the 
proposed noise limits; assessment by independent consultant upon request of 
Planning Authority and provision of independent consultant’s assessment and 
conclusions to Planning Authority and to secure any necessary remedial action; 
logging of wind speed, wind direction and power generation data and provision of 
data upon request by Planning Authority; point of contact for local residents in 
regard to any noise complaints; a Construction Environmental Management Plan 
including details of measures to ensure the occurrence of noise or vibration 
nuisance during the construction phase including operational hours and control of 
dust etc (a condition to require compliance with this could be considered); and  a 
Water Construction Environment Management Plan (WCEMP); 

 Conditions as required by the Ministry of Defence (MOD) to secure that the 
development is fitted with MOD accredited aviation safety lighting and provision of 
the details of the date of construction starts and ends, maximum height of 
construction equipment, and the latitude and longitude of every turbine.

 Conditions as required by Transport Scotland to secure the submission and 
approval of: a Route Access Report; details of signing or temporary traffic control 
measures; details of the proposed means of access to the trunk road; wheel 
cleaning facilities; and a Construction Traffic Management Plan. 

 Conditions as required by the Council’s Area Roads Engineer to ensure that all 
vehicular traffic is taken from the A83 Tarbet – Campbeltown Trunk Road, and that 
no construction traffic shall use the B842 Claonaig – Southend Road.

 Conditions as required by Scottish Forestry to ensure the submission and approval 
of: constraints, opportunities and concept plans demonstrating that compliance 



with the UK Forestry Standard (UKFS) can be achieved; operational plan for 
harvesting, restocking and establishment; a compensatory planting scheme of 
31.73ha; a plan/proposal for the replanting of the appropriate Habitat Management 
Plan (HMP) areas in line with UKFS; compounds and borrow pits reinstated to 
woodland in a reasonable time scale and monitored.

 Condition in accordance with the advice of SNH, SEPA and RSPB to ensure that: A 
Habitat Management Plan (HMP) is agreed by SNH, SEPA and RSPB in writing, as 
outlined in EIA Report document Appendix A8.3; and the Habitat restoration work 
outlined in the plan is completed at least two growing seasons ahead of 
construction of the wind farm beginning.  It is also noted from the advice of SNH 
that said Habitat Management Plan should also include the following provisions:  a 
diver raft on Loch a Chaorainn and monitoring; native woodland creation and a 
commitment to remove, and if necessary undertake follow up control work to 
prevent invasion of Rhododendron ponticum, particularly into sensitive heath, bog, 
and native woodland habitats which will be created as restored in the HMP area.  
Both SNH and RSPB recommend that this condition should ensure that HMP work 
will start prior to any construction of the wind farm to allow time for habitat 
creation/management to have a positive mitigating effect before the turbines 
displace birds.  The HMP shall be implemented as approved and shall include 
mitigation measures for eagles, divers, peatland restoration and native woodland 
creation.  The HMP should operate for the lifetime of the development, including 
decommissioning.

 Conditions as recommended by RSPB Scotland: no construction work/vegetation 
clearance/tree felling or decommissioning shall be carried out during the bird 
breeding season, unless undertaken after a bird disturbance management plan has 
been agreed and implemented (to consider noise and visual disturbance); the 
employment of an appropriately qualified Ecological Clerk of Works (EcoW) to 
oversee construction and delivery of mitigation measures; a programme of post-
construction monitoring of bird populations.

 Conditions as recommended by SEPA: Finalised Peat Management Plan including 
required details relating to peat probing, how layout and management reduces the 
volume of peat disturbed; temporary peat storage areas, and update disturbance 
and reuse calculations; Ground Water Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE) 
- amendments to the layout, via micrositing – buffer of at least 10m between any 
excavation works for Turbine 4 and M23a/M6b habitat, buffer of at least 10m between 
any excavation works for the laydown area and M6d habitat; Wind Farm Forest Plan, 
that specifically includes the requirement for a site plan showing the areas to be 
subject to the different felling and harvesting techniques, removal of trees with 
stemwood down to 7cm and brash from the site, woody material removed from 
smaller trees unless a clear beneficial use is agreed as part of the finalised Habitat 
Management Plan; unless otherwise agreed with SEPA any replacement 
watercourse crossings are to be of an arched bottomless culvert design, or 
traditional style bridge, designed to convey the 1 in 200 year flood event; 50m buffer 
around all water bodies except in the vicinity of watercourse crossings; enabling 
the applicant to microsite the built elements of the scheme up to 50m or other 
distance as seen reasonable by ECU in order to formulise a finalised post-consent 
layout, once detailed ground investigations have been undertaken and before work 
commences; to ensure that all works are carried out in accordance with the 
Schedule of mitigation; to secure requirements as part of Construction Environment 
Management Plan (CEMP); finalised Decommissioning and Restoration Plan; and 
the finalised design of the substation and battery storage area to be agreed.



Mitigation

 Whilst it is acknowledged that Historic Environment Scotland do not object to the 
proposal, the Energy Consents Unit may wish to explore with them whether there is 
any mitigation that they would suggest to lessen the impacts in order to address 
the concerns which they have raised in their consultation response regarding the 
impact of the proposal on: An Dunan, dun; Cour House and Dun Skeig.

 SNH consider that adverse effects on North Arran NSA could potentially be 
mitigated by reducing the scale/height of the turbines to make them more 
compatible with Cour wind farm.  Furthermore, they advise that there are also some 
design issues to be addressed to improve the fit with both Cour wind farm and to 
improve the ‘landscape fit’.  The ECU may wish to explore this suggested mitigation 
with the applicant and SNH prior to reaching a decision on the application.

 SNH advise that turbine 8 is very close to areas of shallower peat and they advise 
that micrositing this turbine to such an area would seem appropriate.

 Consideration should be given by the ECU to the mitigation measures suggested 
by the Council’s Consultant Landscape Architect that further redesign should be 
considered by the applicant to relocate and/or reduce the height of turbines (in 
particular T9 and T10) with the aim of mitigating significant adverse effects, 
especially on close views in the Cour area.  


