Argyll and Bute Council
Development and Economic Growth

This Supplementary reportis a recommended response to the Scottish Government’s
Energy Consents and Deployment Unit (ECDU) Section 36 consultation on Additional
Information received regarding the proposed Rowan wind farm on Land Approximately
4.5km North West of Tarbert, Argyll & Bute

Reference No: 22/00385/S36
Planning Hierarchy: Electricity Act Section 36 consultation
Applicant: The Scottish Government on behalf of EnergieKontor UK Ltd

Proposal: Electricity Act Section 36 consultation relevant to Rowan Wind Farm

Site Address: Land Approximately 4.5km North West of Tarbert, Argyll & Bute

SUPPLEMENTARY REPORT NO. 1
1. INTRODUCTION

Since completion of the Report of Handling, correspondence has been received from the
Applicant, highlighting concerns that they have about the way the report deals with several
issues. An error has also been identified by Officers on the title page. These matters are
addressed below.

2. ERROR ON TITLE PAGE

There is an editing error on the title page, which refers to Narachan wind farm, instead of
Rowan wind farm:

“This report is a recommended response to the Scottish Government’s Energy Consents and
Deployment Unit (ECDU) Section 36 consultation regarding the proposed Narachan wind farm
on land east of Tayinloan, Argyll & Bute”

This should read:

“This report is a recommended response to the Scottish Government’s Energy Consents and
Deployment Unit (ECDU) Section 36 consultation regarding the proposed Rowan wind farm
on Land Approximately 4.56km North West of Tarbert, Argyll & Bute”

Officers apologise for this error.

3. APPLICANTS COMMENTS ON ERROR ON PAGE 19 OF PPSL REPORT

An error has been identified by the Applicant on page 19 where it is stated that the turbines
are 277.5m tall:

“Figure 3.2: Typical Turbine Elevations shows a hub height of 200m and a rotor diameter of
165m, this would give an overall height of 277.5m”.



This is incorrect, the turbines would be 200m to blade tip. Officers apologise for this editing
error and would confirm that this sentence should have been deleted from the report prior to
circulation. The correct height is referenced throughout the remainder of the report.

4. APPLICANT’S COMMENTS ON PROBLEM WITH HYPERLINK ON PAGE 29 OF PPSL
REPORT

The Applicant has advised thaton page 29 of 45, afundamental part of our case and really the
only point of contention — limited element of the southern shore of WLT, the response to the
Council's Landscape Consultant and the updated ZTV and sequential assessment does not
work as a hyperlink.

In the interests of balance the Applicant has asked that their written response is replicated in
full (as the Council’s landscape consultant’s has been) within the Committee Report to provide
the Committee with full context and for them to decide which assessmentthey prefer. The
Applicant has advised that if the Committee do not have clear and urgent sight of their written
response either (preferably) replicated in full to mirror the treatment of the Council’s landscape
consultant, or with a direct working link, they would have significant concerns.

The link to this document worked in the final draft of the report, however, having checked it is
correctthat it does not appear to be working on the Agenda Reports pack. Rather than provide
another link, which may or may not work, the full response may be found at Appendix 2 to this
Supplementary Report as requested by the Applicant. To assist Members further — for ease
of reference, the Council’s landscape consultant’s responses are also included at Appendices
1 and 3. It should be noted that all documents/figures referred to in these responses are
available to view on the ECU website. The Applicant notes that this could be dealt with by
Supplementary Report but they have concerns about the amount of time Councillors will have
to fully digest this information.

5. AVIATION

Whilst the Applicant notes that the Council has stated this objection would be lifted should the
aviation objections be removed, they think it's important to note within the reasons for objection
themselves that this is a technical matter which will be resolved via the ECU (all parties are
confident of resolution) and is essentially a procedural objection from the Council at this stage.
This is not clear enough to the Applicant and they are concerned it would give Councillors the
wrong impression. The Applicant notes this could be dealt with by Supplementary Report but
they have concerns over the timing of this.

The Applicant has today (22" September) copied Officers into further correspondence sent
by them to Glasgow Prestwick Airport, with the aim of resolving their outstanding objection.
This should be available to view on the ECU website and does not alter Officers
recommendation on this proposal. Officers also note the Applicant’s opinion on the structure
of Officers reasons for objection. There is a paragraph underneath the reason for objection
which makes the Council’s position quite clear, Officers do not consider that this requires to
be changed. The relevant paragraph is as follows:

“Argyll & Bute Council therefore object to the proposal due to the adverse impact it would have
on Aviation. The Energy Consents Unit should please note that in the event that National Air
Traffic Services (NATS) and Glasgow Prestwick Airport withdraw their objections, then Argyll
& Bute Council would no longer object on these grounds. Should these objections not be
removed and the proposal progresses to an Inquiry, Argyll & Bute Council would defer to
National Air Traffic Services and Glasgow Prestwick Airport as the Technical Experts on this
matter”



6. PLANNING BALANCE

The Applicant has significant concerns that a planning balance against material considerations
has not been fully considered and particularly in respect of SPP para 33. This does not give
them confidence that Councillors are being presented with the full picture i.e. limited visual
effects versus multiple benefits — there is no evidence from the Council to suggest harm
demonstrably outweighs benefits. The Applicant says this in the context that they would see
this as being in their favour at PLI — however, their aim is to maintain positive relationships
with the Council and avoid PLI unless absolutely required. A response from Officers is
provided below in respect to these concerns,

Paragraph 33 of SPP

The Applicant considers that the ‘ilted balance’ in favour of sustainable development applies
in relation to this proposal, given that the Local Development Plan is greater than 5 years old.
Paragraph 33 states:

“Where relevant policies in a development plan are out-of-date or the plan does not contain
policies relevant to the proposal, then the presumption in favour of development that
contributes to sustainable development will be a significant material consideration. Decision-
makers should also take into account any adverse impacts which would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the wider policies in this SPP.
The same principle should be applied where a development plan is more than five years old”.

Officers note that para 33 starts “where relevant policies in a development plan are out of
date’, however, this is normally applied to policies on housing or industrial land supply, where
LDP’s make specific allocations to cover specified periods of time. The policy on renewables
in LDP1 and its Supplementary Guidance do not relate to a specific period of time, and are
consistent with SPP 2014 this being the Scottish Government’s most up to date expression of
planning policy, and therefore it is considered that the relevant policies are not out of date.

Additionally, the proposed replacement Local Development Plan 2 is currently at examination,
and it is anticipated that the Reporters’ recommendations will be received in the next few
months, the Council could therefore be in a position to Adopt LDP2 in the first quarter of 2023.
Policy 30 in pLDP2 — The Sustainable Growth of Renewables, is essentially the samea Policy
LDP 6 in the Adopted LDP, and while this policy is subject to examination, it is consistent with
SPP 2014, and reflective of the emerging policy on renewables in the draft NPF4.

There is close alignment between the policy established by the Council’s Local Development
Plan and the expression of government policy in SPP. These policies are underpinned by the
over-riding imperative to secure sustainable economic development. The Report of Handling
provides an assessment of the proposal against each of the key considerations identified in
Policy LDP6 and Para 169 of SPP.

Onshore wind is recognised as being a key component in the aim to increase renewable
energy generation. However, where the Applicant has failed to adequately demonstrate that
there would be no unacceptable significant adverse effects, whether individual or cumulative,
including those on landscape character and visual amenity, the proposal will not benefit from
support in terms of the presumption in favour of sustainable development afforded by Policy
LDP 6, or SPP.

Paragraph 28 of SPP

The SPP introduced a presumption in favour of development that contributes to sustainable
development. Paragraph 28 states:



“The planning system should support economically, environmentally and socially sustainable
places by enabling development that balances the costs and benefits of a proposal over the
longer term. The aim is to achieve the right development in the right place; it is not to allow
development at any cost’”.

It is considered by Officers that this proposal is not capable of contributing towards
‘sustainable development’. The significant adverse impacts it poses in terms of landscape
and visual impact cannot be considered ‘sustainable’. It is considered that these adverse
effects outweigh any benefits the proposal could bring. Officers therefore submit that there
can be no presumption in favour of this development in terms of this paragraph of SPP either.
Officers do not consider that the proposed development is located in the right place — a view
which is supported by the Council’s landscape consultant and also the statutory consultation
advice of NatureScot.

In reaching the recommendation to object to this proposal, Officers have had regard to:
relevant National and Local Policy and guidance; the EIAR and other supporting documents;
the advice of key consultees; and the material consideration raised in the representations. It
has been concluded that notwithstanding those factors which weigh positively in the balance
of considerations, the significant adverse Landscape and Visual Impact would significantly
and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the development and would therefore be
unacceptable. As referred to above ‘the aim is to achieve the right development in the right
place’, there is not a policy expectation that an adverse impact on the local environment
should be accepted as the price to pay for the ability to satisfy Scotland’s energy needs and
UK climate change commitments. The natural environment also requires to be seen as a finite
resource worthy of protection.

6. LIGHTING EFFECTS

Another point raised by the Applicant is that the bullets above the link on p29 of the Report of
Handling should be updated to reflect conversations between the Applicant around Clachaig
Glen night time visuals where Councillors should not be comparing two schemes without a
detailed technical note or clear view from the Council as which to prefer and why — the
Applicant considers that Officers were in verbal agreement not to include this point last week.

In this case, and as the Applicant highlighted in their rebuttal to the advice of the Council’s
landscape consultant, there is no evidence or justification provided by the Council or the
Council’s landscape consultant to suggest that they are underplaying effects and unless there
is, the Applicant does not think it is reasonable or fair to ask Councillors to make that
judgement. The Applicant does not accept a comparison against Clachaig Glen without
evidence, and have issue with this being presented in the report.

Verbal agreement between the Applicant and Officers related to the exclusion of the Clachaig
Glen night time visualisation from the Councillor Packs. The reason being that the Applicant
did not wish to include them for the reasons detailed above. It did not relate to the Report of
Handling. It is the expert opinion of the Council's landscape consultant, and it is not
considered that this should be disregarded.

7. APPLICANT’S CONCLUSION

In light of the above the Applicant feels that there are a number of items which require some
time for both the Council and the Councillors to consider, accordingly they do not have comfort
that this will be possible with sufficient time before next week’s Planning Committee.
Therefore they have respectfully requested that the determination at Committee is delayed
until October 2022 to allow these matters to be sufficiently addressed.



8. OVERALL CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATION

In light of all of the above, Officers recommendation remains the same that the Council should
object to this proposal for the reasons detailed in the Report of Handling.

Should Members share the Applicant’s concerns that they have not had sufficient time to
consider the supporting documents, then they may wish to consider deferring consideration of
the proposal until a later date.

Author of Report: Arlene Knox Date: 22" September 2022
Reviewing Officer: Sandra Davies Date: 23 September 2022

Fergus Murray
Head of Development and Economic Growth



APPENDIX 1: LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL REVIEW, CAROL ANDERSON LANDSCAPE
ASSOCIATES, REVISED JUNE 2022



Rowan Wind Farm, Argyll and Bute

Landscape and Visual Review, Carol Anderson Landscape Associates, revised June
2022

Introduction

This review of the landscape and visual effects of the proposal has been undertaken by Argyll
and Bute Council's consultant landscape architect and is based on examination of the
Environmental Impact Assessment Report (ELA-R) dated December 2021 and a field visit
undertaken in March 2022.

This review was originally issued in April 2022 but revised in June 2022 to take account of
changes made by the applicant to the visibility aviation lighting strategy.

The proposal

The Rowan Wind Farm proposal comprises 13 turbines, 200m to blade tip and ancillary
infrastructure including an energy storage compound. Access to the development would be from
the B8024 and 11.88km of new track would be constructed. The description of the proposed
development set out in Chapter 3 of the ElA-R dated December 2021 does not address the
requirements for visible aviation lighting with the specification for this contained in the LVIA. The
applicant issued a revised aviation lighting strategy and assessment in June 2022

Information provided in Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment [LVIA)

The LVI1A has been undertaken in accordance with the Guidelines for Landscape and Visual
Impact Assessment, Third Edition. The level of detail provided is appropriate and | agree with the
majority of the judgements made with regard to significant landscape and visual effects.

The figures provided to support the LYVIA are dear and informative with representative viewpaint
location maps, the detailed 10km Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) map and figures illustrating
sequential effects from ferry routes especially useful.

2017 Argyll and Bute Landscape Wind Energy Capacity Study

The proposed wind farm lies within the Knapdale Upland Forest Moor Mosiac Landscape
Character Type (LCT) 6b identified in the Argyll and Bute Landscape Wind Capacity Study
(ABLWCS). This LCT covers the Knapdale peninsula between West Loch Tarbert and the
southern boundary of the Knapdale Mational Scenic Area.

The Knapdsle Upland Forest-Moor Mosaic LCT has an irregular and often complex craggy
landform with pronounced ridges and occasional high, more defined summits, although some
limited areas of slightly smoother and gentler hill slopes also occur, mainly in the south-west.
This LCT has a simple land cover of extensive coniferous forestry and moorand, it is also
sparsely populated and already accommodates wind farm development. While the scale and
sparsely settled nature of this landscape presents potential opportunities to accommodate large
scale wind farm development, areas of more complex smaller scale hills fringing the outer edge
of this upland area and the more defined ridges and peaks within its core are sensitive to such
development.



There is little settlement in this landscape and it is not notably popular for recreation. Visibility of
the interior of these uplands is fairly restricted from roads and setilement within adjacent low-
Iying coastal areas although there are longer views from the nearby Knapdale NSA, across Loch
Fyne, West Loch Tarbet and from Aman and Gigha.

The proposed turbines, which would be up to 200m high to blade tip, would fall within the "“Very
Large’ typology considered in the ABLWECS. The study concludes that the combined landscape
and visual sensitivity of the Knapdale Upland Forest Moor Mosaic LCT to this size of turbine
would be High.

The ABLWECS sets out key constraints to development in this LCT. | consider that this proposal
would be contrary to some of these constraints in respect of its effect on views across West Loch
Tarbert from the AB3 and cumulative effects with other wind farms, including the operational
Freasdail wind farm (and the Airigh wind farm which has been consented since the issue of the
ABLWECS in 2017). While this proposal would not be located on the highly sensitive ridge
between Stob Odhar and Meall Reamhar which is a scenic feature in views across West Loch
Tarbert, it would detract from it in some views from the south-east side of the loch.

The proposed wind farm also lies close to the boundary of the Rocky Mosaic LCT. This LCT
covers much of the east and west coasis of Kintyre and extends around the shores of West Loch
Tarbert. Key constraints identified in the LWECS include the strong contrast which occurs
between these infricate settled sea and loch fringes with adjacent simple and more expansive
uplands, which makes an important contribution to the rich scenic composition characteristic of

Argyll.
Landscape effects

The proposed development lies within the Kinfyre Upland Forest Moor Mosaic LCT and would
have direct significant adverse effects on its character. The LVI1A concludes that these effects
would occur within approximately 2km of the proposed wind farm due to the extent of visibility of
the proposal and | am in agreement with this judgement.

The Rocky Mosaic LCT comprises a narmow coastal strip on both the east and west coasts of
Kintyre and around the shores of West Loch Tarbert. This is a small-scale, diverse and settled
landscape which is highly sensiiive to large wind turbines. The proposal would not be located in
this LCT but would lie in relatively close proximity and be clearly seen from parts of this LCT,
principally affecting the south-eastern coastal fringes of West Loch Tarbert. The LVIA concludes
that effects (considered in a baseline which includes the operational Freasdail wind farm) would
be significant along the southem coast of West Loch Tarbert. | agree that the effects of this
proposal would be significant and adverse on the part of the Rocky Mosaic LCT lying on the
south-eastern side of West Loch Tarbert.

The LV1A additionally considers effects on the West Loch Tarbert Local Coastal Character Area
(LCCA), concluding that these would be significant. | am in agreement with this judgement.



Effects on valued landscapes

The proposed development site is not covered by any landscape designations or other
recognised landscape interests although a number of national and local landscape designations
lie within 20km of the proposal.

There would be limited visibility of the proposal from the Knapdale National Scenic Area (MSA)
which lies to the north and from the Kyles of Bute NSA which lies to the west

There would also be limited visibility of the proposal from parts of the Area of Panoramic Quality
(AP0} covering south-west Knapdale. While a greater degree of theoretical visibility would occur
from the APL) covering the west coast of Kintyre in the Tayinloan area, this proposal would be
seen in the context of the closer consented Airigh wind farm and at distances of >10km thus
reducing impact. There would also be a greater degree of potential visibility of the proposal from
the APQ covering the east coast of Loch Fyne and the Ardlamont peninsula area. However,
screening of the site by landform reduces the visibility of the full vertical extent of the turbines
and this limits intrusion from more open coastal fringes and hills.

In conclusion, | consider that the effects of this proposal on designated landscapes lying within
Argyll and Bute would not be significant.

Visual effects

The proposal sits in a shallow basin and benefits from a degree of screening by landform which
particularly limits views of the vertical extent of turbines from the east across Loch Fyne, its
eastern shores and the Ardlamont peninsula. The screening effect of landform within the site is
diminished however to the south-west and this proposal would be widely visible across the West
Loch Tarbert area and seen in relatively close proximity to key receptors. LVI& Figure 6.4 is
useful in showing the likely extent of visibility within 10km of the proposed development site.

The location of the proposal close to the transition with the more settled coastal fringes of West
Loch Tarbert and to key roads, increases the impacts of this proposal when compared with other
operational and consented wind farms located on the Kintyre peninsula. This proposal would be
particularly prominent in views from the north Kintyre uplands and from the south-eastern shores
of West Loch Tarbert. Significant adverse effects on views would occur on the following
receptors:

= The A83 as it is aligned to the south of West Loch Tarbert. This is an important route
for tourists, forming part of Kintyre 66 and Mational Cycle Metwork Route 78 (Caledonia
Way). ElA-R Viewpoints 2, 10 and 19 demonstrate the significant adverse effects that will
OCCur on scenic views from this route. Similar views will be experienced from settlement
including from parts of Whitehouse and its surrounds as well as from dispersed
residential properties.

= The Kennacraig to Islay ferry route — The ferry route assessment visualisations and
maps set out in the LVIA are informative and help confirm that significant adverse effects
would occur on views from approximately 2km of the route within West Loch Tarbert.
This proposal would be seen sequentially with the operational Freasdail wind farm in
views from the waters of West Loch Tarbert.



= Footpaths in the local area, including those to Dun Skeig and from the northern section
of the Kintyre Way where significant cumulative effects with operational and consented
developments will also occur. ELA-R Viewpoints 6 and 11 illusirate these effects.

Might-time lighting effects

Visible aviation lighting is proposed on the nacelles of 6 of the 13 turbines of the proposal.
Reduced intensity lighting (where 2000 candela nacelle lighting would reduce to 200 candela
during periods of clear visibility) and directional lighting with a focussed horizontal beam of light
{limiting lighting intensity seen from lower-lying views) are both embedded features of the lighting
scheme.

Might-time visualisations have been produced from 4 representative viewpoints and a lighting
assessment is set out in the updated Technical Appendix 6.3. All 4 of these viewpoints are
located at low elevations and between 3.7km to 13.6km from the proposal. Table 6.3 4
summarizes the number of iluminated turbines that will be seen from each of the 21
representative viewpoints considered in the LVIA. The LVIA lighting assessment concludes that
no significant effects would be associated with visible aviation lighting.

Roads and settlement are principally located on lower-lying coastal fringes where the intensity of
light would be reduced to between 200-175cd or 20-18cd in clearer conditions which are
estimated in the EIA-R to occur for 88% of the time (Figure 6.3.Cb). There are few elevated
locations where the lights would be seen at greatest intensity with the Kintyre Way one of the few
higher-level viewpoints in this part of Argyll and Bute. The reduced and directional intensity
lighting committed to by the applicant would reduce night-time effects although in the absence of
comparable visible aviation lighting on operational turbines to visit in the field it is difficult to
gauge the accuracy of night-time visualisations and the LVIA lighting assessment’.

| consider that the lighting assessment may have under-estimated the effects of visible aviation
lighting for Viewpoints N2 and M10. | also believe that the night-time visualisations need to be
treated with caution as, while they provide some indication of effects, they generally do not
replicate the levels of brightness that can be experienced in the field. It is useful to note the
differences between the night-time visualisations prepared for this application and the recently
submitted Clachaig Glen wind farm application. Both applications feature similar lighting
specifications with directional intensity mitigation accounted for in the generation of the night-time
visualisations. However, while viewpoint N2 (Rowan El&-R) and viewpoint B (Clachaig Glen ElA-
R lie at similar elevations, the Rowan visualisations depict a much more subdued lighting
scheme. This is surprising especially given the increased distance of viewpoint 8 from the
Clachaig Glen proposal (8.94km as opposed to 3.7km).

| consider that the night-time lighting would increase the duration of adverse effects and that
these effects may be significant from the waters and south-eastern shores of West Loch Tarbert
where it turbines would infroduce new sources of lighting into a relatively dark environment.

It is iy understanding that there are currently no operational wind turbines which feature reduced and directional
intensity of lighting mitigation. Review of the visible aviation lighting assessments undertaken for 8 range of recent wind
farrn proposals reveals a divergence in lighting specification, night-time wiswalisations and judgements made on the likely
significance of effects.



Cumulative landscape and visual effects

Significant cumulative landscape and visual effects would occur where this proposal would be
seen together and sequentially with the operational Freasdail wind farm and the consented Airigh
wind farm in views from the Kennacraig to |slay ferry and from the AB3 in the West Loch Tarbert
area.

The addition of this proposal to a scenario which includes the Freasdail, Airigh and the
application-stage Sheirdrim wind farm would also incur significant adverse cumulative effects
from the Kennacraig to Islay ferry and on views from the A83, settlement and from footpaths on
the south-eastern coastal fringes of West Loch Tarbert and the north Kintyre uplands. The effect
of this scenario would be one where wind turbines would form a key defining feature of the West
Loch Tarbert landscape, significantly defracting from the scenic gualities of the loch and its
diverse shores.

This proposal would also be seen in combination and sequentially with the operational Srondoire
and Allt Dearg wind farms and the application-stage Eamaghail wind farm from parts of Loch
Fyne and its eastern shores. Screening by landform generally resfricts the extent of visibility of
the Rowan turbines in views from the east and this, together with the wide spacing between
developments and intermittent screening by roadside vegetation, would limit cumulative effects
from the B&000 north of Portavadie. Significant landscape and visual cumulative effects would
not occur from Portavadie and the Ardlamont Peninsula.

This proposal will contribute to significant sequential effects on views from the Kintyre Way but
would generally have a lesser effect than operational and consented wind farms, and the
application-stage Marachan and Earraghail wind farms, which are sited closer to this long-
distance route.

The application-stage Marachan wind farm, which also features visible aviation lighting, would be
principally seen together in more distant views from parts of north Arran, Gigha and the largely
unsettled Kintyre uplands. In terms of cumulative night-time effects, this proposal would have a
lesser and minimal effect when seen together with the Narachan wind farm in views from these
locations due to its greater distance.®

Conclusions

The proposed development site lies within the Knapdale Upland Forest Moor Mosaic LCT which
covers much of the Knapdale area between West Loch Tarbert and the southern edge of the
Knapdale Mational Scenic Area. This landscape has a simpler landform in the south-west but is
complex and craggy in the north-east. The operational Allt Dearg and Srondoire wind farms
occupy a prominent location in the LCT. The consented Airigh wind farm, while comprising larger
turbines, is associated with the more subdued terrain occurring in the south-west of this LCT.

This proposal, which comprises very large turbines of up to 200m, would be sited in a basin
which reduces its prominence and intrusion seen from Loch Fyne and from the settled eastern

¥ The Earraghail wind farm applicant is committing to an Arceaft Detection Lighting Systern (ADLS) and, as this would
significantly reduce the duration of night-time lighting, this scheme is therefore considered unlikely to contribute to
significant cumulative lighting effects






coastal fringes of this loch. The containment provided by landform is diminished in views from the
south around West Loch Tarbert however where turbines would be visible in closer proximity and
where their scale would be more appreciated due to greater visual exposure and because they
would be seen in close conjunction with the smaller scale settled loch fringes.

Visibility from the northern shores of West Loch Tarbert will be minimal and while this proposal
would be visible from parts of Gigha, the Ardpatrick Point area and from the west Kintyre coast, it
would not have a significant effect due to the greater distances involved and also because of the
presence of the consented Airigh wind farm which is more prominent in some of these views.
The greatest degree of visibility (and intrusion) would occur from the waters of West Loch
Tarbert, from its south-eastern coastal fringes and from parts of the northern Kintyre uplands.

Significant adverse effects would occur on the following landscape/seascape character areas:

* The Knapdale Upland Forest Moor Mosaic LCT extending approximately 2km from the
proposed wind farm site

+ The Rocky Mossaic LCT where it covers the south-eastern shores of West Loch Tarbert

+ The West Loch Tarbert Local Coastal Character Area.

The significant adverse visual effects associated with the proposal would principally affect views
in the West Loch Tarbert area as follows:

= The A83 where itis aligned on the south-eastemn coastal fringe of West Loch Tarbert.
This road is an important tourist route forming part of Mational Cycle Metwork 78 and the
Kintyre 66.

= The Kennacraig to Islay ferry route within inner West Loch Tarbert

« Footpaths in the Dun Skeig area and from a section of the Kintyre Way.

In the abowve views, this proposal would be seen simultanecusly or sequentially with the
operational Freasdail and consented Airigh wind farms.

This proposal would be one of the first wind farm proposal to introduce lighting to the dark skies
of Kintyre and while the intensity of lights will reduce when seen from lower elevation coastal
fringes, | consider that they would still be clearly seen from these more settled and frequented
areas and that they may extend the duration of significant adverse effects on views from the
West Loch Tarbert area. The potential cumulative effects of visible aviation lighting on character
and views are a concern given the number of recent applications for turbines >150m in Argyil
and Bute requiring such lighting although it should be noted that the recent Earaghail wind farm
application is committed to the adoption of an Aircraft Detection Lighting Strategy (ADLS) which
would substantially reduce the duration of night-time lighting.

Cumulative landscape and visual effects with the application-stage Sheirdrim wind farm are a key
concern. If the Sheirdrim proposal is consented on appeal | consider that the addition of this
proposal would result in a major adverse combined cumulative effect on the West Loch Tarbert
area significantly affecting its character and views from the AB3, settlement, footpaths and the

Islay ferry.

It is recommended that this proposal should be objected to on landscape and visual grounds
principally because of its prominent location in relation to West Loch Tarbert and its sensitive






coastal fringes, including impacts on views from key transport routes which are important for

visitors.

Key visualisations for the Committee to see include:

Figure 6.4 Detailed ZTV 10km

Figure 6.9 ZTV with Landscape Planning Designations

Viewpoint 9 Portavadie (note that fewer turbine hubs would be visible when compared
with the Earraghail wind farm proposal)

Viewpoint 12 Kilfinan (demonstrates the siting of the wind farm in a dip provides greater
screening of turbine bases in views from the east)

Viewpoint 10: A83 near Gartnagrenach (a scenic view across West Loch Tarbert)
Viewpoint 19: A83 Whitehouse (effects on views to the high ridge on Knapdale)
Viewpoint 11: Dun Skeig

Clachaig Glen EIA-R -~ Viewpoint 8 Night-time visualisation Figure 8.5 and Viewpoint N2
in the Rowan EIA-R (to enable comparison between night-time visualisations)
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Rowan Wind Farm .
Response 1o ABC Landscape Objection rg Ie n

INTRODUCTION

Background

This document has been prepared in responsa to the consultation response to Rowan
Wind Farm (the proposed development) by Carol Anderson Landscape Associates, dated
April 2022 (the landscape and visual opinion). The landscape and visual opinion forms a
recommendation to Argyll and Bute Council (the Council] to cbject to the proposed
development on the grounds of significant adverse landscape and visual effects.

The purposa of the note s to provide contextudl information and assessment in relation to
the landscape and visual opinion and is for the purpose of the Counci's planning
department and its Planning Committee to consider when amiving at a recommendation
on the proposed development at the relevant Planning, Protective Services and Licencing
Committee.

It has been prepared by Energiekontor UK Ltd (the Applicant) and should not be read os
port of the EHA Report, aithough it refers to sactions of the BIA Report. Reference should
alo be made to the Planning Statement (December 2021) which occompanied the
application.

It s noted that should the Council conclude that the landscape and visual opinion camies
the view of the Council as a whole and opts to object to the proposed development, a
Public Local Inquiry would automatically be triggered.

This document k structured loasely on the same terms as the landscape and visual opinion
for ease of reference. Material i referred to within the ElA Report (December 2021) as
appropricte.
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4.8

RESPONSE TO THE LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL

OPINION

Introduction

It k& noted that the Council's londscape advisor finds that the BA Report & appropriately
detaibad and useful. She finds herself alko “in ogreement with the maojoity of Hhe
judgements made with regard fo significant iondscape and visual effects”.

The twao kay matters consdered under this docurment are:

= graos whers the Council's londscape advisor s not in ogreement with the Lvila: and

= whean ignificant affects are noted to whot extent the Council's planning department
see these as unoccepfable sgnificant odverse effects.

By ther infrinsic nature, all wind energy developmeant wil be s=2en from somewhers, and
the coutious worst-case nature of BlA reguires that the valency of such effects & always
odverse. The matber for the Council s therefore to what extent are the identified effects
within the ElA and the landscope and viseal opinion unac ceptable, in the context of Policy
LOP & of the adopted Local Development Plan 2015,

Thiz section aims to establish both points above via mimonng the sections used within the
landscaope and visual opinon, and to maintain that the conclusions resched by the
Council’s londscape advisor are not sufficient to justify an outcome that these significant
effects ore unacceptable.

Landscape Effects

As stafed within Chapter & of the BlA Report jond summansed within Table 418 of that
chapter], and as oso agreed within the londscope and visual opinion, there would b
direct landscope character effects upon the Kintyre Upland Forest Moor Bosaic LCT within
2k, This & smaller than the distance of any turbine to any property. and essenticlly effects
the site amd ifs immediaote wmoundings. Effects like this are infrinsic to wind enangy
developmeant. and therefore are highly unlikety to be deemed unocceptable af a
distamce of up to Zkm [0z per poragraphs 6.181 and 4,182 of the ElA Repart|. The Councils
landscope advisor and Applicant are in agreement that there wowld be no sigrificant
effects on desgnated landscapes.

The Rocky Mosaic LCT, which comprises a namow coastal stip arcund the east and west
shiores of Eintyre and the shores of ‘West Loch Tarbert, is a mearby LET and one where the
Council's kandscope advisor notes in her conclusion that there ae effects that are
sufficient fo mernit an objection. These ore restricted to the south-=astemn side of West Loch
Tarbeart.
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The Applicant's BA Report, within Tobde 418, summaorisas thot individually and os a
standdone [indrect] effect. the proposed development would not have o significant
effect upon the Rocky Mosaic LCT south of West Loch Torbert. Table 4.9 provides a
detailed account of predicted effects. The nearast furbine is 3. 1km from this LCT.

Individually, the proposed development is not predicted fo have a significant adverse
effect on the londscape charocter of the Rocky Mosaic LCT south of West Loch Torbert
[refemred to within the BlA Report as Unit B). The assessment within Table 4.% states that “the
proposed development wouwd have a lmifing charoctensing infiluence on the LCT overall
due to the infermitfent wisibiihy and frogmented ITV". This fragmentation of visibilty = an
important foctor hat will be referad fo later withim this response, and one which has been
downployed within the londscope and viswal opinion.

Cionsidenng the LCT overal, there are deemed fo e mo indvidual sgnificant adversa
effects on the Rocky Mosaic LCT. This does nof appeor fo be in guestion by the Council's
lamdscape advisor.

Bosed on where the viewer i posifioned, there may be significant cumulative effects upon
the londscaope charocter of the Bocky Mosmic LCT Unif B when combined with the
operaficnal Freasdaill Wind Farm. and the ‘at Inguiry' $heirdrim Wind Fam (af the fime of
writing, Sheirdrim hod nof been determined). However, the Council's landscape adwisor
s nof recognised within the londscape and visual opinion that there s g spectrum of
effects down o no effect.

Additicnally, the ossessment within Table £.9 of cumulative effects upon the Rocky Mosoic
LCT deams that there would be significant effects in combination with Freasdail Wind Form,
bwt these significant effects would be localsed to where Freasdail i within 2km of the
transifional boundaories between LCTs The LVIA concludes that these cumulafive effects
are due to Freasdail and not the proposed development.

It & thersfore not cccepted that there are grounds for landscope objection on
unacceptable significant odvese effects upon the Rocky Mosoic LCT given a) the
proposed develspment does not have an individual significant effect upon the enfirety of
the LCT, b the proposed development does nof have o sgnificant adverss effect
imcivicuolly om Unit B of the LCT, and c| the nofed significant adversa effects cumulafively
are situated in alocalsed aorea close to Freasdail, and are kangely associated with Freasdail
and the fransition befweaen LCTs.

This evidence has been presented within Chapter & Landscope and Visual. It is not evident
that the Council's londscope odvisor has comsiderad these points, and, in any instance,
the Applicant would find it difficult fo occept that given points a) fo c) above, there would
b grounds o maintain thot londscope effects on the odocent LCT are unocceptable.

Significant effects are ako noted upon the West Loch Tarbert Coostal Character Area, a
regicnal subdivision of Mofional Coostol Charocter Types. Indirect effects upon this ane
described and assessed within Table £.10 of Chopfer 4: Londscope and Yisual within thea
ElA Report. Thess effects are described individually and cumulativedy.
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215 Individually, the assesment nofes that the proposed development would be visible in
views from the southem areg of the coostline at distances of between 2.8km and 13km.
This wiew would mostly comprise hubs and blodes, with the towers generally screened by
infervaening lkandfomn and trees. The proposed development would generally appear inan
elevated locaofion, sef bock from the coost.

214 Inareas whare views are more open towards the proposed developrment, in West Loch
Torbert batween Kennocraig and Comanbuie (opproximately 2.5 - 3km). there i deemed
fo be a significant effect upon the Coastal Character Area. Despite this, the LVIA staoles
that the proposed development would not altter the key choroctenstics of the overal
coastal character area. There would be no significant effects via aviation kghting. It i ako
notable that the magnitude of impoct is deemed to be medium fo low and mot ossessed
as baimg high, which would be the suggested outcome from an unocoeptable Sgnificant
effect. The Applicant would therefore put forword that this limited significant effect on
coastal character is locaolsed in nature and overal, does mot give rise fo an unacceptable
significant adverse efiect on the coastal charocter orea.

Argyll and Bute Council Landscape Wind Energy
Capacity Study (LWECS)

217 The proposed development is sifuated within the Enopdos Upland Forest koor sAosaic
Landscape Character Type [LCT 4b).

218  The “imegulor aond offen complex croggy landfomn” gives scope fo use the landform o
ossist in the design process. As outlined within Chapter & Landscape and Visual, Chapter
4; Design Evolufion of the Bl Report as well as the Design and Access Statement, the
Applicant sought to use this landform fo obscure significant effects from ol directions oport
from the south, which was not possible given the topography. This has besn achieved.

2.1%  The design of the proposed development then cnucially focused on views from the south
fo ochieve consstent spocing [within the paraometers of ground-bosad constraints), and
provided a kayout that & consistently spaced, mostly back-clothed by the kandfom, and
does mot oppear as o dominant or incongruous feature within the londscape. This is
apparent via Viewpoints 10, 11 and 1% wheare the wind fom i accommodated info the
hilside and does not encrooch towaords West Loch Tarbert.

220 The Applicont would point towards the detoiled assesment of the proposed development
against the aim: and contents of the LWECS relevant fo the LCT. This i contained within
Chapter & Londscope and Visual of the BA Repart, at Table &7, it & not cleor if the
Council’s londscope advisor has corsiderad this amsessment.

221 It would appeor from the conclusions in the landscape and viswal opinion, it s accepted
that the proposed development is set back info a basin or bowd, and that topograpdhy and
design hawe minimised effects on Loch Fyne and itz eastern coostal fringes. and ol
otherorens except West Loch Tarbert and in particular, its south-eastam shore.

222 The Counci's londscaps officer alo states within the LWECS saction of the resporse, that

U consider that this propesal would be contrary to some of these consfrainds in respect of
its effect on views ocross West Loch Tarbert from fhe ARZ and cumulative effects with other
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wind farms {...including Freasdai and Airidh). While this proposaf would nof be located on
the highly sensitive ndge between Stob Odhar and Meak Reamhar which s a scenic
feature in views across West Loch Tarbert, it would detract from it in some views from the
south-east of the loch".

The Applicant’s response to this point s contained within Table 6.7 of the BIA Report. The
turbines are placed well below the Stob Odhar and Meall Reamhar ridgedine, which
provide back-clothing and screening. In the views ocross West Loch Tarbert, the lower
parts of the turbines would be screened and the hubs do not for the most port breck the
skyline, which gives capacity to downplay and envelop the ‘true height' of the turbines.

Therefare, the proposed development is not in conflict with impacting these ridges as they
appear above and behind the development. It & clear that the Council's landscape
officer does not suggest that the proposed development & necessarily in conflict with this
paort of the LWECS, instead that it may “detract from it in some views". It k not stated how
and why the proposed develcpment detfracts from this portficular ridgeline “in some
views".

In terms of this particular constraint within the LWECS, it should be agreed that the
proposad development does not contradict the guidance around this ridgetine.

The LWECS identifies a constraint in “the more complex landform of smaler interlocking
hills which provide a backadrop fo the settied coastal landscopes of the Rocky Mosaic
(LCT20)...and which are prominent in views from roads and settlement”. The proposed
development i set back from the coast in an upland forested arec above the settled
coastdl kandscapes cited.

It Is this complex interdocking landform that enables full or partial screening on three sides
of the proposed development, providing a degree of screening that is difficult to find
when looking to accommaodate development of the size and scale necessary for modem
wind farm development. This should be seen as a positive feature of siting.

The degree of prominence s o matter for professional judgement and it k a question for
the decisicn maker to deem whether or not the proposed development s a prominent
feature of the landscape such as that it causes unacceptable significant adverse effects
[in line with Policy LDPé of the adopted Argy#l and Bute Local Development Plan 2015). it
Is the view of the Applicant that cognisant of the more open aspect to the south, the wind
farm has been wel designed into the receiving landscope.

Further detall on the fit of the proposed development with the LWECS is contained within
Tables é.7 and 4.8 of the EIA Report.

It is noted that in the conclusion of the Council's landscope advisor, the deemed degree
of compliance with the LWECS & not cited as a reason for objection. This is consistent with
the Council's shift towards accommedating larger turbines (>150m) in the landscapes of
Argyll and Bute, as recently evidenced within the Report to Committes for Narochan Wind
Farm.
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Visual Effects

231 visuaol effects are by their nature subjactive and are open o differing professional opinion.
It iz noted within the landscape and visual opinion that the Council's londscope odvisor is
confent that the proposed development hos used the fopography to provide mitigation
in wigws fromn Loch Fyne, its eastemn shores, and the Ardiamaont peninsulo.

232 The area subject to objection & again the south-eastern shore of West Loch Torbert and
ossociated views across the loch. The first porograph of the visual effects’ section of the
landscape and visueal opinion states that “the screening effect of lamdfarm within the sife
i diminished however fo the south-west®. It B ogreed that the londiomn opens ouwt in this
direcfion. However. as demonsirated within the londscope section obove, depanding on
the position of the viewer thare & a degree of screening for urbine towers — the furbines
are not fully visble from this part of West Loch Torbert.

233 Itk stoted within the kondscope and visual opinion that “this proposal would be parficulonky
praminent in views from the north Kinfyre uplands and from the south-eastemn shores of
wWest Loch Tarbert”. It 5 ogain waorth nofing that the BlA Report assesses significant viswal
effects from viewpoints amsociated with the south-eastemn shores of West Loch Tarberf -
Viewpoints 2, 5, 10, 1% and 21 are demonsfrative of the effects. However, as set out within
Technical Appendx 4.2 of the BA Report, there B no viewpoint which would receive a
‘high' magnitude of impoct which is unusual for a wind form of this size. The Applicant
notes fhat this does not appear to be dsputed. This i demonstrative of the careful design
ond distance to receptors, which in the cose of the vieswpoints nofed above range from
3.7k to 10km.

234 Itisnoted that the kandscape and viswal opinicn does not object based on views from any
representative viewpaoint. It should be noted that viewpoint locations are fypically agreed
in posifions of greatest visility and ore ‘worst cose’ as ogreed with the Council and
MHatureSoot.

235  The main points of objection are based upon effects upon three visual receptors: the
AR Eintyre &&/MCH 78 os aligned to the south of West Loch Tarbert, the Kennocraig fo
klay farmy route, and footpaths in the local area, including those around Dun Skeig and the
nartham section of the Kintyre Way. Taking eoch paint in furn, the Applcant would wish fo
provide comment on each.

234 The AB3 extends from Tarbet on the shores of Loch Lomond. to Compbeltown, and is
158.2lom long. If performs o mojor practical funclion in the daily ives and connactivity of
Argyl and Bute residents and visitors given it & the primary route to and from Kintyre fo the
rest of Scotfiond. There are several commercial uses along its strefch, including (but not
dominated by] wind farms.

237 A sequentfial route ossessmeant the 483 was provided within the Bla Report. Figure &6.17a
provides a bare eorth ITV of where the propoiad development may be visible in the
obzance of wegetation, which stretches from north of Glenbar inthe sowth, fo Stonefield
Caostha im the north of the saction. The comesponding assessment is set out within Tabbs 4.14
of the BA Report and describes effects traveling from south to north. &n update to Figure
4.17a & appended to this response which indicates the extent of the A83 where there
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would be visibilty, but ako including vegetation and forestry. This aims to supplement a
raalstic assessment of the extent of visibilty.

From Glenbarr to Ronachan, effects are negiigible or zero due to vegetation screening. A
2.5 - 3km stretch from Gartnagrenach to Grassfield Gate (south-west of Whitehouse|
provides open views and sgnificant effects. The A83 at Whitehouse would not expenence
visbility of the proposed development due to vegetation. There is kmited visibility until north
of Comranbuie (VP2) where there is an opening in roadside vegetation for around 50 to
40m where significant effects are identified. Table 4.14 of the EIA Report demonstrates that
there & no further visibilty between the Coranbuie opening and the end of the assessed
stretch near Stonefield Castle, ogain due to vegetation.

Therefore, Table 6.14 concludes thot significant visual effects upon the AB3/Kintyre 46/NCN
78 are limited to short, intermittent sactions, affecting 2.5 — 3km of the 158km A33 route
[1.8%) and 6.9% of the 43km section considerad within the sequential assessment. Thase
are only expenenced by fravellers heading north (generally the opposite direction from
the mojority of tourist visitors experiencing the area for the first time).

Between the key area of Gartnagrenach to Coranbuie, a stretch of around 10km, it i
anticipated that significant visual effects would eccur for a combined 2 to 3 minutes of a
10-minute driving time (assuming a speed of é0mph). Views within this fime would be
interspersed by vegetotion and woutd not be confinuous.

It is noted that the Gartnagrenach lay-by has been cited as serving an important touristic
function. Whilst this offers clear, open and pleasant views over West Loch Tarbert, the lay-
by itself is not signposted and has no infrastructure which encourages travellers to stop, for
example picnic tables, benches, bins or interpretafive boards [unlike other potential
stopping areas on the AB3, such as around the Rest and be Thankiul further north).

Whilst significant visual effects are noted on the A83 and rood users for this intermittent,
limited stretch in one direction only, with views at a distance of approximately 3.7km to
10km for a couple of minutes cumutative driving time, the Applicant would maintain that
ths does not amount to an unocceptable significant adverse effect (as per the
requirement of the Local Development Plan) given the limited nature of effects. The
general design of the proposed development from this location offers good lateral spread,
consistent spacing, and is situated in o bowl above the coastdl fringes.

The Council's landscape advisor setfs out in the second primary visual reasen for objection,
that the Kennacraig to Islay fenry route experences significont adverse visual effects on
approxmately 2km of the route within West Loch Tarbert. In oddition, it 5 noted that the
proposed development would be seen sequentially with the operational Freasdail Wind
Farm.

The BHA Report addresses the Kennacrag to Iskoy route in several places, including
assassing views from the Kennacraig terminal as part of the Viewpoint assessment within
Technical Appendix 4.2 (along with Figure 6.25 and associated assessment, which judges
that the effects from Kennccraig Terminal are not significant), and offering a sequential
route assessment within FRigure 6.18.
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Tabla &.1% of the ElA Report concludas that there are signiicant effects across 1km of the
route within West Loch Torbert. This lkem relates fo the initial section aopproaching
kenmacraig. If is noted that the mognitude of impact hare is medium rather than higi.
Bsewhere, it reduces fo zero. Table £.15 offers further detail and llusirates, with the aid of
Figure &4.18, that significant effects are experienced on the opprooach fo Kennocraig Femy
Terminal affecting approximately |17 degrees of the fisld of vision. Towers would either be
soreaned by landiorm or bock-clothed by more distant hills. The turbines would oppeaar as
o coherant and cohasive group for this 1km. The area of significant effect represents 2.5%
of the overal femy route at a distance of opproximaotaly &.5km or morea.

In terms of the cumulative interaction with Freasdail and Airigh, the ElA Beport assesses a
bnefly expenienced sgnificant cumulative effect for the same area a: individual effects
wioubd ocour.

It i moted that the Council's londscope odvisor guaotes a 2km distance for significant
odverse effects on the femy routa. It is not clear how this has been derved os it i not
consistent with thea findings of the ElA Beport. This oy seem a small discrepancy but relates
fo o conflated doubling of effects.

In any event, the nature of the fery route & transitory. 'Whikt there i o high degres of
sansitivity for tounsts, the mognitude of impoct & not highe The view from Kemnoconog
Termind itself is not deemed sigrificant, and there i no suggestion ofmerwize from the
Councils landscape advisor. The perceived ssuwe therefore, i with lkm of famy route,
predominately experenced in one direction (i.e. say to Kennacraig)-

‘Whilst the Bl Report must repaort a significant effect onoa small part of the route, this does
nof comprise an overall significont odwerse effect on the entirety of it, and indeed
represants 2.5% of the route.

It is therafore difficult in the Applicont’s view to estabish that this imited significant effect
on a fransitony route would constitute an unocceptabla significant advearse effect.

The Council’s lamctscape advisor aso assigns a similar bevel of effect fo settlement including
parts of Whitehouse and dispersad residential properties. If i important fo note that from
within Whitehouse, the setement itself hos minimda to no view of the proposed
developmeant. Significant vswal effects were nofed on a limited number of dispersed
proparfies to the southrwest of Whitehouse, where the proposed development woukd
cocupy 14 degrees of the view, and with boses and most of the tower height screened by
topography, ot o dstance of around 8-Flkm.

The final visual impoct mentiomed within the landscope and viswal opinicn i that of paths
arcund Dun Skeig. Dun Skeig i situoted approximately 13.5km to the south-west of the
proposed developmenit.

It is imnportant to note that whilst effects upon Dun Skeig hove been a key contested point
for some wind fomns in Kintyre and Enopdale, no significont effect is found in culburcl
herntoge femns and Historic Ervdronment Scofland hawve no objection to make in relation
to the proposed development. Any perception of a significont odverse effect b therefore
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limifed to discussion of views as infringic views in isclotion as opposed to views relevant for
their cuttural hertege asociation.

The landscope and visual opinion states “foofpaths in the Dun Skeig area”. It s not clarified
what is meant by this, but it & asssmed that sigrificant effects stated refers to Core Paths
Cdé1 and C102a, s identified within poragraph 4.62 of the ElA Report.

Table .14 of the ElA Beport dscusses o “group of Core Paths and Herfoge Paoths around
Dun Skeig Fort'. This highlights that there are several Core Paths sumounding Dun Skesg that
have potential viskbility of the proposed development. Theoretical viskility & possible from
the northem and eastern parts of C102[a) and C102{c] and the elevated Cd441 to the Hil
Fort. The Bla Report notes that otherwse, the paths i this areo mosty have no or
intermnittent visicdity. Figures | and 2 oppended should be refemed fo to provide further
contaxt,

The BA Report states that “the greatest views of the proposed development wouwld be
from the elevated C4al route as it accesses up fo the bl fort, and the central section of
Clida where it meefs the C441%. In these views, the proposed development would be
visible from the hub upword, representing 10 degrees of the view [Le. 2.7% of the possible
340 degree view) ot o dstance of arownd 12-13km.

The furbines would be partialy bock-clothed, and would oppeor ai o cohesive group,
well-spoced within a shallow bowl.

Consarsatively, imdividueal significant effects werns identified for these sactions of the paths.
It is ciso mentioned within the londscape and visual opinion thot Freasdal and Aindh would
e axperenced with these views. The BlA Report assesses that odditicnal effects of the
proposed development dongside Aridh and High Consteliation would be significant,
howwewver it is noted that these consented wind farms are much closer to the paths than
the proposed development (78 km fo 12-13km). Should Sheirdim be consented, this
would add fo the sgnificant cumulative effects, however it i noted that effects from Dun
Ske=ig were a major part of this inguiry. It & suggested that the oddition of the proposed
development would not odd unocceptably significant odditional effects given the
proximity of other wind farms. The infience of Bowan Wind Farm would nof unococeptably
fip this bolonce given its distance.

Crvargll, it s found within the ElA Report that whilst there are parfial significant viswal efiects
upon the moted receptors (paths around Cun Skeig, the Kennocraig to slay femry, and the
AB3). the Council's londscope advisor does nof register that these effects are intermittent
and doss not discuss the spafiol or fernporal imits of these effects, except whers
suggesting the exfent of effects on the femy route ore double those found within the BA
Report without providing evidence for that conclusion.

The spatial and temporal imitations of the significant effects. olongside the coherent and
sympathefic design of the proposed development, must be given porficular weight in
assassing wheather these significant visual effects ore unocceptable, The Applicant would
suggest that based on the evidence, they are naot.
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Night-time lighting effects

241 Since the pubbcation of the londscope and viswal opinion, the Applicant hos secured a
further reduction of aviafion ighting with the Chil Aviotion Awuthonty, from 7 of 13 lighis to
& af 13. This B contained within o separate submission to the Energy Consants Unit.

242 The landscope and vissal opinion recognises that the aviafion lighting assessmeant [(for ¥
ighits]) does mot identify significant effects associaoted with aviation lighfing. The Council’s
landscape and visual advisor states that she believes the “lighting assessment may have
under-estimated the effect of visible aviofion bghfing for viewpoints M2 amd WI0".
Location M2 & eguivalent to Viewpoint 2 [A83 north of Comanbuie] and looation M0 is
equivalent to Viewpoint 10 (483 near Gartnagrenach).

243 |t is not stated why the Council’s londscope advisor reaches this conclusion and no
evidance is provided fo bock it up. The effects of visible aviation ighting of these ocafions
are chearly demonstrated within Technical Appendix 4.3, whare ot M2 there would be 4 of
13 lights visible ot 5.7km with a moximum candela rating whean at 100% bminescence (2%
of the fime) at 194 candeda (T5) [conversaly, 19 candela Y8% of the time]. At N10 there
wiould be 5 of 13 Eghts viible ot o distonce of 10-11km, with a maosmum candelo
uminescence of 822 candala 2% of the time, and 82 candela P8% of the time [T13).

244 This cleorly suggests, and the visualisotions demonstrate, that aviation lighfing would not
be sgnificant af full uminescence, let alone the 8% of the year when they wil be ot 10%
brightness. There are therefore no grounds for the comments provided by the Council's
landscape and visual odvisor.

245 It & also stafed “the night-time viEwaizafions need fo be freafed with coution as.. .they
generally do nof replicate the levek of brightness that can be expenenced in the fisig".
The Couwncil's londscope advisor ogoin provides no evidence or explanation for this.

244 The londscope and visual opinion goes on to state that “night fime kighting wouwld increass
the duration of adverse effects and there effects may be significant from the waters ond
south-eastern shares of West Loch Tarbert where fit furbines would infroduce new sources
of fighfing info o relofively dark environment”. Again, as detailed above, the night-fime
effects on West Loch Tarbert are found fo be not significant. The Council's londscope
odvior provides no evidence to the contrary and this should be given no weight in the
determmination of the proposed developmenit.

247 In conclusion fo avigtion Bghting matters, there B no evidence provided within the
landscape and visual opinion that should persuode the Council to disogree with the
detoied mssessmeant provided within the Bla Report.
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CONCLUSION

The abowe sections discuss the issues with the lkandscope and viswal opinion as provided.
As the Couwncll are awaore, the recommendation to ifs Planning. Protective Service: and
Licencing Commifiee o5 fo whether fo object or mot obgection fo the proposed
development and grant Section 34 consent and deesmed planning consent, is bossd
upon the principles of Section 25 of the Town and Country Planning (Scofiond] act 1997
(o= amendad). This reguires that a decision & mode in accordance with the Development
Flan unless material considerations suggest ofherwise.

The prirmary instrurment of the Development Flan in this regard is Policy LDPS of the adopted
Argyll and Bute Local Development Plan. This gives clear guidance that “the Councll wil
suppart renewable enengy developments where these are consisfent with the principles
of sustainable development and it can be adequately demanstrated that there would be
no unacceptable significant adverse effects”, including upon landscope character and
visual amenity.

The fist test & therefore whether the Counci find the folowing significant effects
unaccephable:

=  Londscope effects upon the host LCT [Knopdole Ugdond Forest Moor Mosaic) for
around 2km which comprises the site level and & infrinsic fo wind form development;

= Londicope effects wpon Unit B [south-eastem shores) of West Loch Tarbert as part of
the Rocky Maosaic LCT, where a significant effect s only found cumulativealy with
Freasdal Wind Farm whare Freasdal & within 2em of the trarsifional boundary of the
LCT, and the significont locolsed LCT effect i due to Freasdail, not the proposed
denvebopment. Effects from the proposed development only, are not found o be
significant.

=  Londicope effects on coastal character of the West Loch Tarbert Costal Character
Araa where the proposed development is sat in an elevated position, back from the
coost, for approximately 2.5km and from where the maognifude of impact is not
assessed as high

= Wisual effect upon intermittent sections of the AB3Kinfyre &6/NCH 78 comprising
1.8% of the AB3 fraveling northward only, and under P& of the ossesment areo for
saquantial asessment.

= isual effect related to 1km of the Kennocraig to klay femy, whera there ore dready
semi-indusirial features associated with a port satfing; and

= Yisuaol effect expenenced on two come paths near Dun Skeig occupying 2.7% of o
3&0 degres view at a distonce of 12-13km.

The Applcant concludes that whilst significant effects hove to be idenfified within the ELs.
Report, the Council’s landscape advisor fails to idenfify or acknowledge the limited or
intermittent extent of these. They are thamsfore not unocceptable on ther own accaord

and the proposed development complies with Pobcy LDP4.
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Showld the Council disogree and deem them unocceptable, and therefore deem that
the proposed development does not comply with Polcy LDP&, matenol considerafions
wiould then apply. The second fest would therefore be, do these locdised, infermittant
significant odverse effects cuteeigh the foboeing:

= The site is a Group 3 area as per Scoftish Planning Pobcy (2014). This suggests thot
wind farms mary be supported subject to site-specific assessment;

= The site provides 8586w of renewable clean energy generation, assisfing towards
climate change fargets enshrined in ow and cleor Scottish Govemment and Argyll
and Bute priorifies in dealing with the cimate emengancy:

= Providing o clear confribution towards the Scottish Govemment’s requiremeant to
provide an additional 8 to 12GW of deployed onshore renewable enaergy by 2030;

= Opporunities for peat restoration on site;

= Opporunities for omithologicoo enhancement on site;

= Opporunities to provide recreational and educational public access to the site;

= Local benefits ocguired via rew rood upgroedes and passing ploces;

= Provision of o neoroy avalable grid resource; and

*  |nduced positive socio-economic effects amocioted with o community benefit
pockoge and local benefits via construction senvices.

It is ako noted that the tited balance in fovowr of sustoinoble development appliss in
relation fo this site, given the Development Plan i greater than 5 years old. This & set out
within paragraph 33 of SFP. Should the Council decide that the imited sigrficant effects
are unacceptable, it must then provide evidence that significantly and demonstrably
ocubaeighs the benefit.

Inany cosa, this documeant explains significant adveme effects where they ocowr, further
dernonstrates the steps taken fo reduce them via design, o an opplication where adverse
significant kendscope and viswadl effects are ot distance, intemmittant or where effects are
unarvoidabls, the wind fom is designed coharently.

The landscape and visual opinion does mot provide clarfication on the exdent of sgnificant
effects. nor on ther magritude, and in the opinion of the Applicont, conflates ther
importance and shatus within the plkanning balance that must apply.

In cddifion, althouwgh it is not provided os a reason for objection, no evidence s applied or
prowided for the londicope advisor's opinions on aviation lighting and occordingly these
cannot be given significant weight.

Significant landscope and visual effects should therefore be viewed as occepfable and
part of the dewvelopment process. Conversely In the event that thess Emited and
infermittent significant effects are found unocceptable, a planning balance in ine with
the tited balonce approach within $PP must be made. Under this scenario, the Applicant
finds that thare are not sufficient grouwnds for o recommendation for objaction.
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APPENDIX 3: COMMENTS ON APPLICANT’S RESPONSE TO THE LANDSCAPE AND
VISUAL REVIEW UNDERTAKEN BY THE COUNCIL’A LANDSCAPE CONSULTANT,
JUNE 2022

Rowan wind farm proposal

Comments on Applicant's response to the landscape and visual review (LV Review)
undertaken by the Council's landscape consultant

June 2022

The Landscape and Visual Review (LV Review) focusses on identifying the principal landscape
and visual effects of the proposal. It was undertaken on the basis of field assessment and its
conclusions were informed by comparnson of the landscape and visual effects of similar wind
farm proposals across Argyll and Bute and other parts of Scotland. The LV Review does not
provide a detailed Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment as an alternative to that included in
the Emnvironmental Impact Assessment Report (EIA-R) for the Rowan wind farm proposal. This
would not be possible or appropriate given limited resources and time constraints. It provides an
overview of the key landscape and visual effects of the proposal on Argyll and Bute and is one of
many other sources of information which will be considered by Argyll and Bute Council when
determining the acceptability of the proposal in terms of the planning balance.

Many of the points raised in the applicant's response can be attributed to differences in
professional opinion and are therefore not argued further here. There are three matters
addressed in the Applicant’s response which merit further comment and clarification as follows:

« Effects on the Rocky Mosaic Landscape Character Typa
The LV Review states that 'The LVIA concludes that effects (considered in a baseline
which includes the operafional Freasdail wind farm) would be significant along the
southern coast of West Loch Tarbert. | agree that the effects of this proposal wowd be
significant and adverse on the part of the Rocky Mosaic LCT lying on the south-easfern
side of West Loch Tarbert”. While it is accepted that the LVIA does not judge the effects
of the propasal on this LCT to be significant, either ‘individually' or cumulatively with the
operational Freasdail wind farm, it is the view of the Council's landscape consultant that
this proposal would incur a significant adverse additional cumulative effect on the
character of part of the Rocky Mosaic LCT (broadly equating to Unit B identified in the
LWIA).

« With reference to paragraph 2.12, just because the author of the Applicant’s response
deems the effects to be ‘localised this does not mean that they are not important. There
are very few wind farm proposals which have, what could be termed as, more
widespread ‘regional’ effects.

+« Visible Aviation Lighting
This is a rapidly changing technology with no similar specification of lighting on
operational wind turbines to enable judgements as to likely night-ime effects to be made
in the field. The examples stated in paragraph 1.3.28 of the updated Technical Appendix
6.3 as having been visited by the L\VIA team are also acknowledged as not having the
same specification of visible aviation lighting as the proposal. Comparison of the night-
time visualisations produced in a cross-section of current ELA-Rs reveal a divergence in
the nature of visualisations and the findings on the significance of effects. In particular,
review of the recently submitted Clachaig Glen Il wind farm proposal demonstrates the
disparity between the depiction of lighting effects despite directional intensity mitigation
having also been taken into account in the generation of the visualisations and



visualisations produced from similar viewpoint elevations. It is only correct that a
precautionary approach should be taken in appraising wind farm applications with visible
aviation lighting given the low-lighting levels present in Argyll and Bute and the potential
for cumulative effects to arise with other proposed wind farms featuring such lighting.
Conclusions

It is acknowledged that all wind farms will have significant adverse landscape and visual
impacts but what is important to consider is the nature and degree of severity of these
effects in making recommendations to the Council. The LV Review provides an impartial
analysis of likely significant adverse landscape and visual effecis but also the mitigating
features of the proposal are clearly noted, for example the limited visibility of turbines in
views from the east across Loch Fyne. It is not appropriate for the Applicant to determine
the accepiability of the proposal in landscape and visual terms as is done in paragraph
3.4 as this can only be determined by the decision maker (the Council in this instance)
upon receipt of the full range of information which needs to be considered in the planning
judgement.



