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1. Introduction

1.1 This scoping opinion is issued by the Scottish Government Energy Consents
Unit on behalf of the Scottish Ministers to Hagshaw Hill 11l Ltd a company
incorporated under the Companies Acts with company number SC732631 and
having its registered office at J R W, 19 Buccleuch Street, Hawick, Roxburghshire,
Scotland, TD9 OHL (“the Company”) in response to a request dated 4th July 2025 for
a scoping opinion under the Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment)
(Scotland) Regulations 2017 in relation to the proposed Hagshaw Hill [Il Energy
Project (“the proposed development”). The request was accompanied by a scoping
report.

1.2 The majority off the proposed development is within Douglas Valley Local
Landscape Area (LLA) and would be located approximately 1.2 kilometres (km) to
the northwest of Glespin, 1.8 km west of Douglas and approximately 3.1 km south of
Coalburn, solely within the planning authority of South Lanarkshire Council.

1.3  The proposed development will consist of up to 8 wind turbines with a blade to
tip height of 200m, including Solar Photovoltaic Energy Generation, Long Duration
Electricity Storage, and all associated ancillary infrastructure. The total generating
capacity is anticipated to be greater than 50 megawatts (MW).

1.4  In addition there will be ancillary infrastructure including:

Access tracks

Borrow pits

Foundations

Crane Pads

Hardstandings

Temporary Construction and storage compounds
Drainage and Surface Water Management

1.5 The Company indicates the proposed development would be
decommissioned after 40 years and the site restored in accordance with the
decommissioning and restoration plan.

1.6  The proposed development is solely within the planning authority of South
Lanarkshire Council.

1.7  The proposed development site is part of the Hagshaw Energy cluster that
includes Hagshaw Hill Wind Farm Repowering, Hagshaw Hill Wind Farm Extension,
Cumberhead Wind Farm, Cumberhead West Wind Farm, Douglas West Wind Farm
Extension, Douglas West Wind Farm, Galawhistle Wind Farm, Nutberry Wind Farm,
Dalquhandy Wind Farm and Hare Craig Wind Farm. There are numerous
operational/consented/in application wind farms in close proximity to the proposed
development which have been detailed in table 4.2 of the scoping report.



2. Consultation

2.1  Following the scoping opinion request a list of consultees was agreed
between Hagshaw Hill lll Ltd (the company) and the Energy Consents Unit. A
consultation on the scoping report was undertaken by the Scottish Ministers and this
commenced on 23rd July 2025. The consultation closed on 13th August 2025.
Extensions to this deadline were granted to Historic Environment Scotland, RSPB
Scotland, ScotsWays, Muirkirk Community Council, South Lanarkshire Council. The
Scottish Ministers also requested responses from their internal advisors Transport
Scotland and Scottish Forestry. Standing advice from Marine Directorate — Science
Evidence Data and Digital (MD-SEDD) has been provided with requirements to
complete a checklist prior to the submission of the application for consent under
section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989. All consultation responses received, and the
standing advice from MD-SEDD, are attached in ANNEX A Consultation
responses and ANNEX B MD-SEDD Standing Advice.

2.2  The purpose of the consultation was to obtain scoping advice from each
consultee on environmental matters within their remit. Responses from consultees
and advisors, including the standing advice from MD-SEDD, should be read in full for
detailed requirements and for comprehensive guidance, advice and, where
appropriate, templates for preparation of the Environmental Impact Assessment
(EIA) report.

2.3  Unless stated to the contrary in this scoping opinion, Scottish Ministers expect
the ElA report to include all matters raised in responses from the consultees and
advisors.

2.4  The following organisations were consulted but did not provide a response:

Civil Aviation Authority - Airspace

Crown Estate Scotland

Clyde River Foundation

Coalburn Community Council

Douglas Community Council

Douglas Water & Rigside Community Council
East Ayrshire Council

Health and Safety Executive

John Muir Trust

Lesmahagow Community Council
Scottish Fire and Rescue Service
Scottish Power Energy Networks (SPEN)
Scottish Wildlife Trust

Visit Scotland

West of Scotland Archaeology Service
Woodland Trust

2.5 With regard to those consultees who did not respond, it is assumed that they
have no comment to make on the scoping report, however each would be consulted
again in the event that an application for section 36 consent is submitted subsequent
to this EIA scoping opinion.



2.6  The Scottish Ministers are satisfied that the requirements for consultation set
out in Regulation 12(4) of the Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment)
(Scotland) Regulations 2017 have been met.



3. The Scoping Opinion

3.1 This scoping opinion has been adopted following consultation with South
Lanarkshire Council, within whose area the proposed development would be
situated, NatureScot (previously “SNH”), Scottish Environment Protection Agency
and Historic Environment Scotland, all as statutory consultation bodies, and with
other bodies which Scottish Ministers consider likely to have an interest in the
proposed development by reason of their specific environmental responsibilities or
local and regional competencies.

3.2  Scottish Ministers adopt this scoping opinion having taken into account the
information provided by the applicant in its request dated 4th July 2025 in respect of
the specific characteristics of the proposed development and responses received to
the consultation undertaken. In providing this scoping opinion, the Scottish Ministers
have had regard to current knowledge and methods of assessment; have taken into
account the specific characteristics of the proposed development, the specific
characteristics of that type of development and the environmental features likely to
be affected.

3.3  Acopy of this scoping opinion has been sent to South Lanarkshire Council for
publication on their website. It has also been published on the Scottish Government
energy consents website at www.energyconsents.scot.

3.4  Scottish Ministers expect the EIA report which will accompany the application
for the proposed development to consider in full all consultation responses attached
in Annex A and Annex B.

3.5 Scottish Ministers are satisfied with the scope of the EIA set out at Section 1.4
of the scoping report.

3.6 In addition to the consultation responses, Ministers wish to provide comments
with regards to the scope of the EIA report. The Company should note and address
each matter.

3.7 The proposed development set out in the scoping report refers to wind
turbines, and other technologies including solar panels and Long Duration Energy
Storage. Any application submitted under the Electricity Act 1989 requires to clearly
set out the generation station(s) that consent is being sought for. For each
generating station details of the proposal require to include but not limited to:

e the scale of the development (dimensions of the wind turbines, solar panels,
energy storage)

e components required for each generating station

e minimum and maximum export capacity of megawatts and megawatt hours of
electricity for energy storage


http://www.energyconsents.scot/

3.8  Scottish Water provided information on whether there are any drinking water
protected areas or Scottish Water assets on which the development could have any
significant effect. Scottish Ministers request that the company contacts Scottish
Water (via EIA@scottishwater.co.uk) and makes further enquires to confirm whether
there any Scottish Water assets which may be affected by the development, and
includes details in the EIA report of any relevant mitigation measures to be provided.

3.9  Scottish Ministers request that the Company investigates the presence of any
private water supplies which may be impacted by the development. The EIA report
should include details of any supplies identified by this investigation, and if any
supplies are identified, the Company should provide an assessment of the potential
impacts, risks, and any mitigation which would be provided.

3.10 Marine Directorate — Science Evidence Data and Digital (MD-SEDD) provide
generic scoping guidelines for onshore wind farm and overhead line development
https://www2.gov.scot/Topics/marine/Salmon-Trout-
Coarse/Freshwater/Research/onshoreren) which outline how fish populations can be
impacted during the construction, operation and decommissioning of a wind farm or
overhead line development and informs developers as to what should be considered,
in relation to freshwater and diadromous fish and fisheries, during the EIA process.

3.11 In addition to identifying the main watercourses and waterbodies within and
downstream of the proposed development area, developers should identify and
consider, at this early stage, any areas of Special Areas of Conservation where fish
are a qualifying feature and proposed felling operations particularly in acid sensitive
areas.

3.12 MD-SEDD also provide standing advice for onshore wind farm or
overhead line development (which has been appended at Annex B) which
outlines what information, relating to freshwater and diadromous fish and
fisheries, is expected in the EIA report. Use of the checklist, provided in Annex
1 of the standing advice, should ensure that the EIA report contains the
required information; the absence of such information may necessitate
requesting additional information which may delay the process. Developers
are required to submit the completed checklist in advance of their application
submission.

3.13 Scottish Ministers consider that where there is a demonstrable requirement
for peat landslide hazard and risk assessment (PLHRA), the assessment should be
undertaken as part of the EIA process to provide Ministers with a clear
understanding of whether the risks are acceptable and capable of being controlled
by mitigation measures. The Peat Landslide Hazard and Risk Assessments: Best
Practice Guide for Proposed Electricity Generation Developments (Second Edition),
published at http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2017/04/8868, should be followed in
the preparation of the EIA report, which should contain such an assessment and
details of mitigation measures. Where a PLHRA is not required clear justification for
not carrying out such a risk assessment is required.

3.14 The scoping report identified viewpoints at Table 4.1 to be assessed within
the landscape and visual impact assessment. Additional viewpoints have been
requested from ScotWays.


mailto:EIA@scottishwater.co.uk
https://www2.gov.scot/Topics/marine/Salmon-Trout-Coarse/Freshwater/Research/onshoreren
https://www2.gov.scot/Topics/marine/Salmon-Trout-Coarse/Freshwater/Research/onshoreren
http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2017/04/8868

3.15 The noise assessment should be carried out in line with relevant legislation
and standards as detailed in section 7 of the scoping report. The noise assessment
report should be formatted as per Table 6.1 of the IOA “A Good Practice Guide to the
Application of ETSU-R-97 for the Assessment and Rating of Wind Turbine Noise.”

3.16  As the maximum blade tip height of turbines exceeds 150m the LVIA as
detailed in section 4 of the scoping report must include a robust Night Time
Assessment with agreed viewpoints to consider the effects of aviation lighting and
how the chosen lighting mitigates the effects.

3.17 Itis recommended by the Scottish Ministers that decisions on bird surveys —
species, methodology, vantage points, viewsheds & duration - site specific &
cumulative — should be made following discussion between the Company and
NatureScot.

3.18 Where borrow pits are proposed as a source of on-site aggregate they should
be considered as part of the EIA process and included in the EIA report detailing
information regarding their location, size and nature. Ultimately, it would be
necessary to provide details of the proposed depth of the excavation compared to
the actual topography and water table, proposed drainage and settlement traps, turf
and overburden removal and storage for reinstatement, and details of the proposed
restoration profile. The impact of such facilities (including dust, blasting and impact
on water) should be appraised as part of the overall impact of the working.
Information should cover the requirements set out in ‘PAN 50: Controlling the
Environmental Effects of Surface Mineral Workings’.

3.19 The Scottish Ministers request that the company assess the impact of the
proposed development on existing and/or planned infrastructure. In particular, the
company should carry out the necessary assessments to confirm if any part of the
proposed development is within the consultation zone of any of the following:-

a licenced explosives site;

gas (or any other) pipeline;
existing overhead electric lines;
underground cables;

water pipes;
telecommunications links.

3.20 Scottish Ministers request the company to assess if any flammable, toxic or
explosive chemicals detailed in The Town and Country Planning (Hazardous
Substances) (Scotland) Regulations 2015 would be stored on site in quantities such
that a Hazardous Substances Consent would be required under section 2 of the
Planning (Hazardous Substances) (Scotland) Act 1997.

3.21 Ministers are aware that further engagement is required between parties
regarding the refinement of the design of the proposed development regarding,
among other things, surveys, management plans, peat, radio links, finalisation of
viewpoints, cultural heritage, cumulative assessments and request that they are kept
informed of relevant discussions.



4. Mitigation Measures

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



5. Conclusion

5.1  This scoping opinion is based on information contained in the applicant’s
written request for a scoping opinion and information available at the date of this
scoping opinion. The adoption of this scoping opinion by the Scottish Ministers does
not preclude the Scottish Ministers from requiring of the applicant information in
connection with an EIA report submitted in connection with any application for
section 36 consent for the proposed development.

5.2  This scoping opinion will not prevent the Scottish Ministers from seeking
additional information at application stage, for example to include cumulative impacts
of additional developments which enter the planning process after the date of this
opinion.

5.3  Without prejudice to that generality, it is recommended that advice regarding
the requirement for an additional scoping opinion be sought from Scottish Ministers
in the event that no application has been submitted within 12 months of the date of
this opinion.

5.4 ltis acknowledged that the environmental impact assessment process is
iterative and should inform the final layout and design of proposed developments.
Scottish Ministers note that further engagement between relevant parties in relation
to the refinement of the design of this proposed development will be required, and
would request that they are kept informed of on-going discussions in relation to this.

5.5 Applicants are encouraged to engage with officials at the Scottish
Government’s Energy Consents Unit at the pre-application stage and before
proposals reach design freeze.

5.6  When finalising the EIA report, applicants are asked to provide a summary in
tabular form of where within the EIA report each of the specific matters raised in this
scoping opinion has been addressed.

5.7 It should be noted that to facilitate uploading to the Energy Consents portal,
the ElA report and its associated documentation should be divided into appropriately
named separate files of sizes no more than 10 megabytes (MB).

Ross McCleary

Energy Consents Unit
3rd October 2025



ANNEX A
Consultation

List of consultees who provided a response.

e South Lanarkshire Council A1-A5

e Historic Environment Scotland AG6-A9

e NatureScot (previously “SNH) A10-A15
e Scottish Environmental Protection Agency A16-A34
e Scottish Forestry A35

e Transport Scotland A36-A37
e British Horse Society A38-A40
e British Telecommunications A41-A42
e The Coal Authority A43-Ad4
e Defence Infrastructure Organisation A44-A47
e Dumfries & Galloway Council A48-A49
e Edinburgh Airport A50-51

e Fisheries Management Scotland A52

e Glasgow Airport AS53

e Glasgow Prestwick Airport A54

e Joint Radio Company A55-A56
e Muirkirk Community Council A57-A58
e NATS Safeguarding A59-A61
e North Lanarkshire Council A62-A63
e RSPB Scotland A64-A65
e Scottish Borders Council A66-AG7
e Scottish Water A68-A70
e ScotWays A71-A82
e West Lothian Council A83

Internal advice from areas of the Scottish Government was provided by officials from
Transport Scotland, Scottish Forestry and Marine Directorate (in the form of standing
advice from Marine Directorate — Science Evidence Data and Digital (MD-SEDD).

See Section 2.4 above for a list of organisations that were consulted but did not
provide a response.
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Community And Enterprise Resources
Executive Director David Booth
Planning And Regulatory Services

Our Ref: P/25/0874

Your Ref: ECU00006224

If calling ask for: Andrew Bennie
Date: 4" August 2025

Mr Ross McCleary
Case Officer

Energy Consents Unit
Scottish Government

Dear Ross

Electricity Act 1989

The Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017
Request for Scoping Opinion for Proposed Section 36 Application for Hagshaw Hill Il
Wind Farm

| refer to your request for comments to inform a scoping opinion made under regulation 12 of the

Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017.

Following consideration of the information submitted in respect of this Scoping Request, South
Lanarkshire Council, as Planning Authority for the area within which this proposed development
is located, would offer the following comments, noting that these comments are made in relation

to this scoping opinion request only and do not provide comment on the proposals themselves.

In response to the specific questions which are set out with the Scoping Report, the undernoted

responses are made.
Section 3: Planning

Whilst accepting that it would be appropriate for Planning Policy matters to be dealt with within a
standalone Planning Statement, it is nevertheless considered that the EIAR should provide a

section which sets out the planning policy framework as it relates to the proposed development.

Floor 6, Council Offices, Almada Street, Hamilton, ML3 0AA
Email Andrew.Bennie@southlanarkshire.gov.uk Phone:
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Section 4: Landscape and Visual

Q1: South Lanarkshire Council (SLC) can confirm that they are content with the extent of the
proposed Study Areas and are satisfied that the extent thereof will be sufficient to enable a full
and proper assessment of landscape and visual impacts of the proposed development to be
made.

Q2: SLC can confirm that they are in agreement with the proposed viewpoint locations.

Q3: SLC agree with the matters which are proposed to be scoped out of this aspect of the

assessment.

Q4: Having considered the scope and extent of the proposed assessment, SLC can confirm that

they agree that the terms thereof are appropriate and acceptable.

Q5: SLC can confirm that there are no other windfarms within the 20km study area which will

require to be considered as part of this assessment.
Section 5: Ecology and Nature Conservation

Q1: Subject to the caveat set out, SLC agree that the scope of the IEFs to be included in the

assessment is appropriate and acceptable.

Q2: Subject to the review/updating of any potentially outdated aspects of the earlier field survey
work, SLC considers that the full suite of surveys and desk studies should be sufficient to enable
an appropriate assessment of the impact of the proposed development to be undertaken.

Q3: SLC are content with the proposed assessment methodology and scope.

Q4: SLC has no comment to make in response to this matter.

Section 6: Ornithology

Q1: SLC can confirm their agreement to the extent of the proposed study areas.
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Q2: SLC agree that the scope of the proposed baseline studies are both appropriate and

proportionate to the nature of the proposed development.

Q3: SLC has no comment to make on this matter.

Q4: SLC agree with the matters to be scoped out of the assessment.
Q5: SLC has no comment to make on this matter.

Section 7: Noise and Vibration

Q1: SLC agree with the nature of the proposed assessment methods and also with the extent of

the proposed study area.

Q2: SLC agree with this point.

Q3: SLC can confirm its agreement to this figure being applied as part of the overall assessment.
Section 8: Cultural Heritage

Q1 - Q5: SLC can confirm its agreement to all of these stated matters.

Q6: SLC can confirm that it is content with the location and nature of the proposed visualisations
identified.

Q7: SLC does not consider that any additional viewpoints are required for this matter to be

properly and fully assessed.

Section 9: Hydrology, Peat, Hydrogeology and Geology

SLC can. confirm its agreement to the matters to be scoped out of this assessment.
Point 1: SLC agree with the suggested approach on this issue.

Point 2: Noted.
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Section 10: Access, Traffic and Transport

Q1: SLC do not consider that there are any specific developments that should be considered as

part of the cumulative assessment.

Q2: SLC are not aware of any upcoming changes to the transport network that would be of

relevance to the proposed development.

Q3: SLC has no comments on this matter.

Section 11: Socio Economics, Recreation and Tourism

Q1 — Q3: SLC has no comment to make on these matters.

Section 12: Aviation and Radar

Q1: SLC consider the extent of the proposed assessment to be acceptable.

Q2: SLC can confirm its agreement to these matters being scoped out of the assessment.
Q3: SLC has no comment to make on this matter.

Section 13: Shadow Flicker

Q1: SLC can agree with the extent of the proposed Study Area and the methodology to be used

in this assessment.
Q2: SLC can confirm agreement to this proposed approach.
Section 14: Glint and Glare

Q1: SLC agree to this matter being scoped out of the assessment.
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Section 15: Telecommunications

Q1: SLC can agree to this matter being scoped out of the assessment.
Section 16: Carbon Calculator

Q1: SLC agree with the proposed methodology for assessing this matter.
Section 17: Air Quality

Q1: SLC are content for this matter to be scoped out of the assessment.
Section 18: Major Accidents and Disasters

Q1: SLC are content for this matter to be scoped out of the assessment.
Conclusion

Overall, the scope of topics and associated assessment methodologies set out within the
Scoping Report are considered acceptable by South Lanarkshire Council.

It is again reiterated that this Scoping Response is a technical response in relation to the Scoping
Opinion Request and the EIA Regulations and does not provide any advice on the planning

merits or other of the proposals and therefore does not prejudice the outcome of any planning
application that may be submitted.

Yours faithfully

Area Manager



A6

Longmore House

By email to: Econsents_Admin@gov.scot Salisbury Place
Edinburgh

Ross McCleary EH9 1SH

Energy Consents Unit

4" Floor, 5 Atlantic Quay Enquiry Line: 0131 668 8716

150 Broomielaw HMConsultations@hes.scot

Glasgow

G2 8LU Our case ID: 300081565

Your ref: ECU00006224
04 September 2025
Dear Ross McCleary

The Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations
2017
Hagshaw Hill Ill Wind Farm - Scoping

Thank you for consulting us on this Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) scoping report,
which we received on 23 July 2025. We have reviewed the details in terms of our historic
environment interests. This covers World Heritage Sites, scheduled monuments and their
settings, category A-listed buildings and their settings, inventory gardens and designed
landscapes, inventory battlefields and Historic Marine Protected Areas.

The relevant local authority archaeological and cultural heritage advisors will also be able to
offer advice on the scope of the cultural heritage assessment. This may include topics
covered by our advice-qgiving role, and also other topics such as unscheduled archaeology,
category B and C listed buildings, and conservation areas.

Proposed development

We understand that the proposed development comprises the construction and operation of
up to 8 wind turbines with a maximum blade tip height of up to 200m, solar photovoltaic
energy generation, Long Duration Electricity Storage (LDES) and associated infrastructure.
The proposed development is located west of Douglas in South Lanarkshire.

Scope of assessment

We are broadly content with the scope of assessment for our interests presented in the
scoping report. We expect that all designated assets that may experience impacts from the
proposed development should be assessed, and that if an asset is scoped out of more
detailed assessment, the reasons for this should be presented in the written report. We
have provided additional comments in the annex to this letter.

Historic Environment Scotland — Longmore House, Salisbury Place, Edinburgh, EH9 1SH
Scottish Charity No. SC045925
VAT No. GB 221 8680 15
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https://www.historicenvironment.scot/advice-and-support/planning-and-guidance/our-role-in-planning/

AT

Further information

Decisions that affect the historic environment should take the Historic Environment Policy
for Scotland (HEPS) into account as a material consideration. HEPS is supported by our
Managing Change guidance series.

We hope this is helpful. If you would like to submit more information about this or any other
proposed development to us for comment, please send it to our consultations mailbox,
hmconsultations@hes.scot. If you have questions about this response, please contact
Kevin Mooney at kevin.mooney@hes.scot.

Yours sincerely

Historic Environment Scotland

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

We welcome that potential impacts on cultural heritage & archaeology are scoped into the
EIA report. We consider that the proposed outline methodology appropriate, and note that it
is in line with and references the Managing Change in the Historic Environment: Setting
guidance and the HES/NatureScot EIA handbook.

We note references that no site visits have been undertaken to inform the appraisal at this
stage (paragraph 8.2.2), and welcome the subsequent commitment to undertake visits to
assets to assess potential setting impacts.

Physical Impacts

We can confirm that there are no World Heritage Sites, scheduled monuments, category
A listed buildings, inventory battlefields, or inventory gardens and designed landscapes
within the proposed development boundary.

Setting Impacts

Careful consideration should be given to reducing and avoiding impacts on the setting of
cultural heritage assets during the design process. We note that a 10km study area is
proposed to capture and scope in designated heritage assets for which there is a potential
for impact on setting. We do not consider that a study area based on a simple distance is
an appropriate methodology for identifying assets for assessment as this risks the omission
of assets at further distances which have particularly sensitive settings. However we note a
subsequent commitment to also consider assets beyond this distance, where long distance
views or intervisibility is considered important to their setting. We are content with this
methodology proposed for assets to be scoped in and out of subsequent detailed
assessment.

The applicant states that ’the turbine blade tip and hub height ZTVs for the Proposed
Development will be used to identify those heritage assets from which there would be
theoretical visibility of one or more of the proposed wind turbines’ (paragraph 8.4.15). We
advise that not only impacts from the proposed wind turbines should be assessed, but also
from the associated infrastructure, solar photovoltaic and LDES should be carefully
considered in the assessment of the proposed development.

We welcome the inclusion on this list of those assets within the 10km study area and the
Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV), which are potentially vulnerable to setting impacts.
However, the proposed list is incomplete. Thirstone, stone circle 1300m NNW of
(Scheduled Monument SM5094) lies within the 10km study area and the provided ZTV
suggests that the proposed turbines would be visible from the monument.

The stone circle is not included in the list of proposed visualisations, and no explanation for
its absence has been offered in the scoping report. The setting of this monument would be

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


https://www.historicenvironment.scot/archives-and-research/publications/publication/?publicationid=80b7c0a0-584b-4625-b1fd-a60b009c2549
https://www.historicenvironment.scot/archives-and-research/publications/publication/?publicationId=6ed33b65-9df1-4a2f-acbb-a8e800a592c0
https://portal.historicenvironment.scot/designation/SM5094
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potentially vulnerable to adverse impacts from these proposals. Therefore, we request that
a wireline visualisation should be produced showing the view towards the development
from the asset.

Historic Environment Scotland
04 September 2025

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

From: informed@planning.nature.scot

Sent: 11 August 2025 17:49

To: Ross Mccleary

Cc: Hannah.Linton@nature.scot

Subject: Hagshaw Hill lll Energy Project - ECU00006224 - Section 36 Scoping - NatureScot response

Dear Mr McCleary,

Electricity Act 1989
The Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017

Request for Scoping Opinion for Proposed Section 36 Application for Hagshaw Hill lll Energy Project
(ECU00006224)

Thank you for consulting us on the scope of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) for the proposed
Hagshaw Hill Il Energy Project. The following advice is based on the contents of the Hagshaw Hill lll: EIA
Scoping Report (SLR Consulting, July 2025), and associated appendices.

We have also responded to the applicant’s specific consultee questions found in the Scoping Report which
are relevant to NatureScot, and our answers can be found in the Appendix of this advice.

1. Background

1.1.  The proposed development is located 1.8km west of Douglas, South Lanarkshire and comprises:

8 wind turbines with a maximum tip height of 200m,

A solar photovoltaic park with 30 MW capacity, and

A 50 MW capacity Long Duration Energy Storage (LDES).

Where relevant we refer to our pre-application advice below.
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2. General Scoping Advice

2.1. The applicant should refer to our pre-application guidance for onshore wind farms, and our new
pre-application guidance for solar farms. These documents provide our standing advice on the issues that
developers and their consultants should consider for these forms of development. They include our advice
on recommended survey methods, sources of further information and guidance, data presentation and
our expectations for the contents of EIA Reports. Attention should be given to the full range of advice
included in the guidance notes. These documents will be updated regularly and applicants should
therefore ensure that they refer to the most recently published versions.

3. Specific Scoping Advice

Protected Areas

3.1. The proposal is located 2.6 km away from the Muirkirk and North Lowther Uplands Special
Protection Area (SPA), protected for its populations of a number of breeding and non-breeding bird
species. The site is within the core foraging range for Merlin, and also for Golden plover, which are two of
the SPA’s qualifying species, and therefore this means there is a likely significant effect on the SPA.
Information on the SPA is available on the Sitelink page of our website.

3.2. The status of the SPA means that the requirements of the Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.)
Regulations 1994 as amended (the “Habitats Regulations”) or, for reserved matters, The Conservation of
Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 apply. Consequently, Scottish Ministers will be required to consider
the effect of the proposal on the SPA before it can be consented (commonly known as Habitats
Regulations Appraisal). Advice on this process is available on our website.

3.3. We do not agree with the applicants decision to scope out the effects on the Muirkirk and North
Lowther Uplands SPA. The applicant states in section 6.7.5 of the Scoping Report that following
“NatureScot advice provided on the consented Hagshaw Hill Repowering and Douglas West Extension
wind farms on the basis of spatial separation, there is considered to be no connectivity between the site
and any ornithological statutory designated site”.

3.4. In NatureScot’s response to the Hagshaw Hill Repowering EIA application, dated March 2019, it was
deemed that that proposal had a likely significant effect on the SPA, and an appropriate assessment was
required.
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3.5. InJune 2019, we provided a response to the Douglas West Extension EIA application, which stated
that the development was within the core foraging range for Merlin, and therefore there was a likely
significant effect on the SPA.

3.6. While it was deemed in these circumstances that there was no adverse effect on the SPA, this could
only have been established due to the appropriate assessment having been conducted by the Competent
Authority. It is therefore necessary for the applicant to scope in the effects of the Hagshaw Hill llI
proposal on the SPA in order for the Competent Authority to decide whether this proposal has an adverse
effect on the SPA or not.

3.7.  We advise that in order to assist Scottish Ministers in their assessment, the applicant should
include in the EIA Report:

- Anassessment of potential collision risk for Merlin and Golden plover and how this may affect the
viability of the species’ SPA population. Maps showing flight lines of this species’ recorded during vantage
point watches should be included with the EIA Report.

3.8. The area of the SPA which is closest to the proposal is also designated as Muirkirk Uplands Site of
Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). We advise the applicant to also scope in the effects on this SSSI for the
same reasons as stated above for the SPA.

3.9. We agree with the decision to scope out effects on the Coalburn Moss Special Area of
Conservation (SAC).

Birds in the Wider Countryside

3.10. We note that the applicant has cited our guidance on recommended bird survey methods for
onshore wind farms. We are pleased with the buffer areas chosen for ornithological surveys, but we advise
that the applicant includes a detailed description of the methodology for all surveys in the subsequent EIA
Report.

3.11. We note that the applicant conducted two black grouse surveys, in April and May 2022. The
guidance advises two years of survey work for black grouse. We note from Appendix 6.1. of the Scoping
report that black grouse and leks have been recorded in the area. If the applicant chooses not to conduct
further surveying, this should be clearly justified.



Al3

Protected Species

3.12.  We agree with the species which have been scoped in and out of the Scoping Report. We are
pleased to see that further surveys will be conducted in order to inform the EIA Report, as well as the
acknowledgement that Species Protection Plans may be needed as informed by baseline and pre-
construction protected species surveys.

3.13. We note that preliminary surveys indicate the presence of badger and potentially significant bat
activity, and so we expect to see detailed survey results of the ecological baseline conditions, including
associated maps and other relevant details, as part of the EIA Report. For further guidance on protected
species, the applicant should refer to our standing advice on our website and the advice in the pre-
application guidance (paragraph 2.1 above).

3.14. The Scoping report suggests deer may be present on site, although it is not certain from the Scoping
report whether deer will be scoped in or out of the EIA Report. We recommend the applicant follows our
pre-application guidance on deer assessment and management at development sites.

Carbon-Rich Soils, Peatland And Priority Habitat

3.15. We note that initial peat depth surveys indicate the majority of the site being under 50 cm of peat
depth, and we welcome further peat depth probing to ensure full coverage of the site. The applicant
should refer to our standing advice on peatland, carbon-rich soils and priority peatland habitats for
detailed advice on the level of survey information which should be provided with the EIA report.

Concluding Remarks

Our advice is given without prejudice to a full and detailed consideration of the impacts of the proposal if
it is subsequently submitted as a formal application.

This advice is provided by NatureScot, the operating name of Scottish Natural Heritage. We hope that you
will find it helpful in developing your proposal, but please contact Hannah.Linton@nature.scot should you
wish to discuss it further.
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Yours sincerely,

Hannah Linton

Operations Officer — West Central Scotland

Appendix

Ecology

Do consultees agree that, subject to further information coming from the field surveys and desk
study, the scope of IEFs to be included in the assessment is appropriate?

We advise that effects on the Muirkirk and North Lowther Uplands SPA and Muirkirk Uplands SSSI are
scoped in to the assessment

Do consultees agree that the suite of field surveys conducted in 2022 and 2024 and
planned/underway for 2025 together with a desk study is sufficient to inform a robust impact assessment?

Yes, although the assessment should include the SPA/SSSI.

Do consultees agree that the methodology and scope of assessment is appropriate?

Insofar as we know the methodology and scope, yes. We advise that details of survey methods are include
in the EIA Report.

Are there any other relevant consultees who should be consulted, or other sources of information
that should be considered?

No
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Ornithology

Do consultees agree with the proposed study areas to be adopted for the purposes of assessment?

Yes

Do consultees agree that the scope of baseline studies is appropriate and proportionate to the nature
of the Proposed Development?

Further survey for black grouse are required. If this is not included, reasons should be clearly justified.

Are consultees aware of any additional and relevant ornithological datasets that should be consulted
to inform baseline conditions?

No

Do consultees agree with the impacts and features scoped out of assessment at this time?

Yes

Do consultees consider there should be any specific ornithological features that should be scoped-
into assessment?

Please see our advice on the SPA above.

xl

NatureScot is the operating name of Scottish Natural Heritage
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Ross McCleary Our Ref: PCS-20006288
ECU Your Ref: ECU00006224

By email only to: Econsents_Admin@gov.scot

SEPA Email Contact:
planning.north@sepa.org.uk

29 July 2025
Dear Ross McCleary

Electricity Act 1989 - Section 36

ECU00006224 - scoping opinion for proposed Hagshaw Hill lll wind farm of up to 8
wind turbines, with solar photovoltaic energy generation, long duration energy
storage system and associated infrastructure, 1.8km west of Douglas, South

Lanarkshire

Thank you for consulting SEPA for an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) scoping
opinion in relation to the above development. We welcome engagement with the applicant
at an early stage to discuss any of the issues raised in this letter and would especially
welcome further pre-application engagement once further peat probing, peat condition and

GWDTE assessment has been completed and the layout developed further as a result.

Our position and advice, given below, is based on Scottish Ministers ultimately determining
that the proposal is classed as development that could be supported for the purposes of
assessment under policies 5 Soils and 22 Flood risk and water management, as defined in

National Planning Framework 4 (NPF4). If this is not the case, please advise so we can re-
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consider our position and advice. We consider that this also covers the requirements in

NPF4 policies 2 Climate mitigation and adaption, 3 Biodiversity and 11 Energy.

Advice for the determining authority

To avoid delay and potential objection the EIA submission must contain a series of
scale drawings of sensitivities, for example peat depth, peat condition, Groundwater
Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE), proximity to waterbodies, overlain with
proposed permanent and temporary development. This is necessary to ensure the EIA
process has informed the layout of the development to firstly avoid, then reduce and then
mitigate significant impacts on the environment. We request that the issues covered in
Appendix 1 of this letter, which provides details of our standard information requirements
for EIA development and the form in which they must be submitted, and Appendix 2, which
provides additional development type specific advice, be addressed to our satisfaction in

the EIA process.

We have also provided site specific comments in the following section which provides pre-

application advice and can help the developer focus the scope of the assessment.

1. Site specific comments

1.1 We have reviewed the Scoping report, focussing on the chapters most relevant to
our interests, being chapters 5 (ecology) and 9 (hydrology, peat, hydrogeology and
geology). In relation to the questions for consultees set out in section 5.9 of the
Scoping report, we broadly agree with the proposed approach to EIA for features
relevant to our interests, subject to further assessment meeting the requirements

set out in Appendices 1 and 2 of this letter.

1.2 Inrelation to the questions for consultees in section 9.8 of the Scoping report, it is
not possible to confidently answer the questions at this stage as much depends on
the final layout and proximity to sensitive receptors such as watercourses, GWDTE
and peat. However we can advise that leaving issues to be addressed at planning
condition stage is unlikely to be appropriate as the EIA Report must provide

sufficient information on what the likely environmental effects would be and how
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they would be addressed. Where issues, survey work or further assessment have
been scoped out of the EIA, full justification should be provided in the EIA Report,
along with sufficient information to enable readers to consider whether the

justification is appropriate.

In relation to peat, figure 9.3 of the Scoping report appears to show that the
proposed turbines, substation and BESS are located outwith areas identified as
containing peat. We welcome that initial peat depth probing has been undertaken
and appears to have been used to inform turbine locations. However unfortunately
no proposed track routes, construction compound or borrow pit search areas are
shown. This makes it difficult to provide advice about the potential effects on peat
that might arise from tracks, borrow pits and other associated infrastructure (such

as cabling).

As peat is present we would expect the application to be supported by
comprehensive survey and assessment information as described in section 2 in
Appendix 1 of this letter. This is to demonstrate how the proposed development
meets the requirements of NPF4 policy 5, as well as to enable us to consider waste
regulation implications (as referred to in section 2.5, point f in Appendix 1 of this

letter).

Therefore we consider that, as a minimum, the results of further targeted peat depth
probing (eg to confirm peat depths where infrastructure would be located and the
proposed 100m buffer zones) and peat condition assessment should be used to
inform the layout of the proposed development. The mitigation hierarchy of avoid
then minimise should be followed, to firstly avoid areas of peat, natural and near
natural condition peat habitat, and, where this is not possible, to minimise the

amount of peat that requires to be excavated.

Separate to the questions for consultees, we have the following site specific advice:
As noted at section 5.2.14 of the Scoping report, GWDTE are also likely to be

present. We therefore expect the application to be supported by relevant
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information as set out in section 4 in Appendix 1 of this letter. Site surveys and
assessments for GWDTE must be used to inform the layout so that GWDTE are

avoided as much as possible.

1.7 Based on the information contained in the Scoping report, provided watercourse
crossings are designed to accommodate the 1 in 200 year event plus climate
change and other infrastructure is located well away from watercourses (ie outwith
the minimum 50m buffer), then it is unlikely that a detailed flood risk assessment will
be required. However sufficient information must be provided with the application to

demonstrate this, as outlined in sections 3 and 5 of Appendix 1 of this letter.

1.8 Itis important that the construction working corridor is also outwith the watercourse
buffer areas, where possible, to reduce the risk of adverse effects on the water
environment. It should also avoid other sensitive receptors such as deeper peat,
natural and near natural condition peat and GWDTE. It would be helpful for the EIA

Report to provide clarification on the construction working corridor.

1.9  We note in section 2.2.3 of the Scoping report that a 100m micrositing allowance is
proposed. We consider 100m to be suitable for our interests provided the Schedule
of Mitigation of the EIA Report includes a commitment that any micrositing would
not encroach into buffers for GWDTE, private water supplies or watercourses, or
result in a greater overall effect on peat, natural or near natural peatland habitat

than the original location.

If you have queries relating to this letter, please contact us at planning.north@sepa.org.uk

including our reference number in the email subject.

Your sincerely
Nina Caudrey
Senior Planning Officer

Planning Service
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Ecopy to: Ross.Mccleary@gov.scot

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

sepa.org.uk/environment/land/planning/.
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Appendix 1: SEPA Energy generation and transmission EIA scoping requirements

Please note that some of our planning guidance referenced in this response has been

reviewed and updated to reflect the National Planning Framework 4 (NPF4) policies. For

example, our Flood Risk Standing Advice, Guidance on Assessing the Impacts of

Developments on Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems and the Guidance on

Assessing the Impacts of Developments on Groundwater Abstractions.

This appendix sets out our minimum information requirements and we would welcome
discussion around these prior to formal submission to avoid delays. There may be
opportunities to scope out some of the issues below and in Appendix 2 depending on the
site. Evidence must be provided in the submission to support why an issue is not relevant
for this site. If there is a significant length of time between scoping and application

submission, the developer should check whether our advice has changed.

1. Site layout

1.1 Each of the drawings requested below must detail all proposed upgraded,
temporary and permanent infrastructure. This includes all tracks, excavations,
landraising and other groundworks, buildings, borrow pits, pipelines, cabling, site
compounds, laydown areas, storage areas and any other construction and built
elements. All drawings must be based on an adequate scale with which to assess
the information. To show sufficient detail of smaller areas of the site for peat depth,
watercourses and GWDTE in particular, this may mean that, as well as an overall
whole site figure, multiple figures are required splitting the site into sections using
larger scale maps. Such figures should show greater detail of where different
elements of the proposed development are located in relation to those interests, to
demonstrate how adverse effects have been minimised through the siting and

design process.
1.2  The layout should be designed to minimise the extent of new works on previously

undisturbed ground. For example, a layout which makes use of lots of spurs or

loops is unlikely to be acceptable, cabling must be laid in ground already disturbed
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such as verges, and existing built infrastructure must be re-used or upgraded where

possible.

A comparison of the environmental effects of alternative locations of infrastructure
elements may be required. We seek absolute avoidance of development on the
sensitive habitats detailed below. Where elements of a development haven’t
avoided for example near-natural peatland, adequate justification should be
provided for the proposed layout. The justification should include how any impacts
are considered in relation to example the mitigation hierarchy as demonstrated
through the Peat Management Plan (PMP) submission. This should be supported
by maps with overlays of the peat maps and any other constraints, such as visual
impact, to clearly demonstrate how these constraints have influenced any
necessary need for development on peatland and other sensitive habitats within our

remit.

Peatland and other carbon rich soils (CRS)

Peatland in near natural condition generally experiences low greenhouse gas
emissions, is accumulating and may be sequestering carbon, has high value for
supporting biodiversity, helps to protect water quality and contributes to natural
flood management, irrespective of whether that peatland is designated for nature
conservation purposes or not. Where proposals are on peatland or other CRS, the
following should be submitted to address our requirements in relation to NPF4
policy 5 to protect CRS and the ecosystem services they provide (including water

and carbon storage).

It should be clearly demonstrated that the assessment has informed careful project
design and ensured, in accordance with relevant guidance and the mitigation
hierarchy in NPF4, that adverse impacts are first avoided and then minimised

through best practice.

The submission should include a series of layout drawings, at a usable scale,

showing all permanent and temporary infrastructure, along with the ancillary
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construction work areas, with the extent of excavation required. These plans should

be overlaid on the following:

a) Peat depth survey showing peat probe locations, colour coded using distinct
colours for each depth category. This must include adequate peat probing
information to inform the site layout in accordance with the mitigation hierarchy

in NPF4, which may be more than that outlined in the Peatland Survey —

Guidance on Developments on Peatland (2017).

b) Peat depth survey showing interpolated peat depths.

c) Peatland condition mapping — the Peatland Condition Assessment photographic

guide lists the criteria for each condition category and illustrates how to identify

each condition category.

The detailed series of layout drawings above should clearly demonstrate that peat
excavation has been avoided where possible. Where complete avoidance of peat
and other CRS is not possible, justification should be provided to adequately
demonstrate why this is the case, and it should be clearly demonstrated on the

drawings that:

a) Development proposals avoid any near natural peatland and the deepest areas

of peat.

b) All proposed excavation is on peat less than 1m deep, where feasible.

c) The volumes of peat excavated have been reduced as much as possible, first
through layout and then by design, making use of techniques such as floating

tracks.

The Outline Peat Management Plan (PMP) must include:
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A table setting out the volumes of acrotelmic, catotelmic and amorphous peat to
be excavated. These should include a contingency factor to consider variables

such as bulking and uncertainties in the estimation of peat volumes.

A table clearly setting out the volumes of acrotelmic, catotelmic and amorphous
excavated peat: (1) used in making good site specific areas disturbed by
development, including borrow pits (quantities used in making good areas
disturbed by development must be the minimum required to achieve the
intended environmental benefit and materials must be suitable for the proposed
use), (2) used in on and off site peatland restoration, and (3) disposed of, and
the proposed means of disposal (if deemed unavoidable after all other uses of

excavated peat have been explored and reviewed).

Details of proposals for temporary storage and handling of peat — Good Practice

during Wind Farm Construction outlines the approach to good practice when

addressing issues of peat management on site and minimising carbon loss.

Suitable evidence that the use of peat in making good areas disturbed by
development, including borrow pits, is genuine and not a waste disposal
operation, including evidence on the suitability of the peat and evidence that the
quantity used matches and does not exceed the requirement of the proposed

use.

If peat is to be used in the reinstatement of borrow pits on site, cross sections
and plans should be provided showing the proposed maximum peat depth
profiles for each category of peat, phasing and final restoration profiles in
relation to surrounding land with a clear hydrological justification for the use of
catotelmic peat also being given. The target restoration habitat for each borrow
pit should be specified, along with how this will be maintained and managed in

perpetuity.

Use of excavated peat in areas not disturbed by the development itself is no

longer a matter we provide planning advice on. Please refer to Advising on
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peatland, carbon-rich soils and priority peatland habitats in development
management | NatureScot 2023, and the Peatland ACTION — Technical

Compendium, which provides more detailed advice on peatland restoration

techniques. Unless the excavated peat is certain to be used for construction
purposes in its natural state on the site from where it is excavated, it will be
subject to regulatory control. The use of excavated peat off-site, including for
peatland restoration, will require the appropriate level of environmental
authorisation. Excavated peat will be waste if it is discarded, or the holder
intends to or is required to discard it. These proposals should be clearly outlined
so that we can identify any regulatory implications of the proposed activities.
This will allow the developer and their contractors to tailor their planning and
designs to accommodate any regulatory requirements. Further guidance on this

can be found in the document Is it waste - Understanding the definition of waste.

Water environment

Policy 11 of NPF4 requires that the project design and mitigation demonstrate how
impacts on hydrology, the water environment and flood risk are addressed. The
proposals should demonstrate how impacts on local hydrology have been
minimised and the site layout designed to minimise watercourse crossings and
avoid other direct impacts on water features. Measures should be put in place to

protect any downstream sensitive receptors.

The submission must include a set of drawings showing:

a) The footprint of all proposed temporary and permanent infrastructure (including
all the ancillary construction work areas, for example excavations, landraising
and other groundworks, storage, laydown and working areas) overlain with all

waterbodies.

b) The minimum buffer around each waterbody, as detailed in Table 1 of

Recommended Riparian Corridor Layer for use in Land Use Planning, from all

construction activities including working and storage areas, or 50m where
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subsurface activities are more than 1m in depth. If these minimum buffers
cannot be achieved each breach must be numbered on a plan with an
associated photograph of the location, dimensions of the waterbody, drawings of
what is proposed in terms of any engineering works, and details of why the
minimum buffer cannot be achieved and mitigation measures to protect the

feature.

c) A map showing the location, size, depths and dimensions of all borrow pits
overlain with all waterbodies within 250m and showing a site-specific buffer
around each waterbody proportionate to the depth of excavations. The
information provided needs to demonstrate that a site-specific proportionate

buffer can be achieved.

Further advice and our best practice guidance are available on our

sepa.org.uk/regulations/water/engineering/ webpage. Guidance on the design of

water crossings can be found in the Construction of River Crossings Good Practice
Guide.

Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems and existing groundwater
abstractions

The construction and operation of developments can disrupt groundwater flow and
impact on Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE), which are
protected under the Water Framework Directive, and existing groundwater
abstractions. The layout and design of the development must avoid adverse
impacts on such areas, ensuring the water environment, including GWDTE and

existing groundwater abstractions, are protected.

As detailed in our Guidance on Assessing the Impacts of Developments on

Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems and the Guidance on Assessing

the Impacts of Developments on Groundwater Abstractions, a phased approach to

the assessment of risks to GWDTE and groundwater abstractions is recommended,

with greater detail being required for higher risk sites or activities.
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Where monitoring is required, please note that baseline monitoring is expected to
commence at least 12 months ahead of the development works starting on site and
this should be factored into the timescales for submitting the Environmental Impact

Assessment Report (EIAR) and commencement of development.

Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE)

A Phase 1 habitat survey should be provided unless the developer is already aware
that GWDTE are likely to be present. Where initial assessment results indicate
relevant habitats may be present, a National Vegetation Classification (NVC) survey

should be submitted, along with the following information:

a) A set of drawings demonstrating all GWDTE are outwith a 10m radius of all
activities, 100m radius of all excavations shallower than 1m and outwith 250m of
all excavations deeper than 1m. The survey needs to extend beyond the site

boundary where the distances require it.

b) If the minimum buffers cannot be achieved, a conceptual site model (CSM)
should be provided that includes interpretation of the hydrogeological setting,
including the groundwater flow regime, and the ecological features present. This
may be supported, as appropriate, by intrusive ground investigation, groundwater
monitoring, or groundwater modelling in addition to topography, properties of the
emergent water and the soil, and underlying geology. Please refer to Guidance

on Assessing the Impacts of Developments on Groundwater Dependent

Terrestrial Ecosystems for further advice on undertaking detailed site specific

qualitative and/or quantitative risk assessments and the minimum information we

require to be submitted.

c) Please note that while we will accept The UK Habitat Classification System
(UKHab) as an alternative to a Phase 1 habitat survey, due to discrepancies in
habitat definition and ambiguity in correspondence with NVC types, we do not

accept the use of the UKHab as an alternative to NVC.
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Existing groundwater abstractions

The source (rather than the property it supplies) of both public and private water
supply groundwater abstractions, both within and outwith the site boundary, should
be identified. Scottish Water holds information regarding public water supplies and
the Local Authority holds records of private water supplies. Note that the information
held by the Local Authority will sometimes relate to the property served by the
private water supply, rather than the location of the source itself (e.g. the house
rather than the borehole or spring). Therefore, the details of each private water

supply source require confirmation, including a site walkover survey.

The following information should be submitted where the assessment results

indicate groundwater supplies may be present:

a) A set of drawings demonstrating all groundwater abstractions are outwith a 10m
radius of all activities, 100m radius of all excavations shallower than 1m and
outwith 250m of all excavations deeper than 1m. The survey needs to extend

beyond the site boundary where the distances require it.

b) If the minimum buffers cannot be achieved a conceptual site model should be
provided that includes interpretation of the hydrogeological setting, including the
groundwater flow regime. This may be supported, as appropriate, by intrusive
ground investigation, groundwater monitoring, or groundwater modelling. Please

refer to Guidance on Assessing the Impacts of Developments on Groundwater

Abstractions for further advice on undertaking detailed site specific qualitative
and/or quantitative risk assessments and the minimum information we require to

be submitted.

Flood risk
We reiterate that, as detailed above, our position and advice is based on the
determining authority determining that the proposal is supported under policy 22, as

defined in NPF4, unless we are advised otherwise.
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Advice on flood risk is available at Flood Risk Standing Advice and reference should

also be made to Controlled Activities Requlations (CAR) Flood Risk Standing Advice

for Engineering, Discharge and Impoundment Activities.

Crossings must be designed to accommodate the 0.5% annual exceedance
probability flows with an appropriate allowance for climate change, or information

provided to justify smaller structures. Our Climate change allowances for flood risk

assessment in land use planning guidance sets out required allowances for climate

change.

In order to establish that the five bullet points within NPF4 Policy 22a have been
satisfied and where it is considered the development could result in an increased
risk of flooding to a nearby receptor, then a flood risk assessment (FRA) must be

submitted. Our Technical Flood Risk Guidance for Stakeholders provides generic

requirements for undertaking Flood Risk Assessments as well as our Climate

change allowances for flood risk assessment in land use planning guidance.

The FRA should specifically address the following issues:
a) All existing watercourses and drains on the site are fully identified and flow
pathways understood in relation to the 1 in 200 year plus climate change flood

levels for the catchment.

b) The modelling should extend far enough upstream to capture any flow pathways

which may impact the development site.

c) Demonstration there is no increased flood risk to existing properties in the vicinity

of the proposed development and, if possible, demonstrate an improvement.
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d) Any intended realignment or alteration of channels should also be outlined and
accounted for within the FRA, with analysis showing pre and post development

flood risk.

e) Where applicable, flows should be shown to be accommodated within any altered
channel to avoid flooding of existing structures, access roads or increased risk for

others.

Generally, we are unable to support landraising within a flood risk area unless it is
required for development outlined under the exceptions in policy 22.a of NPF4.
Which, as indicated above, we understand this proposal is unless notified
otherwise, and as such we may be able to accept. However, where landraising is
proposed within the flood risk area identified within the FRA, it should be linked to
compensatory storage and demonstrated that there is no reduction in floodplain
capacity, or increased risk for others. Notwithstanding this, any landraising must be

shown to be minimised as far as possible.

Culverting for land gain would not be supported by us. If any works to alter
watercourse channels are proposed, we would expect betterment to the channel
and utilisation of this opportunity to help reduce flood risk to the wider site and any

other nearby receptors.

Environmental enhancements

Policy 3 of NPF4 requires all EIA development to demonstrate that the proposal will
conserve, restore and enhance biodiversity, including nature networks, so they are
in a demonstrably better state than without intervention. EIA development should
fully mitigate potential negative effects prior to identifying biodiversity
enhancements, with the enhancements provided in addition to mitigation. We have
published a data set which identifies where riparian planting would be most
beneficial. This is available via the data publication page at

sepa.org.uk/environment/environmental-data/. We highlight there may be

opportunities for riparian planting along watercourses within landownership
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boundaries and would welcome the exploration of such planting as part of any

biodiversity net gain proposals.

Forest removal and forest waste
If forestry is present on the site, the site layout should be designed to avoid large
scale felling, as this can result in substantial amounts of waste material and a peak

in release of nutrients which can affect local water quality.

The submission must include drawings with the boundaries of where felling will take
place and a description of what is proposed for this timber in accordance with Use

of Trees Cleared to Facilitate Development on Afforested Land — Joint Guidance

from SEPA, SNH and FCS and our guidance Management of Forestry Waste.

Pollution prevention and environmental management

The submission must include a schedule of mitigation, which includes reference to
best practice pollution prevention and construction techniques (for example, limiting
the maximum area to be stripped of soils and peat at any one time) and regulatory

requirements. Please refer to the Guidance for Pollution Prevention (GPPs), along

with our sepa.org.uk/reqgulations/water/construction/ and

sepa.org.uk/requlations/water/pollution-control/water-run-off-from-construction-sites/

webpages, for more information and advice.

A commitment must also be included in the schedule of mitigation that micrositing
will not encroach into sensitive areas, to avoid adversely affecting mitigation
measures identified in the EIAR that seek to avoid and/or minimise adverse effects

on sensitive receptors (eg peat, watercourse and GWDTE buffers).

Life extension, repowering and decommissioning

The discarding of materials as waste should be avoided and the waste hierarchy

applied to waste produced during construction, operation and decommissioning of
the development. If there is an intention to discard materials then further guidance

on this can be found in Is it waste - Understanding the definition of waste, and our
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sepa.org.uk/requlations/waste/ and sepa.org.uk/requlations/waste/quidance/

webpages.

Other planning matters
For all other planning matters, we refer you and the developer to the relevant

standing advice in our Triage guidance and standing advice, which is also

applicable to Electricity Act applications.

SEPA authorisation

We authorise several matters relating to water, waste management, radioactive
substances, and pollution prevention and control. In 2018, the Scottish Government
brought in the Environmental Authorisations (Scotland) Regulations 2018 (EASR
2018). The aim of these Regulations is to provide a standardised, simplified,
common framework for environmental authorisations in Scotland, known as an
Integrated Authorisation Framework (IAF). A copy of the draft Environmental
Authorisations (Scotland) Amendment Regulations 2025 can be found at
legislation.gov.uk/sdsi/2025/9780111062319/introduction.

The IAF is being developed in a phased manner during 2025, with the regulations
applying initially to radioactive substances activities in early 2025. For further
information on the amendment of the regulations please refer to our

sepa.orqg.uk/requlations/how-we-requlate/environmental-authorisations-scotland-

requlations-2018/ webpage.

It is an applicant’s responsibility to ensure their proposals will meet all relevant
regulatory requirements and they are working within regulatory guidelines. We
prefer all the technical information required for any SEPA authorisations to be
submitted at the same time as the planning or similar application. We consider it to
be at the applicant’s commercial risk if planning permission is granted for a
development/process which cannot gain authorisation from us, or if any significant
changes required during the regulatory stage necessitate a further planning

application or similar application and/or neighbour notification or advertising.
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11.4 Our sepa.org.uk/regulations/ webpage provides good practice advice and guidance

and defines those activities which may require authorisation by SEPA, along with
details of how to contact us for more help, advice and how to apply for any

necessary authorisations.
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Appendix 2: SEPA’s additional EIA scoping requirements by type of development
The below advice should be read in conjunction with the scoping advice in Appendix 1

above.

1. Wind farm

1.1 Proposals for life extension, repowering and/or decommissioning of wind farms

must demonstrate accordance with our guidance on the Life extension and

decommissioning of onshore wind farms. Table 1 of the guidance provides a

hierarchical framework of environmental impact based upon the principles of
sustainable resource use, effective mitigation of environmental risk (including
climate change) and optimisation of long term ecological restoration. The
submission must demonstrate how the hierarchy of environmental impact has been
applied, within the context of latest knowledge and best practice, including
justification for not selecting lower impact options when life extension is not

proposed.

2. Battery Energy Storage Systems (BESS)

21 For information about SEPA’s advice in relation to EIA and environmental
regulations (such as CAR) for BESS that are likely to be similar for the proposed

long duration energy storage system, please see Battery Energy Storage Systems |

Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA).
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Scoping - Scottish Forestry Consultation Response

From: Stewart Snape

Sent: 30 July 2025 14:18

To: Scottish Forestry Conservancy, Central Scotland; Econsents Admin
Subject: RE: Request for Scoping Opinion Hagshaw Hill [ll Wind Farm
Dear Ross,

ELECTRICITY ACT 1989
THE ELECTRICITY WORKS (ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT) (SCOTLAND)
REGULATIONS 2017

REQUEST FOR SCOPING OPINION FOR PROPOSED SECTION 36 APPLICATION
FOR Hagshaw Hill lll Wind Farm

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal. | have reviewed the documents
supplied and can confirm that from the information provided, it appears that the site does not
contain extant woodland or forestry. Care should be taken to ensure that the few trees that were
identified during the walk over survey are protected during construction activities. If trees have to
be removed or they or their root systems are likely to be damaged such that any tree is unlikely to
survive, | would urge the developer to consider planting elsewhere on the site, preferable adjacent
to existing hedges to enhance the existing habitat.

Regards
Stewart

My working days are Wednesday, Thursday and Friday

Stewart Snape MICFor, MRSB

Regulations and Development Manager

Scottish Forestry

Central Scotland Conservancy | Bothwell House | Hamilton Business Park| Caird Park | Hamilton | ML3
0QA

stewart.snape@forestry.gov.scot

Website: forestry.gov.scot

BRAVE values are the roots that underpin Scottish Forestry, to create a workplace where our
staff, and the people we work with, feel valued, supported and respected.

Be professional, Respect others, Act with honesty and integrity, Value teamwork and
collaboration and Encourage innovation and creativity.

Scottish Forestry is the Scottish Government agency responsible for forestry policy, support and
regulation.



Development Management and Strategic Road Safety
Roads Directorate

5th Floor, 177 Bothwell Street, Glasgow, G2 7ER
lain.clement@transport.gov.scot

TRANSPORT

SCOTLAND
Ross McCleary Your ref:
Energy Consents Unit ECU00006224
The Scottish Government our ref
5 Atlantic Quay GB01T19K05
150 Broomielaw Dat

ate:

gléa Z?_%W 13/08/2025

econsents admin@gov.scot

Dear Sirs,

ELECTRICITY ACT 1989
THE ELECTRICITY (APPLICATIONS FOR CONSENT) REGULATIONS 2017

REQUEST FOR SCOPING OPINION FOR PROPOSED SECTION 36 APPLICATION FOR
HAGSHAW HILL Ill ENERGY PROJECT

With reference to your recent correspondence on the above development, we acknowledge
receipt of the Scoping Report (SR) prepared by SLR Consulting Limited in support of the above
development.

This information has been passed to SYSTRA Limited for review in their capacity as Term
Consultants to Transport Scotland — Roads Directorate. Based on the review undertaken,
Transport Scotland would provide the following comments.

Proposed Development

The proposed development comprises up to 8 turbines with a maximum blade tip height of 200m,
solar photovoltaic (PV) energy generation and Long Duration Electricity Storage (LDES), located
approximately 3.1km south of Coalburn. The nearest trunk road to the site is the M74 which lies
approximately 5km to the northeast.

Assessment of Environmental Impacts

Chapter 10 of the SR presents the proposed methodology for the assessment of Traffic and
Transport. This states that the assessment will be carried out in accordance with the Institute of
Environmental Management and Assessment (IEMA) Guidelines entitled Environmental
Assessment of Traffic and Movement (July 2023). These specify that road links should be taken
forward for further assessment where the following two rules are breached:

e Rule 1: Include road links where traffic flows will increase by more than 30% (or the number
of heavy goods vehicles will increase by more than 30%)

www.transport.gov.scot An agency of V1 The Scottish Government
Buidheann le P Riaghaltas na h-Alba
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e Rule 2: Include road links of high sensitivity where traffic flows have increased by 10% or
more.

Chapter 10 indicates that the study area for the assessment will comprise the following:

e M74 around Junction 11;
e B7078 between Junction 11 and 12 of the M74;
e B7078 between the two roundabouts forming the Poniel Interchange; and

e B7078 between the western roundabout of the Poniel Interchange and the slip road leading
to the northbound M74.

We note that base traffic data will be obtained from Transport Scotland’s traffic survey database,
with additional ATC data being obtained for sections of the B7078. lItis also noted that low growth
from the National Road Traffic Forecasts (NRTF) dataset will be applied to the base traffic flows
to obtain peak construction year traffic flows. Transport Scotland is satisfied with this approach.

It is noted that any impacts associated with the operational and decommissioning phases of the
development are to be scoped out of the EIAR. We would consider this to be acceptable in this
instance.

Abnormal Loads Assessment

The SR states that the EIAR will include an investigation of the feasibility of the Abnormal
Indivisible Load Vehicles routeing to the development, and that this investigation “would likely
require a wider study area than listed above”.

We would state that Transport Scotland will require to be satisfied that the size of turbines
proposed can negotiate the proposed route and that their transportation will not have any
detrimental effect on structures within the trunk road route path.

A full Abnormal Loads Assessment report should be provided with the EIAR that identifies key
pinch points on the trunk road network. Swept path analysis should be undertaken and details
provided with regard to any required changes to street furniture or structures along the route.

| trust that the above is satisfactory but should you wish to discuss any issues raised in greater
detail, please do not hesitate to contact me or alternatively, Alan DeVenny at SYSTRA’s Glasgow
Office can assist on 0141 343 9636.

Yours faithfully,
REDACTED

lain Clement

Transport Scotland
Roads Directorate

cc Alan DeVenny — SYSTRA Ltd.
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Patron His Majesty The King The British Horse Society Email enquiry@bhs.org.uk
Abbey Park, Website www .bhs.org.uk
Stareton, Tel 02476 840500
Kenilworth, Fax 02476 840501
Bringing Horses and People Together Warwickshire CV8 2XZ
By email
14 August 2025
Dear Sir/Madam,

REQUEST FOR SCOPING OPINION FOR PROPOSED SECTION 36 APPLICATION
FOR Hagshaw Hill lll Energy Project

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this scoping opinion. The British Horse Society (The BHS)
represents the interests of the 3.4 million people in the UK who ride or who drive horse-drawn vehicles
and is the largest and most influential equestrian charity in the UK. The BHS is committed to protecting
and promoting the interests of all horses and the people who care for them through our work in
education, welfare, safety and access.

Outdoor Access

Access to safe off-road riding routes is vital to the health and wellbeing of horses and their riders. Under
the terms of the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003, equestrians have the same rights of access to the
outdoors as other non-motorised users, such as pedestrians and cyclists. Equestrian use should
therefore be included when planning and designing energy infrastructure. Considering all access takers,
including equestrians, in the early stages helps to avoid problems down the line and ensures that
projects like this are an opportunity to preserve and improve access for all, rather than curtail it or restrict
it to certain groups.

The creation and upgrading of paths and tracks within developments can be an opportunity to improve
outdoor access and provide the local community with additional amenity, especially if consideration is
given to laying out tracks to provide circular loops. To achieve this outcome, when completed, paths and
tracks should be suitable for all users. Unconsolidated sharp stone is likely to injure horses so tracks
should be finished with a layer of consolidated whin dust. Obstructions to access like locked gates or
deer grids with no side gate should be avoided.

The BHS is here to help and can provide guidance on suitable surfaces and infrastructure to
accommodate equestrians and other access takers. We would be very willing to work with the applicant
on these aspects.

The Importance of Off-Road Riding

Access to safe off-road riding routes is vital to the health and wellbeing of horses and their riders.
Equestrian road users are classed as vulnerable as they are more likely to be involved in a road accident
and more likely to suffer the worst consequences.

The British Horse Society is an Appointed Representative of South Essex Insurance Brokers Limited
who are authorised and regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority.

Registered Charity Nos. 210504 and SC038516. A company limited by guarantee. Registered in England & Wales No. 444742
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Most riding accidents happen on minor roads and with increasing numbers of horses and riders seeking
to access the countryside, adequate access to off-road riding should be a priority, especially in rural and
semi-rural areas, and areas of high horse ownership. Few riders access busy roads by choice (although
the horse has as much right to be on public roads as cars, bikes and pedestrians) - but they often have
few other places to ride or no other way to access their safe off-road riding.

Vehicles travelling to and from the site are likely to meet equestrians on the road and drivers should be
advised of this risk. | have enclosed a copy of our “Guidance to drivers of large vehicles” document.

The Horse and the Rural Economy

Scotland’s equestrian industry is worth over £300 million to the Scottish economy annually. This figure
excludes the value of the horse racing industry, which is worth a further £300 million. Equestrianism is
therefore an important part of the rural economy, especially in areas of high horse ownership. Recent
joint research between SRUC and The BHS showed current trends in the sector point to a continued
increase in horse numbers and riding activity in all geographical areas of Scotland and across a wide
cross section of society, leading to growth in the sector.

A national survey of riders who had recently given up their horse found that 27% of them had done so
because they had lost access and had nowhere to ride. Failing to accommodate horses on our local path
networks may lead to riders being forced to give up their horses, which in turn may damage the local
economy.

| trust that the above information is of assistance. If you have any questions or would like to discuss the
needs of equestrians further, please do contact me.

Kind regards,
REDACTED

Anne Scott
Administration Officer
The British Horse Society

access@bhs.org.uk
02476 840515
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Guidance for Drivers of Large Vehicles

Horses are naturally nervous of large vehicles, especially if they do not often meet them. If they
are very frightened, they can run away in panic. Whilst their rider or carriage driver will do all
they can to prevent this, should it happen, it could cause a serious accident for the horse and
rider or carriage driver and for other road users.

The main factors which cause fear in horses are:
e Being approached by a large, moving object, which may be unfamiliar or intimidating to
them,
e Lack of space between themselves and the vehicle,
e The noise of the vehicle, especially air brakes,
e Picking up on the anxiety of their rider or carriage driver.

Horses have keen eyesight and due to the position of their eyes on the sides of their head, can
detect vehicles approaching from behind as well as ahead. They also have very sensitive
hearing and will detect an approaching vehicle, and begin to react, before their rider or carriage
driver.

How can you help?
When you meet a horse on the road:

e Slow down to 10mph or less and be prepared to stop if necessary.

e Be aware that the sound of your air brakes may spook a horse.

e |f ahorse shows signs of hervousness as you approach, stop, turn off your engine and
allow them to move away. Don’t move off again until they are well clear of your vehicle.

e Passwide and slow, when it is safe to do so — allow at least 2m between your vehicle and
the horse, and drive away slowly.

e |fyou are approaching a horse on a narrow road and wish to pass or overtake, slow down
and give the rider or carriage driver time to find a gateway, layby or other refuge to create
sufficient space between the horse and your vehicle.

e Please be patient. Most riders and carriage drivers will do their best to make way as
quickly and safely as they can.

e The safest place for a rider or carriage driver’s hands is on the reins, so they may only be
able to nod their thanks to you, but please be assured, they will be very grateful for your
consideration.

Thank you for helping to keep horses, and the people who care for them, safe.
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General

OUR REF; WID13954

We have studied this proposal using the coordinates within the attached with
respect to EMC and related problems to BT point-to-point microwave radio links.

The conclusion is that this proposal should not cause interference to BT’s current
and presently planned radio network.

BT requires 100m minimum clearance from any structure at height to the radio link
path. It should be noted that this decision is for the date of its issue as the use of
the spectrum is dynamic and can change on an ongoing basis. Therefore, please
reconsult us if there are any further changes during the planning process with
heights and locations of any structures, and its finalisation, as we may have new
links assigned by Ofcom over its duration.

Please note this refers to BT Radio Links only, you will need to contact other
providers separately for information relating to other supplier links / equipment.

Kind Regards

Lisa Smith
National Radio Planner
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1.1.2

1.13

1.1.4

1.1.5

1.1.6

1.2

1.21

Introduction

Overview

3R Energy Solutions Ltd (3R Energy) on behalf of Hagshaw Hill 3 Ltd (the ‘Applicant’) intends to apply
to Scottish Ministers for permission to construct and operate the Hagshaw Hill Ill Energy Project
(the ‘Proposed Development’).

The Proposed Development is located approximately 1.8 kilometres (km) west of Douglas (distances
from nearest turbine) and approximately 3.1 km south of Coalburn in the South Lanarkshire Council
(SLC) local authority area. The Proposed Development site (hereafter referred to as ‘the site’)
comprises an area of approximately 336 hectares (ha) and is shown on Figure 1.1. The approximate
centre of the site is at British National Grid (BNG) reference 281008 630424.

The Proposed Development is expected to comprise up to eight wind turbines with a maximum
blade tip height of 200 metres (m), approximately 30 megawatts (MW) of solar photovoltaic (PV)
energy generation, and an approximately 50 MW of Long Duration Electricity Storage (LDES), and
associated infrastructure. These parameters may be subject to change through the Environmental
Impact Assessment (EIA) design process. The total generating capacity is unknown at this early stage
but is expected to be approximately 138 MW (based on current scoping layout). The project
currently benefits from a contracted grid connection date of April 2029 via the new Redshaw
Transmission Substation near Crawfordjohn.

The current indicative design of the Proposed Development aims to maximise the site’s wind and
solar resource potential while acknowledging both site-specific and broader constraints as
understood at the time of this Scoping Report submission. The layout presented in this Scoping
Report is anticipated to be further refined during the EIA process and through ongoing consultations
with consultees and stakeholders. The final location of the turbines, solar panels and LDES will be
assessed as part of the EIA Report. The Proposed Development will also include habitat restoration
and enhancement measures which will be further defined during the EIA process.

As the generating capacity will exceed 50 MW, an application will be submitted to Scottish Ministers
for consent under the terms of Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 (hereafter referred to as a
‘Section 36 application’). The application will be supported by an EIA Report as required by the
Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017 (as amended)
(“the EIA Regulations’).

This document forms the EIA Scoping Report submitted to the Energy Consents Unit (ECU) to
request an EIA Scoping Opinion on the content of the EIA Report to be submitted as part of a
Section 36 application.

The Applicant

The Applicant for the Proposed Development is Hagshaw Hill 3 Ltd, a member of the 3R Energy
group of companies. 3R Energy was established in 2009 and has been developing various scales of
renewable energy projects ever since, with its head office situated in Lanark. The company was
initially established to help farms and rural businesses benefit from renewable energy, with the
mainstay of the business being farm sized wind turbines, Combined Heat and Power (CHP) systems
and biomass boilers. More recently, 3R Energy has diversified into larger-scale renewable energy
projects and has now developed over 330 MW of onshore wind projects within the Hagshaw Energy
Cluster (with a further 80 MW of energy storage), which together will make a substantial
contribution to the local area and to national renewable energy and climate change targets.
3R Energy was also a founding partner of the award-winning

project which represents an ambitious vision for the future of the Hagshaw Energy
Cluster and surrounds, identifying opportunities to enhance and invest in the local environment,
communities and place.
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3
1.2.2 3R Energy is part of a family group of companies which also includes: Mitchell Energy Ltd, Mitchell
Farming Partnerships and William Mitchell & Sons (WMS) Ltd, based at Newtonhead Farm Rigside

and Hazelside Farm Douglas respectively, which manage the farming assets of the Group. Together
the Group:

e owns and manages 3,500 acres of land in the Douglas Valley;

e has farmed the land for over 120 years;

e generates a combined annual turnover of c. £6 m; and

e employs 15 people as a direct result of its renewable energy and farming operations within
the Hagshaw Energy Cluster.

1.2.3  As a local company, 3R Energy is committed to working with the communities closest to the
Hagshaw Energy Cluster for the long term to develop and deliver successful projects which create
significant and tangible benefits for the local area.

1.3 The Purpose of the Scoping Report

1.3.1  The purpose of this EIA Scoping Report is to request that the Scottish Minsters adopt a Scoping
Opinion as per Regulation 12 (1) of the EIA Regulations, as to the scope and level of detail of
information to be provided in the EIA Report. The Scoping Opinion will be adopted following
consultation with the consultation bodies and other interested public bodies.

1.3.2  The Applicant recognises the value of the scoping approach, and the purpose of this report is to
ensure that information is provided in accordance with the EIA Regulations, Regulation 12 (2).

1.3.3  This EIA Scoping Report:

e describes the existing site and its context with reference to supporting plans;

e describes the nature and purpose of the Proposed Development;

e identifies key organisations to be consulted in the EIA process;

e establishes the format of the EIA Report;

e provides baseline information;

e describes potential significant effects and the proposed assessment methodologies for
various technical assessments to be covered in the EIA Report; and

e seeks confirmation that all likely significant effects have been correctly identified and ‘scoped

in’ for assessment and ‘scoped out’ as appropriate.

1.3.4  Each technical section concludes with questions for consultees regarding the information provided
in this Scoping Report, for which it would be useful to receive feedback. Not all questions will be
relevant to all consultees, therefore we request that consultees provide feedback only on those
guestions appropriate to them. The questions should not be considered an exhaustive list, and
consequently consultees are welcome to provide feedback on any issue they consider relevant to
the Proposed Development. If consultees elect not to respond, the Applicant will assume that
consultees are satisfied with the approach adopted/proposed.

1.4 Environmental Impact Assessment

1.4.1  The EIA Regulations require that before consent is granted for EIA development, an EIA must be
undertaken. The EIA Regulations set out the types of development which must always be subject to
an EIA (Schedule 1 development) and other types of development (Schedule 2 development) which
require EIA if the development is likely to have significant effects on the environment by virtue of
factors such as its nature, size or location.

1.4.2  The Proposed Development falls within Schedule 2 of the EIA Regulations and has the potential to
have some significant environmental effects. It is the opinion of the Applicant that the Proposed
Development qualifies as ‘EIA Development’ and therefore the Applicant has not requested an EIA
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1.4.4

145

1.4.6

1.4.7

1.4.8

1.4.9

1.4.10

Screening Opinion and will instead voluntarily submit an EIA Report, as part of the Section 36
application.

EIA is an iterative process, which identifies the potential environmental effects that in turn inform
the eventual design of the proposals. It seeks to avoid, reduce, offset and minimise any adverse
environmental effects through mitigation. The EIA report considers the effects arising during the
construction, operation and decommissioning phases. Consultation is an important part of the EIA
report preparation process and assists in the identification of potential effects and mitigation
measures.

The structure of the EIA Report will follow the requirements of the EIA Regulations (Schedule 4) and
other relevant good practice guidance. The EIA Report will comprise five volumes:

e Volume 1 — Written Statement;
e Volumes 2 & 3 —Figures (separate volume for visualisations / photomontages);
e  Volume 4 — Technical Appendices; and

e Volume 5 — Confidential Appendices (if required).
A Non-Technical Summary (NTS) will also be provided.
Chapters 1 to 4 of Volume 1 will comprise:

e Anintroduction;

e Adescription of the site selection and design iteration process (including consideration of
alternatives);

o Adescription of the site and Proposed Development; and

e Information on the approach to EIA and determination of significance of effects.

The remainder of Volume 1 will present a description of effects in respect of a range of
environmental topics. Each of the topics will be reported as a chapter of Volume 1 and highlight the
significant effects specific to each consenting regime. The EIA Report will reference figures and
technical studies, which will correspond to Volumes 2 to 5. The following topics will be considered:

e Chapter 5: Landscape and Visual;

e  Chapter 6: Ecology;

e Chapter 7: Ornithology;

e Chapter 8: Geology, Peat, Hydrology and Hydrogeology;
e Chapter 9: Cultural Heritage;

e Chapter 10: Noise and Vibration; and

e  Chapter 11: Access, Traffic and Transport.

Other issues, including aviation and radar, shadow flicker, glint and glare, telecommunications, and
carbon balance, are proposed to be scoped out of detailed assessment (see Chapters 12 to 16 of
this Scoping Report for further information and justification). Where appropriate, technical
information from modelling, analyses and feedback from relevant consultations will be included as
technical appendices to the Proposed Development description EIA Report chapter.

The EIA Report will also include a schedule of mitigation measures and a summary of residual effects.

Alongside the EIA Report the following documents will also be submitted as part of the Section 36
application:

e  Pre-Application Consultation (PAC) Report,
e  Planning Statement; and

e astandalone Socio-economic and Tourism Appraisal.
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1.4.11 Technical experts who have provided inputs into the EIA Scoping Report are outlined in Table 1.1

below.

Table 1.1 - EIA Technical Experts

Technical Expert

‘ Company

‘ Relevant Chapter(s)

David Bell David Bell Planning Ltd Planning and Policy Context

Dale Turner Pegasus Group Landscape and Visual

Nadia White MacArthur Green Ecology

Nicole Robinson MacArthur Green Ornithology

Simon Waddell Accu Acoustics Noise and Vibration

Emma Smart CFA Archaeology Cultural Heritage

David Nisbet SLR Hydrology, Peat, Hydrogeology and Geology
lain Lamb SLR Access, Traffic and Transport

Graeme Blackett BiGGAR Economics Socio-economics, Recreation and Tourism
Shane Savage WEFAS Ltd Aviation and Radar

Various SLR Other Issues
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2.1

2.11

2.1.2

2.13

2.1.4

2.15

2.1.6

2.1.7

2.1.8

The Proposed Development

Site Description

The site is in the SLC local authority area, with the nearest proposed turbines situated approximately
1.8 km west of Douglas and approximately 3.1 km south of Coalburn (refer to Figures 1.1 and 2.1).
The approximate centre of the site is at BNG reference 281008 630424.

The site is accessible from Junction 11 of the M74, which is located north-east of the site,
approximately 4.9 km from the nearest proposed turbine. From here, there is direct access to the
site via an existing private haul road.

There are no residential properties within the site boundary. However, there are a small number of
scattered residential properties within proximity to the site. The separation distance between the
Proposed Development turbines and the properties at the top of Station Road is the same as has
already been established by the neighbouring, operational Douglas West Wind Farm turbines. The
closest of these are located approximately 0.75 km east of the nearest proposed turbine. Further
down Station Road lie the residential properties associated with Scrogton Farm and Scrogtonhead
Farm, located approximately 1.0 km east and 0.8 km south-east of the nearest proposed turbine
respectively and two residential properties at Broadlea located approximately 1.5 km east of the
nearest proposed turbine. The property called ‘Low Broomerside’ immediately south-west of the
site boundary is owned by 3R Energy. It is not in residential use, and will not be in residential use
during the operation of the Proposed Development.

Station Road connects to the settlement of Douglas (where there are many residential properties),
located approximately 1.8 km east of the nearest proposed turbine. There are multiple properties
in the settlement of Glespin, located approximately 1.2 km south-east of the nearest proposed
turbine. The majority of the Proposed Development turbines are screened from residential
properties in Glespin by intervening topography. There are also scattered residential properties at
Monksfoot (The Shieling and Inches Cottage) located near the A70, approximately 1.4 km south-
west of the nearest proposed turbine, and Carmacoup Farm is approximately 1.5 km south-west of
the nearest proposed turbine.

The site comprises an area of approximately 336 ha of land. The site elevation ranges from 250 m
Above Ordnance Datum (AOD) in the south to 397 m AOD at the summit of Windrow Hill in the
north-west of the site. The site broadly slopes up from south-east to north-west, peaking at the
summits of Windrow Hill, Rob’s Hill and Arkney Hill.

Three main watercourses flow within the site boundary. These are the Windrow Burn in the west,
Robshill Burn in the centre and Broadlea Burn on the north-east boundary, all flowing south-east to
the Douglas Water.

The site sits within moorland and areas of agricultural grazing. Directly adjacent to the northern site
boundary is the Cumberhead Forest complex which includes a number of operational and under
construction wind farms (refer to Figure 2.2). The operational Hazelside Farm wind turbine (74 m
to tip) is located within the eastern extent of the site. This turbine is under the control of the
Applicant (via a related group company) and will be appropriately considered in ongoing Proposed
Development design iteration.

The majority of the site is located within the Douglas Valley Local Landscape Area (LLA), as are the
Hagshaw Hill Repowering (under construction) and Hagshaw Hill Extension (operational) wind farms.
There are no international designations within the site boundary. However, one Special Protection
Area (SPA), one Special Area of Conservation (SACs) and four Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSls)
are located within 5 km of the site boundary (refer to Figures 5.1 and 6.2).
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2.1.9  There are no Listed Buildings or Scheduled Monuments within the site boundary. However, there
are nine Scheduled Monuments and 57 Listed Buildings within 10 km of the outermost proposed
turbine locations (refer to Chapter 8 and Figure 8.2).

2.2 Proposed Development Description
Wind Turbines, Foundations and Crane Pads

2.2.1  The Proposed Development is planned to comprise up to eight wind turbines with a tip height of
up to approximately 200 m and a rotor diameter up to approximately 163 m. The total capacity of
the Proposed Development is unknown at this early stage of the design process, however, it is
anticipated to be over 50 MW. Indicative turbine locations are noted in Table 2.1 and shown in
Figure 2.1.

Table 2.1 - Indicative Turbine Locations

Turbine X-Coordinate Y-Coordinate Proposed Tip Height Proposed Rotor
Number (m) Diameter (m)

T1 280952 631310 200 163
T2 281330 630968 200 163
T3 281362 630473 200 163
T4 280704 630547 200 163
T5 280783 630132 200 163
T6 281083 629886 200 163
T7 280337 629619 200 163
T8 279818 629232 200 163

2.2.2  The parameters of the EIA will be such that an appropriate level of assessment is undertaken for a
given hub height and rotor diameter, within the envelope of a maximum tip height. The turbine
locations will evolve in response to the ongoing detailed assessment work, taking consideration of
the environmental effects, terrain, current land use, technical and health and safety issues. The
parameters of the Proposed Development will be explicitly identified in the EIA Report. The final
layout of the Proposed Development will be ‘frozen’ at an appropriate time in order to enable the
EIA Report to describe fully the Proposed Development for which consent is sought.

2.2.3  Whilst the location of the infrastructure will be determined through an iterative environmental
based design process, there is the potential for these exact locations to be further optimised
through micrositing allowances prior to construction. In this regard, there will be a micrositing
allowance sought of up to 100 m in all directions in respect of each turbine and the associated
infrastructure in order to address any potential difficulties which may arise in the event that
preconstruction surveys identify unsuitable ground conditions or environmental constraints that
could be avoided. Consent will be sought for an operational life of at least 40 years from the date
of commissioning the wind turbines.

2.2.4  The turbines will be fixed to reinforced concrete foundations, formed in excavations approximately
3.5 m deep, depending upon ground conditions. Detailed design specifications for each foundation
will depend on site-specific ground conditions to be determined during pre-construction ground
investigations, as well as the specific turbine model selected, and various other engineering
considerations.

2.2.5 Crane pads will be left in-situ following erection of turbines, to allow for maintenance and
replacement of parts as necessary during the lifetime of the Proposed Development.

Solar Panels

2.2.6  Areas of the site may be used to locate ground-mounted solar photovoltaic technology (solar PV
arrays) should this be considered viable following further survey work. Figure 2.1 shows the solar
search areas, identified during feasibility studies, that will be considered for their suitability to host
solar panels during the design iteration and EIA process. It should be noted that these are broad
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2.2.7

2.2.8

2.2.9

2.2.10

2.2.11

2.2.12

2.2.13

2.2.14

2.2.15

search areas only and the ultimate extent of any solar arrays proposed will be smaller in area once
detailed constraint analysis and design parameters have been considered.

The ground-mounted solar PV panels will be supported by a light frame which will be installed into
the ground to provide stability to the panels. The modules will be arranged in rows and stand
approximately 0.6 - 0.8 m Above Ground Level (AGL) at their minimum point, and will have a
maximum height of approximately 3.5 m AGL. The panels will be electrically connected with low
voltage cabling which will feed into central inverters and transformers before further underground
cabling transports the electricity to the on-site substation.

A number of inverters and field transformer units will be installed within the solar PV area, in order
to convert the Direct Current (DC) produced by the PV modules, into an Alternating Current (AC)
which is compatible with the local electricity distribution network. These units are typically small
structures, approximately 6 m by 2.5 m in plan and 3 m high. They will be sited adjacent to access
tracks, each on a concrete plinth.

One or more suitable areas will be determined by environmental and technical constraints and will
be subject to a similar iterative design evolution process as other aspects of the Proposed
Development.

Substation, Grid Connection and Long Duration Electricity Storage (LDES)

The electrical power produced by the individual turbines and solar panels will be fed to an on-site
substation and via underground cables. The substation compound is to be located in the east of the
site as shown on Figure 2.2. The design of the substation and control room building is relatively
flexible and where appropriate may be clad in local materials to match in with the surroundings.

A LDES facility is also proposed at the site to support the flexible operation of the National Grid and
decarbonisation of our electricity supply. A LDES compound area of around 4.5 ha is proposed
within the site, with a proposed approximate capacity of 50 MW with a minimum discharge
duration of 8-hours. An indicative location for the LDES compound next to the substation is provided
within Figure 2.1. The final location will be subject to further study and design iteration, including
optimisation modelling and environmental assessment work, during the EIA stage.

The LDES facility will store electrical energy through the use of flow batteries, contained alongside
inverters, adjacent to the on-site substation and control building to allow easy connection to the
grid. It is currently proposed to use flow batteries as opposed to conventional lithium-ion
technology. Unlike lithium-ion batteries, flow batteries use a water based, non-flammable
electrolyte, significantly reducing fire risk and allowing safe deployment at greater densities. Long
duration battery technologies like these provide much greater capacity and longer discharge
durations than traditional short duration (lithium-ion) battery energy storage system (BESS)
schemes and, therefore, provide a different power balancing service to the National Grid.

For the purposes of the EIA, a maximum design envelope for both the density of LDES units in plan,
and the height of LDES units in elevation, will be assumed. The flow batteries will be housed in
individual units of approximately 3 m in height and approximately 2.5 m by 6 min plan, very similar
to a shipping container. The units in elevation being up to triple-stacked, meaning an indicative
maximum height up of to 9 m. The LDES compound shall include containerised flow battery units,
Power Conversion System (PCS) inverter units, string control units, direct current (DC) combiners,
alternating current (AC) distribution panels, containerised electrical switch rooms and energy
management systems, a welfare unit, storage units, water storage tank and access tracks.

Access Tracks

Access to the Proposed Development site is currently proposed to be taken directly from Junction 11
of the M74 motorway and through the existing Hagshaw Energy Cluster, utilising existing wind farm
infrastructure where possible.

The routes for the on-site tracks will be chosen to minimise potential impacts on the environment,
while taking account of other site-specific constraints. The EIA Report will include a rationale for
their final location.
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Watercourse crossings will be minimised as far as possible and where these cannot be avoided then
suitable water crossings will be identified within the EIA Report and assessed.

Borrow Pits

The material required for the construction of on-site access tracks, foundations and hardstandings
will largely be sourced from on-site borrow pits where possible. By employing this approach, the
transportation of stone to site will be minimised. This is dependent on the quality of stone found,
although it is noted that stone for the adjacent Hagshaw Repowering project was sourced from on-
site borrow pits with only minor import of some capping material for the access tracks and
hardstandings.

The location and design of on-site borrow pits will be considered as part of the ongoing EIA and
design process. The borrow pits will be reinstated after use, using the excess overburden and
excavated material from the track building process where possible.

Temporary Construction and Storage Compounds, and Ancillary Infrastructure

Temporary construction compounds will be required during the construction phase, to provide
secure office facilities, and secure areas for storage of materials and components. Provision for a
concrete batching plant within one of the compounds on-site will also be required. Compounds will
be appropriately sized and sited strategically across the site, likely adjacent to site access tracks.
They will be surrounded by temporary security fencing with locked gates. Following the
construction phase, fencing and gates will be removed. It is proposed that the hardcore base will
be retained, but allowed to re-vegetate.

Infrastructure ancillary to the construction and operation of the Proposed Development, for
example drainage and surface water management infrastructure, will be required. This will be
constructed in accordance with best practice and relevant guidelines, to minimise environmental
impact.

The Hagshaw Energy Cluster

The Proposed Development is within the Hagshaw Energy Cluster. It is bordered to the north-west
by Hagshaw Hill Wind Farm Repowering and Hagshaw Hill Wind Farm Extension, to the north by
Douglas West Wind Farm Extension, to the east by Douglas West Wind Farm, and to the west by
Galawhistle Wind Farm. Figure 2.2 shows the cumulative context of the Proposed Development.

The Applicant has developed a detailed understanding of the area, being locally based and having
worked with local stakeholders and regulators to successfully develop over 330 MW of renewable
generation within the existing Hagshaw Energy Cluster to date which will deliver:

e Asaving of over 430,000 tonnes of carbon dioxide (CO.) entering the atmosphere each year;

e  Green electricity for over 240,000 average households in Scotland;

e Around £1.6 m to local communities every year — which is £4,383 every day or £48 m
(indexed) over 30 years; and

e Over 1,800 job years of employment in Scotland through the construction and development
phases.

The existing Hagshaw Energy Cluster is made up of the following wind energy developments as
shown on Figure 2.2:

e Hagshaw Hill Wind Farm (Repowering scheme consented - developed by 3R Energy and being
constructed by ScottishPower Renewables) and Extension;

e Douglas West Wind Farm (developed by 3R Energy and constructed by Greencoat UK Wind
plc);
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e Douglas West Extension (developed by 3R Energy and being constructed by Capital
Dynamics);

e Cumberhead West (developed by 3R Energy and being constructed by ScottishPower
Renewables).

e  Galawhistle Wind Farm;

e Nutberry Wind Farm;

e Dalquhandy Wind Farm;

e Cumberhead Wind Farm; and

e Hare Craig Wind Farm.

Work commissioned by NatureScot and with contributions from 3R Energy and other developers as
part of the process has drawn together
substantial long-term protected species, habitat and ornithological data and insights covering the
Hagshaw Energy Cluster area. These data provide useful context on the natural heritage interests
of the area and inform opportunities for future restoration and biodiversity enhancement.

Cumulative Context

Regulation 5 and Schedule 4 of the EIA Regulations details the information for inclusion in EIA
Reports. Schedule 4, paragraph 5 requires an EIA report to include a description of the likely
significant effects of the development on the environment. With respect to cumulative effects,
paragraph 5(e) requires an assessment of the likely significant effects resulting from “the
cumulation of effects with other existing and/or approved projects, taking into account any existing
environmental problems relating to areas of particular environmental importance likely to be
affected or the use of natural resources”. Consultation and discussion with SLC, NatureScot and
other bodies (as required) will be carried out to determine which wind developments have the
potential to cause significant cumulative effects and therefore should be included within the EIA.
The approach taken to identify the development projects that should be included in the baseline
for the cumulative impact assessment will be tailored so that it is appropriate to each topic under
consideration.

There are no operational wind farms within the site boundary. However, there is a single turbine
under the control of the Applicant that is operational within the site boundary, Hazelside Farm
turbine, located in the east of the site as shown in Figure 2.2. The existing Hagshaw Hill Wind Farm
(which is currently being repowered) and its extension are located immediately adjacent to the
north-west site boundary.

Within the area surrounding the Proposed Development, there are numerous wind energy
developments in operation, under construction, consented and awaiting construction, or for which
applications have been submitted. Developments in the immediate vicinity are shown in Figure 2.2.

For a list and illustration of all relevant developments within 20 km of the Proposed Development,
refer to Table 4.2 (within Chapter 4 below) and Figure 4.7.

All wind farm developments of relevance will be considered in the cumulative assessment. The
methodology to be adopted for assessing the cumulative effects of wind energy developments will
be in accordance with the NatureScot guidance ‘Assessing Cumulative Landscape and Visual Impact
of Onshore Wind Energy Developments’ (NatureScot, 2021). The scope of the cumulative
assessment will be agreed through consultation with SLC and NatureScot. It should be noted that
this record will be updated throughout the EIA process, up to an agreed point prior to submission
of the application. We welcome any further information from stakeholders on additional proposed
wind farm developments that should be considered.

A search will also be undertaken to identify whether there are any relevant large-scale solar PV or
energy storage developments in the vicinity which should also be considered as part of the
cumulative assessment.
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Planning and Policy Context

Introduction

This chapter describes the legislative and policy framework within which the application will be
submitted and considered and outlines relevant policy and guidance documents that will be taken
into consideration to help inform the design of the Proposed Development.

The EIA Report will set out the relevant policies that have been considered as part of the
assessments undertaken throughout the EIA. A separate Planning Statement will provide a detailed
appraisal of the Proposed Development against the relevant Development Plan policies, national
planning and energy policy and other material considerations.

Legislative Context

The Proposed Development will have an installed capacity of over 50 MW. In Scotland, onshore
renewable energy developments that have capacity to generate over 50 MW require consent from
the Scottish Ministers under the Electricity Act 1989 (the ‘Electricity Act’). In such cases the Planning
Authority is a statutory consultee in the development management process and procedures. In the
case of the Proposed Development, SLC as planning authority will be a statutory consultee.

In an application under Section 36 of the Electricity Act the Development Plan does not have
primacy in the decision-making process. The provisions of Schedule 9 of the Electricity Act set out a
number of features to which regard must be had by the Scottish Ministers or a Licence Holder and
such features will be addressed in the EIA process.

The Scottish Ministers will determine the application having regard to the statutory duties in
Schedule 9 of the Electricity Act, so far as relevant, and any other relevant material considerations,
one of which will be relevant aspects of the statutory Development Plan.

Renewable Energy Policy: Overview

In recent years UK and Scottish Government policies have focused increasingly on concerns about
the issue of climate change and the climate and nature crises. Each tier of Government has
developed targets, policies and actions to achieve targets to deal with the climate crisis and
generate more renewable energy and electricity and reduce emissions to net zero. The UK has a
legally binding target to achieve net zero by 2050 and for Scotland the target is to be achieved by
2045.

In Scotland this approach particular, this is reflected in Policy 1 of National Planning Framework 4
(NPF4) (2023) which is entitled ‘Tackling the climate and nature crises' and which requires that when
considering all development proposals that significant weight is given to the global climate and
nature crises.

Whilst the legislative framework for energy consents remains a reserved matter, the Scottish
Government in response to the climate change issue, have set a clear strategic direction for the
deployment of renewable energy through policy and additional legislative provisions. The Scottish
Ministers have set a target to have a minimum installed capacity of 20 gigawatts (GW) of onshore
wind in Scotland by 2030.

The UK Government has published a series of policy documents setting out how targets can be
achieved. In addition, in July 2024 the UK Government set out an ambition to achieve 30 GW of
onshore wind in the UK by 2030.

The following UK legislation and policy related documents are relevant to the Proposed
Development:
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e The Climate Change Act 2008;

e The UK Energy White Paper (December 2020);

e The British Energy Security Strategy (April 2022);

e  Powering Up Britain: Energy Security Plan (2023); and
e The Clean Power 2030 Action Plan (2024).

Onshore wind generation, located in Scotland, is identified as an important technology to achieve
these various climate and emission reduction goals as set out in the Onshore Wind Policy Statement
(2022) which clearly outlines the socio-economic and environmental benefits of onshore wind and
its integral role in tackling climate change. Moreover, it states that “deployment of onshore wind is
mission critical for meeting our climate targets.”.

The Scottish Government has published a number of policy documents and has set its own targets
aimed at achieving net zero. The most relevant policy, legislative documents and more recent policy
statements published by the Scottish Government include:

e The Scottish Energy Strategy (Scottish Government, 2017);

e The Scottish Government's declaration of a Climate Emergency (Scottish Government, 2019);

e The Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009 as amended by the Climate Change (Emissions
Reduction Targets) (Scotland) Act 2019;

e The Onshore Wind Policy Statement (OWPS) (Scottish Government, 2022);

e The Draft Energy Strategy and Just Transition Plan (Scottish Government, 2023); and

e The Green Industrial Strategy (Scottish Government, 2024).

The Proposed Development relates to the generation of electricity from renewable energy sources
and comes forward as a direct response to national planning and energy policy objectives which
seek to encourage, promote and facilitate all forms of renewable energy.

The Proposed Development would make a valuable contribution to the attainment of emissions
reduction and renewable energy and electricity targets at both the Scottish and UK levels.

All of the above documents provide a positive and facilitative framework for the development of
renewable energy.

National Planning Policy

NPF4 forms part of the statutory Development Plan and is a significant consideration in decision
making for applications under section 36 of the Electricity Act.

NPF4 introduced national level development management policies which are to be applied Scotland
wide, and it also provides guidance to Planning Authorities with regard to the content and
preparation of Local Development Plans (LDPs).

NPF4 identifies National Developments which are central to the delivery of the national Spatial
Strategy. Proposed National Development 3 (ND3) is entitled ‘Strategic Renewable Electricity
Generation and Transmission Infrastructure’. The Proposed Development would therefore have
national development status as per these provisions of NPF4.

The most relevant development management policies in NPF4 include the following:

e  Policy 1: Tackling the climate and nature crises;
e  Policy 3: Biodiversity;

e  Policy 4: Natural places;

e  Policy 5: Soils;

e  Policy 6: Forestry, woodland and trees;

e Policy 7: Historic assets and places;
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e Policy 11: Energy; and
e  Policy 22: Flood risk and water management.

For the consideration of onshore wind energy development, Policy 11 is the most relevant policy.
NPF4 will be the key policy consideration for the determination of the Proposed Development as
part of the statutory Development Plan.

National Planning Guidance

National planning guidance and advice are material considerations, which are relevant to the
Proposed Development and will be considered in the EIA Report. These include, but are not limited
to, the following documents:

e Planning Advice Note (PAN) 1/2011 Planning and Noise (Scottish Government, 2011);

e PAN 2/2011 Planning and Archaeology (Scottish Government, 2011);

e PAN 1/2013 Environmental Impact Assessment (Scottish Government, 2013);

e  PAN 51 Planning, Environmental Protection and Regulation (Scottish Government, 2006);
e  PAN 60 Planning for Natural Heritage (Scottish Government, 2008);

e PAN 69 Planning and Building Standards Advice on Flooding (Scottish Government, 2004);
e  PAN 75 Planning for Transport (Scottish Government, 2005);

e PAN 79 Water and Drainage (Scottish Government, 2006); and

e  Draft Planning Guidance: Biodiversity (Scottish Government, 2023).

The Local Development Plan

The local planning policy framework applicable to the site will be taken into account and will be
described in the EIA Report. The site is located within the administrative area of South Lanarkshire.

The LDP for South Lanarkshire is the South Lanarkshire Local Development Plan 2 (known as ‘LDP2’)
(adopted 09 April 2021) and associated non statutory Supporting Planning Guidance (SPG). The
South Lanarkshire LDP2 documentation includes two Volumes as follows:

e LDP2 Volume 1: which contains a Vision and Strategy and development management
policies; and

e LDP2 Volume 2: which contains additional policies and furthermore detailed criteria against
which development proposals are to be considered.

The relevant policies from the South Lanarkshire LDP2 Volume 1 relevant to the consideration of
the Proposed Development and for the purposes of a comprehensive policy assessment are as
follows and will be addressed in the Planning and Renewable Energy Policy Statement.

e  Policy 1: Spatial Strategy;

e  Policy 2: Climate Change;

e  Policy 14: Natural and Historic Environment;

e  Policy 15: Travel and Transport;

e  Policy 16: Water Environment and Flooding; and

e Policy 18: Renewable Energy.
Appendix 1 of LDP2 contains a Renewable Energy ‘Checklist’.
In terms of ‘additional guidance’, Appendix 1 of Volume 1 lists this as:

e  South Lanarkshire Council Supporting Planning Guidance ‘Renewable Energy’ (2021);
e Landscape Capacity Study for Wind Energy (2016) and its 2017 Addendum;

Hagshaw Hill Il | 2025-07-04 19





Tall Wind Turbines Landscape Capacity, Siting and Design Guidance (2019);
South Lanarkshire Landscape Character Assessment (2010); and
South Lanarkshire Validating Local Landscape Designations (2010).

3.6.6  South Lanarkshire LDP2 Volume 2 contains additional policies and detailed criteria against which
development proposals are to be considered. Those of relevance are as follows:

DM1 — New Development Design;

Policy SDCC2 - Flood Risk;

Policy NHE2 — Archaeological Sites and Monuments;
Policy NHE3 — Listed Buildings;

Policy NHE4 — Gardens and Designed Landscapes;
Policy NHE6 — Conservation Areas;

Policy NHE7 — Natura 2000 Sites;

Policy NHE8 — National Nature Reserves and Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
Policy NHE9 — Protected Species;

Policy NHE11 — Peatland and Carbon Rich Soils;
Policy NHE12 — Water Environment and Biodiversity;
Policy NHE13 — Forestry and Woodland;

Policy NHE16 — Landscape;

Policy NHE18 — Walking, Cycling and Riding Routes;
Policy NHE20 — Biodiversity; and

Policy RE1 — Renewable Energy.

3.6.7 Further relevant guidance includes the Hagshaw Energy Cluster Development Framework (as
referred to at Section 2.3 above). The Planning Statement will make reference to the Framework
and will explain how the Proposed Development would contribute to and help attain the Vision as
outlined within it.

3.7 Conclusions

3.7.1 It is proposed to scope planning and policy out of the EIA Report in efforts to streamline. The
standalone Planning Statement will provide detailed appraisal of the Proposed Development
against national planning and energy policy, the SLC LDP2 policies and other material considerations.
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Landscape and Visual

Introduction

It is acknowledged from the outset that, in common with almost all commercial-scale wind and
energy developments, some landscape and visual effects would occur as a result of the proposals,
including potentially some significant effects.

A key principle of the European Landscape Convention is that all landscapes matter and should be
managed appropriately. It is also acknowledged that landscapes provide the surroundings for
people’s daily lives and often contribute positively to the quality of life and economic performance
of an area.

Therefore, it is proposed that a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) is undertaken as
part of the EIA and a Landscape and Visual Chapter is included in the EIA Report. The LVIA will be
undertaken by Chartered Landscape Architects, who are experienced in the assessment of large
scale, onshore wind, solar and LDES projects and are fully familiar with the landscape in and around
this part of South Lanarkshire, having previously delivered the LVIAs for other nearby consented
3R Energy projects at Hagshaw Hill, Douglas West, and Cumberhead West and the proposed
Hagshaw Energy Cluster - Western Expansion (Phase 1) that is currently in planning.

Baseline Description

The Proposed Development site forms part of an established cluster of wind farms around Hagshaw
Hill (known as the ‘Hagshaw Cluster’) in rural South Lanarkshire. The Proposed Development is
located approximately 1.2 km to the north-west of Glespin at its closest point, (distances to the
nearest proposed wind turbine). The surrounding landscape comprises open moorland hills and
forestry to the west, north and north-east and a number of operational wind farms. To the south-
east lies the Douglas Valley through which Douglas Water flows, and the nearby settlements of
Douglas and Glespin. The A70 leads from the M74 motorway to the east, linking these settlements,
and continues south-west through the Ayr Valley towards Muirkirk. Farmland extends through the
lower-lying Ayr valley to the south of the Proposed Development.

Landscape Character

In March 2019, NatureScot published an updated set of Landscape Character Type boundaries and
descriptions, which includes mapping and descriptions which supersede earlier documents.

National Landscape Character Types Covering the Site

The Proposed Development is mostly located within the Plateau Moorlands - Glasgow & Clyde
Valley landscape character type (LCT 213). A small section of the proposed access that follows the
existing wind farm access track crosses into the Plateau Farmland - Glasgow & Clyde Valley
landscape character type (LCT 201) at its north-eastern end near Poniel. A very small part of the
solar search area overlaps with the Upland River Valley — Glasgow & Clyde Valley landscape
character type (LCT 207) at Low Broomerside and Rob’s Hill.

The key characteristics of the Plateau Moorlands — Glasgow & Clyde Valley Landscape Character
Type (LCT 213) are defined as:

e large scale landform,

e undulating hills and sloping ridges in the western areas; a more even plateau landform in the
east,

e distinctive upland character created by the combination of elevation, exposure, smooth
plateau landform, moorland vegetation,

e predominant lack of modern development,
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e extensive wind turbine development, including one of the largest wind farms in Scotland,
Black Law, and

e sense of apparent naturalness and remoteness which contrasts with the farmed and settled
lowlands, although this has been reduced in places by wind energy development.

The key characteristics of the Plateau Farmland - Glasgow & Clyde Valley Landscape Character Type
(LCT 201) are defined as:

e aseries of valleys formed along faultlines through the Plateau Moorlands and paired with
valleys to the south and west in Ayrshire,

e south-west to north-east orientation of the valleys,

e strong contrast between the wooded and settled character of the valleys and the exposed
enclosing uplands, and

e transition from the exposed upper reaches to more sheltered lowland areas.

The key characteristics of the Upland River Valley — Glasgow & Clyde Valley landscape character
type (LCT 207) are defined as:

e aseries of valleys formed along faultlines through the Plateau Moorlands and paired with
valleys to the south and west in Ayrshire,

e south-west to north-east orientation of the valleys,

e strong contrast between the wooded and settled character of the valleys and the exposed
enclosing uplands, and

e transition from the exposed upper reaches to more sheltered lowland areas.

At the regional level, the Proposed Development would be located within the Rolling Moorland LCT,
as defined in the ‘South Lanarkshire Landscape Capacity Study for Wind Energy’ (SLLCSWE) 2016
and within the Haghsaw/Dungavel (North of Douglas Water) primary landscape unit. The study
identifies a medium landscape character and visual sensitivity to wind energy development.

The addendum to the SLLCSWE, the ‘Tall Wind Turbines: Landscape Capacity, Siting and Design
Guidance’ (2019 update) provides further guidance in relation to the siting of turbines of between
150 m and 250 m height. In relation to the Rolling Moorland LCT it notes that “Most of the areas in
which the turbines could be most comfortably located either already host substantial wind energy
developments, or have similar developments consented. Turbines vary between 55m and 149.9m
height. The addition of larger turbines could therefore often be, or at least perceived as, an extension
to an operational or consented windfarm, or would be a repowering exercise, replacing existing
turbines at the end of their commercial or consented life.”

It goes on to note that “To avoid potential domination of neighbouring smaller scale landscapes,
larger turbines should be located towards the centre of Rolling Moorland areas. There they will be
more remote from scale indicators in the surrounding valleys, seen at a greater distance behind
existing smaller turbines and/or partly screened by rolling landforms. Peripheral Rolling Moorland
areas are therefore shown with a lower or no capacity in Figure 6.1f. Siting larger turbines between
sensitive landscape and visual receptors and existing smaller turbines should be avoided where
possible, as this will lead to an increased perception of the larger turbine size through exaggerated
perspective.”

With reference to Figure 6.1f of the addendum, the part of the Rolling Moorland LCT where the
Proposed Development would be located is identified as having a low capacity for turbines of
between 150 m and 250 m in height.

Regarding aviation lighting, the addendum notes that within the Hagshaw/Dungavel (North of
Douglas Water) area, effects are likely to be less adverse due to the closer proximity to settlements
and densely populated farmland and valleys where artificial light sources are more readily
encountered during the hours of darkness.
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Landscape Designations

The Proposed Development is not located within or adjacent to a nationally designated landscape.
The Proposed Development is located within the north-western edge of the Douglas Valley Special
Landscape Area, as are the Hagshaw Hill Repowering (under construction) and Hagshaw Hill
Extension (operational) wind farms. Landscape designations in the vicinity of the site are illustrated
at Figure 4.6.

Relevant Guidance and Legislation

The LVIA will be undertaken in accordance with the principles of best practice, as outlined in
published guidance documents, notably the third edition of the ‘Guidelines for Landscape and Visual
Assessment’ (GLVIA3), (Landscape Institute and the Institute for Environmental Management and
Assessment, 2013).

The methodology and assessment criteria proposed for the assessment has been developed in
accordance with the principles established in this best practice document. It should be
acknowledged that GLVIA3 establishes guidelines, not a specific methodology. The preface to
GLVIA3 states:

“This edition concentrates on principles and processes. It does not provide a detailed or formulaic
‘recipe’ that can be followed in every situation — it remains the responsibility of the professional to
ensure that the approach and methodology adopted are appropriate to the task in hand.”

The approach has therefore been developed specifically for this assessment to ensure that the
methodology is fit for purpose.

As part of the development of the proposed methodology, consideration has also been given to the
following documents:

e Landscape Sensitivity Assessment Guidance (Methodology), (2022), NatureScot;

e Assessing the Cumulative Impact of Onshore Wind Energy Developments (March 2021)
NatureScot;

e  Siting and Design of Wind farms in the Landscape, Version 3 (February 2017), Scottish
Natural Heritage (SNH) (now NatureScot);

e  Visual Representation of Wind farms — Version 2.2 (February 2017), SNH;

e General pre-application and scoping advice for onshore wind farms. Guidance. (February
2024), NatureScot;

e Ll Technical Guidance Note 2/19. Residential Visual Amenity Assessment (RVAA) (March
2019), Landscape Institute;

e LI Advice Note 02/17 Visual representation of development proposals (March 2017),
Landscape Institute; and

e LI Technical Guidance Note 02/21 Assessing landscape value outside of national designations.

Proposed Scope of Survey and Assessment

It is proposed that the main objectives of the LVIA for the Proposed Development will be as follows:

e toidentify, evaluate and describe the current landscape character of the site and its
surroundings, and also any notable individual or groups of landscape features within the site;

e to determine the sensitivity of the landscape to the Proposed Development, in the context of
the existing baseline landscape;

e toidentify potential visual receptors (i.e. people that would be able to see the Proposed
Development) and evaluate their sensitivity to the type of changes proposed;
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e toidentify and describe any impacts of the Proposed Development in so far as they affect the
landscape and/or views of it and evaluate the magnitude of change due to these impacts;

e toidentify and describe any mitigation measures (including mitigation which is inherent in
the design and layout of the Proposed Development) that have been adopted to avoid,
reduce and compensate for landscape and visual effects;

e toidentify and assess any cumulative landscape and visual effects;

e to evaluate the level of residual landscape and visual effects; and

e to make a professional judgement about which effects, if any, are significant.
Distinction between Landscape and Visual Effects

In accordance with the published guidance, landscape and visual effects shall be assessed separately,
although the procedure for assessing each of these is closely linked. A clear distinction has been
drawn between landscape and visual effects as described below:

e Landscape effects relate to the effects of the development on the physical and perceptual
characteristics of the landscape and its resulting character and quality; and
e Visual effects relate to the effects on specific views experienced by visual receptors and on

visual amenity more generally.
Study Area

In order to assist with defining the study area, a digital Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) model
has been produced as a starting point to illustrate the geographical area within which views of the
Proposed Development are theoretically possible. This was based on a ‘bare-earth’ scenario,
whereby the screening effect of areas of existing vegetation or built features in the landscape are
not taken into account. The ZTV was modelled to blade tip height using the currently proposed
maximum turbine height of 200 m and to a 35 km radius from the Proposed Development. It has
been presented as a combined ZTV showing the extent of theoretical visibility of the operational
Hagshaw Hill Extension, the under construction Hagshaw Hill Repowering scheme together with the
Proposed Development wind turbines at Figure 4.1. The purpose of this plan was to seek to
illustrate any areas where the Proposed Development would be visible, where the under
construction Hagshaw Hill Repowering scheme and the operational Hagshaw Hill Extension are not
already be visible. However, on review of the plan, these areas are highly limited and instead there
are more locations where the consented Hagshaw Hill Repowering scheme would be visible and the
Proposed Development would not.

In addition, a standalone ‘bare-earth’ ZTV of the proposed wind turbines has been produced and is
included at Figure 4.2. Separate ‘bare-earth’ ZTVs of the solar search areas, LDES and substation
have been produced and included at Figure 4.3 and Figure 4.4 respectively. A cumulative ZTV of all
elements of the Proposed Development has been included at Figure 4.5.

The ZTV is a useful tool used to provide a focus on the area and receptors that are most likely to be
affected by a proposed development but should always be subject to verification in the field. In this
regard, site visits shall always form the primary basis in understanding the actual likely visibility of
development at the site.

Having reviewed the ZTV and with regard to best practice guidance, it is proposed that the LVIA will
consider an initial 35 km radius study area. Detailed assessment will then be provided for a 20 km
section of this study area, which it is considered represents a proportionate extent of the study area
and the limit within which any potential significant effects might occur.

For the cumulative assessment, consideration was initially given to a 60 km radius from the site, as
recommended by NatureScot best practice guidance. Following this review, it is proposed that a
20 km study area be adopted to consider cumulative effects, which is considered represents a
proportionate extent of the study area and the limit within which any potential significant
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4.4.8

4.4.9

4.4.10

44.11

4.4.12

4.4.13

4.4.14

cumulative effects might occur. Cumulative sites within 20 km of the Proposed Development are
illustrated on Figure 4.7.

Visual Receptors

A detailed consideration of the potential for effects to the visual amenity of receptors in the
landscape surrounding the site will be set out in the LVIA. This visual assessment will be informed
by a selection of representative assessment viewpoints, which are listed below, each of which will
be illustrated with visualisations prepared in line with NatureScot best practice guidance.

The LVIA will focus on the potential effects of the Proposed Development on different receptor
groups, comprising settlements, footpath users, recognised tourist routes, long distance walking
routes, cycle routes and centres for tourism.

It is also proposed to carry out a separate Residential Visual Amenity Assessment (RVAA) covering
properties located within 2 km of all proposed turbines. Properties lying within a 2 km radius of the
design freeze layout will be identified and grouped where deemed appropriate. The list of
properties will be further refined by reference to both the bare earth zone of theoretical visibility
and a screened zone of theoretical visibility that allows for localised screening provided by
woodland and other buildings.

An initial assessment will be made of all properties to identify which have the potential to
experience significant visual effects and only those properties that are predicted to experience the
highest magnitude of change will be carried forward into detailed assessment and a judgement
made about whether the effects could be considered overbearing.

This additional assessment will be presented in an appendix to the LVIA chapter and will
complement the assessment of visual receptors within the LVIA, providing further detail in relation
to the effect on the views and amenity from different parts of each property and its curtilage.

Proposed LVIA Viewpoint Locations

It is proposed that the 18 locations set out in Table 4.1 are included as viewpoints in the LVIA. The
locations which are illustrated on Figure 4.1 represent visual receptors and character types at a
range of distances and directions from the site.

It is acknowledged that the Proposed Development is located adjacent to a number of other
consented and operational developments within the Hagshaw Cluster. Having reviewed the
cumulative ZTV at Figure 4.1, it was considered appropriate to reuse the LVIA viewpoints from the
consented Hagshaw Hill Repowering scheme, with the addition of a viewpoint in the village of
Glespin. Apart from that additional viewpoint, the Proposed Development does not introduce any
substantive areas of theoretical visibility that would warrant different or additional locations.

Table 4.1 — Proposed LVIA Viewpoints

Viewpoint Number \ Location 0S Grid Reference
1 Braehead, Coalburn 281512, 634519
2 M74 Overbridge 284562, 635389
3 Douglas Castle 284119, 631737
4 B7078 south of Lesmahagow 283190, 637213
5 A70 Rigside 287701, 635190
6 Black Hill 283198, 643547
7 Hyndford Bridge 291447, 641479
8 Tinto Hill 295320, 634369
9 Carmacoup (A70) 278634, 628453
10 Victory Park, Muirkirk 268891, 627079
11 Cairn Kinney 278473, 621427
12 A70, Jeanfield Bridge 282048, 628728
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Viewpoint Number \ Location 0S Grid Reference
13 Glespin, junction between Hillcrest View 280865, 628335
and the A70
14 Auchensaugh Hill 285337, 627198
15 Nether Wellwood (A70) 264483, 625095
16 Cairn Table 272573, 624278
17 Douglas, Crabtree Street 283541, 631002
18 Junction of A70 and Station Road, Douglas 283297, 630323
4.4.15 The proposed viewpoint locations are located at a range of distances and directions from the

4.4.16

4.4.17

4.4.18

4.4.19

4.4.20

4.4.21

4.4.22

4.4.23

4.4.24

4.4.25

Proposed Development, are at varying elevations and cover a variety of different character areas
and types. Some of the viewpoints are intended to be representative of the visual experience in a
general location whereas other viewpoints illustrate the view from a specific or important vantage
point.

Each of the representative viewpoints will be visited to evaluate the sensitivity of views. In addition,
the study area will also be extensively visited to consider the visibility of the Proposed Development
as receptors move through the landscape.

The viewpoints will be used as the basis for determining the effects on visual receptors within the
study area. The level of effect experienced by different visual receptor groups will be determined
by considering in tandem the sensitivity and view with the magnitude of impact.

Visualisations

For each of the above viewpoints, daytime visualisations will be prepared in line with the Visual
Representation of Wind Farms — Version 2.2 (SNH, February 2017).

A digital model will be generated to enable the production of wirelines of the Proposed
Development from locations throughout the study area to help identify the scale, arrangement and
visibility of the proposed turbines. These images will be reviewed on site to assess how natural and
built screening would affect visibility of the Proposed Development.

Each of the wireframe models for the viewpoints within 20 km of the site will then be developed
further into photomontages to help illustrate the predicted impact of the Proposed Development.

It is proposed that, depending on the progress and status of its construction at the time of
photography being taken, the adjacent consented Hagshaw Hill Repowering scheme would be
digitally added to photomontages of the baseline photographs, in order to illustrate the predicted
baseline situation that will be in place when the wind farms are fully constructed.

In addition to the proposed wind turbines, the other project components (i.e. solar PV panels, LDES,
permanent anemometer mast if applicable, access tracks and the substation) will be shown in
photomontages for viewpoints within 5 km where they would be visible. Beyond 5 km it is
considered unlikely that the ancillary elements would form more than a limited element of the
entire Proposed Development when compared to the turbines.

Assessment of Turbine Lighting

The Proposed Development will incorporate turbines greater than 150 m, some of which under Civil
Aviation Authority (CAA) Regulations will be required to be lit with visible aviation lighting.

It is recognised that in some circumstances, it may be possible for turbine lighting to result in a
significant effect on the character of the surrounding landscape. For example, if the proposed wind
energy development is located within or in close proximity to a designated dark sky area, or is
remote from existing sources of visible lighting, such as residential areas, commercial or industrial
sites, or major roads.

For wind energy developments which are not located in such areas, it is considered that there would
be no potential for significant effects on landscape character to arise from visible turbine lighting of
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4.5

45.1

4.5.2
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45.4

the type proposed. This is because in these areas the character of the landscape during low natural
light levels is already in part characterised by the presence of artificial lighting. Therefore, the
addition of visible turbine lighting would not have the potential to bring about a fundamental
change to the characteristics of the landscape.

The surrounding landscape context around the Proposed Development contains some existing
sources of artificial light, particularly within surrounding settlements, industrial developments,
other wind farms and along highways. Therefore, the assessment of turbine lighting will focus solely
on the additional visual effects introduced by the lights.

In accordance with the ‘General pre-application and scoping advice for onshore wind farms’
(NatureScot February 2024), the LVIA will assess the additional visual effects of the aviation lighting
in the main body of the LVIA chapter. The additional change introduced by the aviation lighting will
form a component of the magnitude of change.

This consideration will be informed by a ZTV of the lit turbines, a turbine lighting intensity ZTV and
night-time visualisations from a selection of viewpoints, illustrating the proposed lighting effects. In
line with NatureScot Visualisation Guidance, the viewpoints selected represent locations from
where people are most likely to experience the wind farm at night.

It is proposed that the following night-time visualisations will be produced:

e Viewpoint 1 — Braehead, Coalburn;
e Viewpoint 10 — Victory Park, Muirkirk;
e Viewpoint 13 — Glespin, junction of Hillcrest View and A70; and

e Viewpoint 17 — Douglas, Crabtree Street.

The viewpoints will be used to inform consideration of the potential visual effects on key visual
receptors in settlements (e.g. Douglas and Glespin), and users of the A70.

Photographic examples of existing aviation lighting in similar light conditions will be presented in a
separate appendix as a ‘control mechanism’.

Cumulative Effects

The LVIA will also consider the potential for any cumulative effects to arise. The requirement for
consideration of cumulative effects under the Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment)
(Scotland) Regulations 2017 is set out in Schedule 4, part 5, as follows:

“A description of the likely significant effects of the development on the environment resulting from,
inter alia: (e) the cumulation of effects with other existing and/or approved development, taking
into account any existing environmental problems relating to areas of particular environmental
importance likely to be affected or the use of natural resources”.

This represents a change to the wording of the previous Electricity Works (Environmental Impact
Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2010 which stated: “A description of the likely significant effects
of the development on the environment, which should cover the direct effects and any indirect,
secondary, cumulative, short, medium and long-term, permanent and temporary, positive and
negative effects of the development”.

There is therefore no longer any requirement under the current EIA Regulations to consider the
potential for cumulative impacts in relation to other developments which are yet to be awarded
consent.

Notwithstanding this, it is acknowledged that current best practice guidance for cumulative impact
assessment (Assessing the Cumulative Impact of Onshore Wind Energy Developments, (NatureScot,
2021)) still refers to a consideration of proposals which are “awaiting determination within the
planning process with design information in the public domain” and states that “The decision as to
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4.5.5

4.5.6

4.5.7

4.5.8

4.5.9

which proposals in the planning / consenting system should be included in an assessment is the
responsibility of the determining authority.”

As such, it is proposed in this LVIA to consider cumulative effects caused by the development of the
site in conjunction with other sites which are either operational, under construction, consented or
the subject of a full planning application. The SNH (now NatureScot) best practice guidelines identify
two principal types of cumulative visual impact:

e Combined visibility — where the observer is able to see two or more developments from one
viewpoint; and

e Sequential visibility — where two or more sites are not visible at one location but would be
seen as the observer moves along a linear route, for example, a road or public right of way.

The guidelines state that ‘combined visibility’ may either be ‘in combination’ (where two or more
sites are visible from a fixed viewpoint in the same arc of view) or ‘in succession’ (where two or
more sites are visible from a fixed viewpoint, but the observer is required to turn to see the different
sites). Each of the above types of cumulative effect will be considered in the LVIA.

The assessment will also consider the potential cumulative effects of wind turbine aviation lighting,
with reference to other wind farms that are either operational, under construction, consented or
the subject of a full planning application.

In order that the cumulative assessment remains focussed on other schemes that have the greatest
potential to give rise to significant cumulative effects it is necessary at the outset to decide which
schemes realistically need to be considered in detail, as to consider all schemes within 35 km of the
Proposed Development would simply detract attention from the key issues relating to the
application. Due to the established nature of the Hagshaw Cluster which comprises a number of
large wind farms (either operational, consented or in planning) in the immediate vicinity of the
Proposed Development, it is recognised that in this context, wind farms over 10 km away are highly
unlikely to give rise to significant cumulative effects which would not occur in any case with the
existing distribution of immediately surrounding wind farms (i.e. in the absence of the Proposed
Development). It is also considered appropriate and proportionate to scope out turbines under
50 m tall within 10 km of the site. The cumulative impact assessment will therefore focus on wind
energy developments including turbines with tip heights greater than 50 m, within approximately
10 km of the Proposed Development.

For the purposes of clarification, it should be noted that other wind farms within 20 km of the
Proposed Development, listed within Table 4.2 and illustrated on Figure 4.7 will be shown on the
supporting visualisations where relevant.

Table 4.2 - Cumulative Sites within 20 km

Wind Farm l Number of Turbines ‘ Blade Tip Height
Operational/Under Construction

Andershaw 11 140 m

Auchren Farm 1 67 m
Auchrobert 12 132 m

Bankend Rig 11 76 m

Broken Cross Revised 10 1499 m

Broken Cross Small Turbines 2 55.7m
Cleughead Farm 1 79m

Clyde 152 125m
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Wind Farm Number of Turbines Blade Tip Height
Clyde Extension 44 142 m
10 125.5m
Cumberhead Revised 12 150 m
2 180 m
Cumberhead West 21 200 m
Dalquhandy Revised 10 1499 m
Douglas West 13 150 m
Douglas West Extension 12 200 m
Draffan Wind Turbine 1 67 m
Dungavel 9 101 m
4 121 m
Eastertown Wind Cluster 1 67 m
Galawhistle 18 110 m
4 121 m
Hagshaw Hill Extension 20 80 m
Hagshaw Repowering 14 200 m
Hazelside Farm 1 74 m
High Waterhead Farm 1 67 m
Kennoxhead - Phase 1 13 180 m
Kennoxhead - Phase 2 6 180 m
Kennoxhead Extension | (Phase 2) 8 180 m
Kennoxhead Extension Il (Penbreck) (Phase 2) 1 200 m
7 220 m
Kype Muir 26 132 m
Kype Muir Extension 4 156 m
3 176 m
4 200 m
4 220 m
Ladehead Farm 3 74 m
Lochhead 5 100 m
Marshill 1 119 m
Middle Muir 15 152 m
Nether Fauldhouse 1 78 m
Nutberry 6 125m
Rigmuir 4 1499 m
Rosti Turbine 1 93.5m
Southfield Farm Wind Turbine 1 67 m
Yards Farm, Stonehouse 1 77 m
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Wind Farm Number of Turbines Blade Tip Height
Yonderton Farm, Lesmahagow 1 46.5m
Consented
Bankend Rig Il 3 136 m
Birkhill 2 100 m
Glenmuckloch 8 150 m
Hare Craig 6 200 m
2 230 m
Hallsburn 3 149.9 m
Lethans 7 176 m
10 200 m
5 220 m
Lethans Extension 3 235 m
7 251 m
Linburn Farm 2 67 m
Low Drumclog 3 180 m
Mill Rig 6 250 m
Mount Farm 1 129.8 m
West Dykes 1 1499 m
Application
Bankend Rig Il Revised 3 250 m
Bankend Rig Ill 2 180 m
3 200 m
1 230 m
4 250 m
Bodinglee 16 230m
21 250 m
East Merkland 3 150 m
Hagshaw Energy Cluster Western Expansion 17 230 m
1 200 m
Hawkwood 1 180 m
4 200 m
Little Gala 6 1499 m
M74 West 22 200 m
Mossmulloch 5 200
South Brownhill 3 180 m
The Drum 8 220 m
West Dykehead 2 1499 m
Yonderton Farm (Repowering) 1 89.5m
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3
4.5.10 In addition to considering other wind farms within 20 km of the Proposed Development, the
cumulative landscape and visual impact assessment will also consider other solar farms and energy

storage sites located within 10 km of the Proposed Development that are operational, consented
or in planning.

4.6 Potential Mitigation
4.6.1 Best practice guidance for EIA states that mitigation measures may include:

e avoidance of effects;
e reduction in magnitude of effects; and

e compensation for effects (which may include enhancements to offset any adverse effects).

4.6.2  The primary mitigation to be adopted in relation to the Proposed Development will be embedded
within the design of the Proposed Development and will relate to the consideration that will be
given to avoiding and minimising landscape and visual effects during the evolution of the Proposed
Development layout.

4.6.3 In accordance with CAA CAP 764 turbines taller than 150 m require visible aviation lighting. A
reduced visible aviation lighting scheme would be agreed with the CAA which would seek to limit
the number of turbines that would be required to be fitted with visible aviation lighting. These
would operate at a reduced 200 cd intensity where meteorological visibility is greater than 5 km
and where visibility is less than 5 km the lights would operate at 2,000 cd. The lights would also
shine a beam that reduces in intensity above and below the horizontal, thereby reducing the
intensity which receptors at locations in the surrounding landscape at lower elevations than the
turbine lights would perceive them.

4.6.4  Such measures would be embedded into the design of the Proposed Development.

4.7 Potential Effects
4.7.1  The LVIA will consider the potential effects of the proposed repowering scheme upon:

e individual landscape features and elements;
e landscape character;
e visual amenity and the people who view the landscape; and

e landscape designations as appropriate.

4.7.2  The LVIA will considers the effects at three different stages in the lifetime of the Proposed
Development:

e during construction of the Proposed Development;
e during the operational lifetime of the Proposed Development; and

e during decommissioning of the Proposed Development.

4.7.3 Effects during construction and decommissioning phases are considered to be temporary and would
have a short duration. Effects associated with the operational phase of the Proposed Development
are considered to be long term, reversible effects.

4.7.4 Following the judgement of the sensitivity of the landscape or visual receptor, the LVIA will provide
ajudgement as to the magnitude of change and the level of the effect experienced by each receptor,
along with a statement to clarify whether the effect resulting from the Proposed Development is
significant or not.
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Table 4.3 — Receptors or Impacts Scoped In or Out of Assessment

Potential Impact

Construction

Comment

Landscape
features within
the site

Operation \ Decommissioning

Due to the potential for direct
effects.

Landscape
character within
the 20 km
detailed study
area

It is anticipated that potential for
significant effects upon landscape
character would occur within

20 km

Visual amenity
within the 20 km
detailed study
area

It is anticipated that potential for
significant effects upon visual
amenity would occur within

20 km.

Effects on visual
receptors
resulting from
the proposed
aviation lighting

The assessment of turbine lighting
will consider the additional visual
effects introduced by the
proposed aviation lights informed
by a ZTV of the lit turbines out to
20 km, a turbine lighting intensity
ZTV to 20 km and night-time
visualisations from a select
number of viewpoint locations.

Cumulative
effects

The assessment of cumulative
effects will consider effects on
landscape character and visual
amenity with other operational,
approved/under construction or
in-planning wind farms within the
detailed 20 km cumulative study
area and other solar farms and
energy storage schemes that are
operational, approved/under
construction or in-planning within
10 km. The assessment will be
supported by cumulative ZTVs
with other schemes considered as
part of the assessment.

Residential visual
amenity

The visual amenity of those
properties located within 2 km of
proposed turbines will be assessed
as part of a RVAA to determine
whether any properties would
experience a significant visual
effect from their dwelling,
curtilage or principal access. A
professional judgement would
then be provided to determine
whether residents would
experience such an overbearing
effect on visual amenity that the
property would become an
unattractive place in which to live.
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Potential Impact

Construction

Operation

Decommissioning

Comment

Land

Effects on X X X The Proposed Development would

receptors not result in any effects where

located outside there is no predicted visibility.

of the ZTV

Effects on LCTs X X X There would be no potential for

outside of the indirect significant effects due to

proposed the distance from the Proposed

detailed 20 km Development.

study area

Effects on X X X It has been established in recent

landscape appeal decisions that the effects

character of visible aviation lighting is

resulting from “wholly a visual concern” and that

the proposed “without being able to see and

aviation lighting fully appreciate the features of the
landscape and the composition of
views it is not possible to carry out
a meaningful landscape character
assessment.” The Scottish
Ministers concur with this
conclusion. The detail is set out at
paragraph 4.141 to 4.154 of the
Crystal Rig PLI Report.”

Effects on X X X Due to the distance from the

settlements Proposed Development there is no

beyond 10 km potential for receptors in these
settlements to experience
significant visual effects.

Effects on core X X X Due to the distance from the

paths beyond Proposed Development there is no

10 km potential for receptors to
experience significant visual
effects.

Effects on X X X Due to the distance and the very

Gardens and limited theoretical visibility there

Designed is no potential for receptors to

Landscapes experience significant visual
effects. GDL would be considered
in the Cultural Heritage chapter
where relevant.

Effects on Wild X X X Given the distance from the

Proposed Development to the
nearest WLAs and with reference
to Policy 4 (g) of NPF4 that states
that “Buffer zones around wild
land will not be applied and effects
of development outwith wild land
areas will not be a significant
consideration.”

4.8 Questions for Consultees

e Do you agree with the proposed Study Areas?
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e Do you agree with the proposed viewpoint locations?

e Do you agree with the matters to be scoped out?

o Do you agree that the proposed scope of the assessment is appropriate?

e Are there any other wind farms or other relevant developments you are aware of within the
20 km study area to be included the cumulative assessment?
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5.1

5.1.1

5.1.2

5.1.3

5.2

5.21

5.2.2

Ecology and Nature Conservation

Introduction

This chapter of the EIA Scoping Report defines the proposed methodology for the ecological
assessment that will be included within the EIA Report. It also details the methods that will be used
to establish the baseline conditions within the site and its surroundings, and the process used to
determine the sensitivity of the habitats and species’ populations present.

The ways in which habitats or species might be affected (directly or indirectly) by the construction,
operation and decommissioning of the Proposed Development will be assessed prior to and after
any mitigation and enhancement measures are considered. In addition, any relevant cumulative
effects will be considered, taking together effects of other wind farm projects in the area, whether
operational, consented or at application stage, along with the significance of any predicted effects
associated with the Proposed Development.

Avian ecology is covered separately in Chapter 6: Ornithology.

Baseline Description
Baseline ecological conditions have been and/or will be established from the following sources:
Desk-Based Study

e NatureScot Sitelink to confirm the location and qualifying features of designated sites within
potential zones of influence of the site;

e Ancient Woodland Inventory (AWI) for ancient woodland;

e National Biodiversity Network (NBN) Atlas Scotland for ecological records within 5 km of the
site within the last 15 years (since 2009);

e Carbon and Peatland Map (2016);

e Deer Distribution Survey (2023) by the British Deer Society;

e Saving Scotland’s Red Squirrels website; and

e relevant EIA Reports, technical reports or operational monitoring from other developments or
proposed developments in the local area, including the operational Hagshaw Hill Wind Farm
Extension and (in construction) Hagshaw Hill Repowering site, Broken Cross Wind Farm,
Cumberhead Wind Farm, Cumberhead West Wind Farm, Dalquhandy Wind Farm, Douglas
West Wind Farm, Douglas West Wind Farm Extension, Galawhistle Wind Farm and Nutberry
Wind Farm.

Designated Sites

There are no statutory designations with ecological (non-avian) features within the site, however
there are five statutory (non-avian) designations located within 5 km of the site boundary: Miller’s
Wood Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI); Coalburn Moss Special Area of Conservation (SAC),
concurrent with Coalburn Moss SSSI; Muirkirk Uplands SSSI; and North Lowther Uplands SSSI
(Table 5.1 and Figure 5.1). Potential effects on these designated sites are scoped out of the
assessment due to distance, the respective qualifying features, and a lack of hydrological
connectivity with the site; each of these being separated with the site by minor roads.
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Table 5.1 — Designated Sites with Ecological (Non-Avian) Qualifying Interests within 5 km of the Site

Designated site Qualifying Ecological Condition of Feature Distance from site
Features (Date Monitored) Boundary
Miller’s Wood SSSI Upland birch woodland | Unfavourable No 1.14 km
change (18 June 2021)
Coalburn Moss SAC Active raised bog Favourable Maintained | 1.62 km
(12 August 2012)
Degraded raised bog Unfavourable
Recovering (12 August
2012)
Coalburn Moss SSSI Raised bog Unfavourable 1.62 km
Recovering (13
October 2009)
Muirkirk Uplands SSSI Blanket bog Unfavourable No 2.63 km
change (20 October
2005)
Upland assemblage Favourable Maintained
(21 October 2005)
North Lowther Uplands | Upland assemblage Unfavourable 3.99 km
SSSI Recovering (31 May
2015)

Local Nature Conservation Sites (LNCS)

5.2.3  There are no LNCS within the site, however there is one LNCS within 5 km of the site boundary:
Glenbuck Loch LNCS (Table 5.2 and Figure 5.1). Glenbuck Loch is designated for botanical features,
including areas of scrub/swamp and mature woodland, and lies within East Ayrshire Council local
authority area.

Table 5.2 — Local Nature Conservation Sites within 5 km of the Site

Site Name Interest Distance from site boundary

Glenbuck Loch LNCS Botanical 3.26 km

Ancient Woodland

5.2.4  The Ancient Woodland Inventory (AWI) shows no areas of ancient woodland within the site
(Figure 5.1). There are areas of ancient woodland within 5 km of the site, the majority of which lie
to the east of the site. The closest area of ancient woodland to any proposed infrastructure is
approximately 50 m east of the LDES.

NBN Atlas

5.2.5 A search of the NBN Atlas showed that the following protected or notable species were recorded
within 5 km of the site since 2009, as shown in Table 5.3.

Table 5.3 — NBN Records (2009-2024) for Protected and Notable Species within 5 km of the Site

Common Name | Scientific N\ame | Relevance Licence Rightsholder (Recorder)

Badger Meles meles Protected CC-BY? Mammal Society (G.
species Smith, D. Crawley), The
Road Lab UK

1 Creative Commons with Attribution 4.0 (CC-BY). Available online from: https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.
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Common Name | Scientific Name Relevance Licence Rightsholder (Recorder)

Brown hare Lepus europareus Notable 0GL? British Trust for
species Ornithology

Common lizard Zootoca vivipara Protected CC-BY? Amphibian and Reptile
species Groups of the UK,

Amphibian and Reptile
Conservation (C. Cathrine)

Common Pipistrellus Protected 0GL? NatureScot (G. Nixon)
pipistrelle pipistrellus species
Daubenton's bat | Myotis Protected 0GL? Bat Conservation Trust
daubentonii species
Otter Lutra lutra Protected 0GL? Mammal Society (K.
species Sludden), British Trust for
Ornithology

5.2.6  The following invasive non-native species (INNS) were also returned by these search parameters,
shown in Table 5.4.

Table 5.4 — NBN Records (2009-2024) for INNS within 5 km of the Site

Common Name | Scientific Name Relevance Licence Rightsholder (Recorder)

Grey squirrel Sciurus carolinensis INNS CC-BY? Scottish Wildlife Trust
(M.Collis, S. Cooper, R.
Siller, T. Korcakova, M.
Tonkin, A. Seagrave, H.
Traut)

Deer Distribution Survey

5.2.7 Every five years the British Deer Society undertakes a survey plotting the current distribution of the
six species of wild deer in the United Kingdom. This is used to monitor and record changes from the
previous survey to see if the range has changed or expanded. The results of the 2023 Deer
Distribution Survey indicate that the following deer species are present in the general area of the
site:

e Fallow deer (Dama dama);
e Red deer (Cervus elephus);
e Roe deer (Capreolus capreolus); and

e Sika deer (Cervus nippon).

Scottish Soils Carbon and Peatland Map

5.2.8  The SNH (now NatureScot) Carbon and Peatland Map 2016 indicates that the site is largely made
up of Class 3 peatland?® and Class 0 mineral soil, with a small section of Class 4* and Class 5° peatland
in the north and east of the site. A similar pattern is found out to 1 km from the site boundary, with
larger areas of Class 4 peatland north of the site boundary. There are no areas of Class 1 or Class 2
peatland within the site nor within 1 km of the site boundary (Figure 9.4). Further information on
the presence and distribution of peat soils at the site is given in Chapter 9.

2 Open Government Licence (OGL). Available online from: https://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-government-
licence/version/3/.

3 Class 3: Dominant vegetation cover is not priority peatland habitat but is associated with wet and acidic type. Occasional peatland
habitats can be found. Most soils are carbon-rich soils, with some areas of deep peat.

4 Class 4: Area unlikely to be associated with peatland habitats or wet and acidic type. Area unlikely to include carbon-rich soils.

5 Class 5: Soil information takes precedence over vegetation data. No peatland habitat recorded. May also include areas of bare soil.
Soils are carbon-rich and deep peat.
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5.2.9

5.2.10

5.2.11

5.2.12

5.2.13

5.2.14

5.2.15

5.2.16

5.2.17

5.2.18

Fish

Based on information available from other local wind farm projects — namely Galawhistle Wind
Farm, which shares the same catchment of watercourses as the Proposed Development — brown
trout (Salmo trutta) is likely to be the only species present within the site due to obstacles being in
place preventing migratory species such as Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) and European eel (Anguilla
anguilla) gaining access to watercourses within or immediately adjacent to the site.

Using desk-based information, it is considered that there is sufficient data available to robustly
assess potential effects on fish. As such, no fisheries surveys are planned for the Proposed
Development.

Ecological Field Surveys

The following ecological baseline surveys were undertaken in 2022 and 2024 covering a similar area
to the site (the ‘survey area’):

e National Vegetation Classification (NVC) & Phase 1 Habitat Surveys undertaken in July 2022
and June 2024;

e  protected species walkover surveys undertaken in May and June 2022, and June 2024; and

e bat activity (ground-level static) surveys, undertaken over three deployments from May to
September 2022.

Surveys followed best practice methodologies and guidance, as listed in Section 5.3, and the results
are summarised below. Incidental records of protected species were also recorded in July and
August 2023 and April 2025, during other surveys at the site, and are included in the results.

As the site boundary has changed since the 2022 and 2024 ecological surveys were undertaken,
further surveys, including NVC habitats (incorporating Phase 1 Habitat and potential GWDTE),
protected species (including daytime bat walkover survey), and static bat detector surveys are
being/will be undertaken in 2025 to fully establish baseline conditions across the site.

National Vegetation Classification (NVC) & Phase 1 Habitat Surveys

NVC surveys incorporating Phase 1 Habitat and potential Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial
Ecosystem (GWDTE) habitat characterisation showed that the survey area is largely made up of
marshy grassland, unimproved acidic grassland, wet heath and wet modified bog, with smaller
extents of acid/neutral flush, bracken, and mosaics of wet heath/acidic grassland and unimproved
acidic grassland/wet modified bog, amongst others.

The surveys identified some habitats within the survey area which may be classified, depending on
hydrological setting, as being potential GWDTEs, with one area recorded as potentially highly
groundwater dependent.

Protected Species Surveys (2022 and 2024 Surveys)

Protected species surveys identified signs of the following target species within the survey area:

e badger: seven setts, dung pits/latrines, foraging signs, and a sighting;
e  otter: spraints recorded along Smithy Burn and Podowrin Burn (no protected features (holts
or couches) were recorded); and

e common lizard: sighting.

A number of drystone walls and corrugated metal across the survey area were recorded as potential
hibernacula for reptile species.

Bats

Common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle, brown long-eared (Plecotus auratus), Daubenton’s,
Natter’s (Myotis nattereri), Noctule (Nyctalus noctule) and Leisler’s (Nyctalus leisleri) bats were
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recorded during the bat activity (ground-level static) surveys. Surveys followed NatureScot et al.
(2021) guidelines.

5.2.19 During walkover surveys, one structure was recorded as highly suitable for roosting bats, and
several trees were recorded to be moderately suitable or suitable for individual roosting bats within
the survey area.

5.3 Relevant Guidance and Legislation

5.3.1  This assessment will be undertaken in line with the following European and National legislation,
policy and guidance.

Legislation

European Union Council Directive 92/43/EEC on Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild
Fauna and Flora (as amended) (Habitats Directive);

European Union Council Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council
establishing a framework for the Community action in the field of water policy (Water
Framework Directive);

Environmental Impact Assessment Directive 85/337/EEC (as amended) (EIA Directive), (as
subsequently codified by Directive 2011/92/EU, as amended by Directive 2014/52/EU);

The EIA Regulations;

The Conservation (Natural Habitats &c.) Regulations 1994 (as amended) (Habitats
Regulations);

The Water Environment and Water Services (Scotland) Act 2003;

Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004 (as amended);

Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries (Consolidation) (Scotland) Act 2003;

Protection of Badgers Act 1992;

The Water Environment (Controlled Activities) (Scotland) Regulations 2011;

Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended); and

Wildlife and Natural Environment (Scotland) Act 2011.

Policy

Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) and Department for Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs (DEFRA) (2012). UK Post-2010 Biodiversity Framework;

Scottish Government (2022a). Onshore Wind Policy Statement 2022;

Scottish Government (2022b). Scottish Biodiversity Strategy to 2045. Tackling the Nature
Emergency in Scotland;

Scottish Government (2017). Planning Circular 1/2017: Guidance on The Town and Country
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017;

Scottish Government (2019). The Scottish Forestry Strategy 2019 - 2029;

Scottish Government (2020). EU Exit: The Habitat Regulations in Scotland;

Scottish Government (2020). Securing a green recovery on a path to net zero: climate change
plan 2018 — 2032 — update;

Scottish Government (2020). Update to the Climate Change Plan 2018 - 2032;

Scottish Government (2023). National Planning Framework 4 (NPF4);

South Lanarkshire Council (2021). Local Development Plan; and

East Ayrshire Council (2024). Local Development Plan 2.
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Guidance

e  Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management (CIEEM) (2024). Guidelines
for Ecological Impact Assessment in the UK and Ireland: Terrestrial, Freshwater, Coastal and
Marine;

e South Lanarkshire Biodiversity Strategy 2024 — 2030;

e South Lanarkshire Council (2024). Biodiversity Duty Implementation Plan 2024 — 2026;

e Collins, J. (ed.) (2023). Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice Guidelines. 4%
Edition;

e  European Commission, Directorate-General for Environment (2010). Wind energy
developments and Natura 2000;

e NatureScot (2024). Pre-application Guidance for Onshore Wind Farms;

e JNCC (2022). Guidelines for selection of biological Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs);

e  Scottish Badgers (2018). Surveying for Badgers: Good Practice Guidelines. Version 1;

e SEPA (2024). Guidance on Assessing the Impacts of Developments on Groundwater
Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems.

e  Scottish Executive (2000). Nature conservation: implementation in Scotland of EC Directives
on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild flora and fauna and the conservation of
wild birds (‘The Habitats and Birds Directives’). Revised guidance updating Scottish Executive
Circular no. 6/1995;

e  Scottish Executive Rural Affairs Department (SERAD) (2001). European Protected Species,
Development Sites and the Planning Systems: Interim guidance for local authorities on
licensing arrangements;

e  Scottish Government (2016). Draft Peatland and Energy Policy Statement;

e  Scottish Government (2017). Planning Advice Note 1/2013 — Environmental Impact
Assessment. Revision 1.0;

e  Scottish Government, SNH, SEPA (2017). Peatland Survey — Guidance on Developments on
Peatland;

e  Scottish Government (2021). Freshwater and diadromous fish and fisheries associated with
onshore wind farm and transmission line developments: generic scoping guidelines;

e  Scottish National Heritage (SNH) (2015). Scotland’s National Peatland Plan;

e SNH (2016). Decommissioning and Restoration Plans for wind farms;

e SNH (2016). Planning for Development: What to consider and include in deer assessments
and management at development sites. Version 2;

e SNH (2016). Planning for Development: What to consider and include in Habitat
Management Plans. Version 2;

e SNH (2018). Environmental Impact Assessment Handbook — Version 5: Guidance for
competent authorities, consultation bodies, and others involved in the Environmental Impact
Assessment process in Scotland;

e NatureScot (2024). Good Practice During Windfarm Construction;

e NatureScot, Natural England, Natural Resources Wales, RenewableUK, Scottish Power
Renewables, Ecotricity Ltd, the University of Exeter & Bat Conservation Trust (BCT) (2019,
updated 2021). Bats and Onshore Wind Turbines — Survey, Assessment and Mitigation;

e NatureScot (2023). Advising on peatland, carbon-rich soils and priority peatland habitats in
development management; and

e NatureScot (2023). Planning and development: protected species.
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5.4.1

5.4.2

543

5.4.4

5.4.5

5.4.6

5.4.7

5.4.8

Proposed Scope of Assessment

The assessment will consider the potential for significant effects of the Proposed Development
upon Important Ecological Features (IEFs) identified during the baseline period, as per CIEEM (2024)
guidance.

The EIA Report will include an Ecological Impact Assessment (EclA). This will consider the potential
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects that the construction, operation and decommissioning of
the Proposed Development could have on any IEFs scoped into the assessment. The EclA will be
supported by technical appendices covering habitats, protected species, bats and an Outline
Biodiversity Enhancement Management Plan (OBEMP). These will include details of survey
methodologies, survey data obtained, and outputs of any analysis.

An assessment of relevant cumulative effects will be undertaken following published guidance.
Where determined that a cumulative assessment is necessary, impacts will be assessed with other
relevant projects subject to the EIA process within a relevant search area, and their effects on a
relevant reference population; for example, at a watercourse, watershed or Natural Heritage Zone
(NHZ) level.

The assessment will be informed by the data currently available, together with additional ecological
surveys, as outlined above. The evaluation for wider countryside interests (i.e. unrelated to any
Natura 2000 sites) involves the following process:
e identification of potential ecological effects of the Proposed Development, (beneficial and
adverse);
e considering the likelihood of occurrence of potential effects, where appropriate;
e defining the nature conservation value (NCV) of the ecological features present;
e establishing the feature’s conservation status, where appropriate;
e establishing the magnitude of change associated with the likely effect (both spatial and
temporal);
e based on the above information, making a judgement as to whether or not the resultant
effect is significant in terms of the EIA Regulations;
e if a potential effect is determined to be significant, measures to avoid, reduce, mitigate or
compensate for the effect are suggested, where required;
e considering opportunities for enhancement, where appropriate; and
e confirming residual effects after mitigation, compensation and/or enhancement are
considered.

Determining the level of sensitivity of an IEF is based on a combination of the feature’s NCV, defined
on the basis of the geographic scale and conservation status, based on its distribution and/or
population trend.

The magnitude of potential effects will be identified by considering the degree of change to baseline
conditions predicted as a result of the Proposed Development, taking into consideration how IEFs
are likely to respond to the Proposed Development, the duration and reversibility of an effect, best
practice guidance and legislation, and professional judgement. Effects are judged in terms of
magnitude in space and time, and effects can be beneficial, neutral or adverse.

The significance of potential effects is determined by integrating the assessments of IEF sensitivity
and magnitude of impact in a reasoned way, based on the available evidence and professional
judgement.

A set of pre-defined significance criteria will be used in assessing the potential effects of the
Proposed Development to establish whether there will be any effects which will be sufficient to
adversely affect an IEF to the extent that its conservation status deteriorates above and beyond
that which would be expected should baseline conditions remain (i.e., the ‘do nothing’ scenario).
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5.4.9

5.5

5.5.1

5.6

5.6.1

5.6.2

5.6.3

As noted in Paragraph 5.2.2, no statutory designations with ecological (non-avian) features are
scoped in to the assessment and as such there is no requirement to assess likely significant effects
of the Proposed Development on the integrity of a Natura 2000 site.

Potential Impacts

Key sensitivities and potential effects will likely include:

e  Sensitive terrestrial habitats such as Habitats Directive Annex | habitats — effects include
direct (i.e., derived from land-take) and indirect (i.e., changes caused by impacts to
supporting systems such as groundwater or overland flow), including habitats such as blanket
bog.

e Aguatic habitats — effects are limited to the ecological impacts of changes in water conditions
through potential pollution effects (hydrological effects and GWDTEs are considered further
in Chapter 9).

e  Protected species — impacts considered include direct (i.e., loss of life as a result of the
Proposed Development; loss of key habitat; displacement from key habitat; barrier effects
preventing movement to/from key habitats; risks of bats colliding or suffering barotrauma
from proximity to operational wind turbine blades; and general disturbance), and indirect
(i.e., loss/changes of/to food resources; population fragmentation; degradation of key
habitat e.g. as a result of pollution).

e Cumulative effects — ecological effects arising from the addition of the Proposed

Development in combination with other relevant projects.

Approach to Mitigation

Significant effects on ecological features will be avoided or minimised where possible within the
design process. Good practice during construction and operation of the Proposed Development will
be implemented as standard (and the assessment undertaken on this basis). This will include the
following:

e aSpecies Protection Plan (SPP) would be implemented as part of a Construction
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) or similar during the construction phase to ensure
that all reasonable precautions are taken to adhere to the relevant wildlife legislation;

e pre- and during construction surveys carried out by an Ecological Clerk of Works (ECoW) or
suitably qualified ecologist would take place as part of the SPP, and an ECoW would be
present during the construction phase;

e an OBEMP would be developed for the operational phase and agreed with relevant
consultees, to mitigate and enhance habitat for IEFs, and provide wider biodiversity benefits;
and

e during the operational phase, and in line with best practice guidance on bats (NatureScot et
al., 2021), the Proposed Development will utilise the method of reduced rotation speed
whilst idling by feathering, at all turbines, to reduce collision risks to bats during the bat
active period (April to October). The guidance notes that, “The reduction in speed resulting
from feathering compared with normal idling may reduce fatality rates by up to 50 %”. Given
the presence of high collision risk bat species at the site, this measure will be put in place
from the start of the operational phase of the Proposed Development, and it does not result
in any loss of output.

Where unmitigated significant effects on IEFs are identified, additional measures to prevent and
reduce these adverse impacts would be proposed, in order to conclude a non-significant residual
effect.

Committed enhancement measures will also be set out, principally within the OBEMP, to
demonstrate how biodiversity benefits will be delivered.
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5.7 Features Scoped In or Out of Assessment

5.7.1 A summary of the features and impacts to be considered and the phases for which they are likely
to be scoped in or out are shown in Table 5.4. Decommissioning impacts are not included given they
are assumed to be similar to those of construction.

Table 5.4 — Summary of Features and Impacts for Ecology

Feature Scoped in: Scoped in: Justification
Construction | Operation

Protected species Yes Yes Protected species cannot be scoped out until
(including bat species) further field surveys have been undertaken
and the presence and distribution of ecological
features in relation to the planned
infrastructure and activities associated with
the Proposed Development are fully
understood.

Subject to further information becoming
available, it is expected that most protected
species (excluding badger and bats) will be
able to be scoped out from detailed
assessment, based on the assumption of the
implementation of a SPP and CEMP or similar,
as outlined in Section 5.6, which will use the
results of baseline and pre-construction
protected species surveys to ensure that
construction activities are compliant with all
nature legislation, and that there are no
adverse effects on protected species’
populations.

Badger Yes Yes Seven badger setts have been recorded within
or in close proximity to the site. Disturbance to
badger setts is prohibited by the Protection of
Badgers Act 1992, and disturbance is defined
by NatureScot as any new procedure that
approaches within a minimum of 30 m of a
sett margin. This buffer is extended to 100 m
for piling or blasting activities. While it is not
proposed that works will be carried out within
100 m of a sett, badger cannot be scoped out
of the assessment until the presence and
distribution of badger signs in relation to the
planned infrastructure and activities
associated with the Proposed Development
are fully understood.

Habitats on Annex 1to | Yes Yes Habitats on Annex | to the Habitats Directive
the Habitats Directive cannot be scoped out until the presence and
distribution of such habitats in relation to the
planned infrastructure and activities
associated with the Proposed Development
are fully understood.

Habitats not on Annex | No No On the basis of results of the desk-based work
| to the Habitats undertaken to date, the professional judgment
Directive and species of the ecology EIA team, experience from

not protected by other other relevant projects, policy, guidance and
legislation (e.g., standards, generally common and widely
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Feature

Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981,
the Nature
Conservation
(Scotland) Act 2004,
the Protection of
Badgers Act 1992)

Scoped in:
Construction

Scoped in:

Operation

Justification

distributed habitats and species will be scoped

out of the assessment.

Wild deer population

Yes

Yes

The desk-based study will collate relevant
information on the deer populations in the
locality to inform whether this should be
scoped out or assessed further in the EIA
Report.

Migratory salmonoids

No

No

On the basis of the information available from
other local wind farm projects (namely
Galawhistle) it is considered that sufficient
information exists to be able to robustly assess
potential effects on fish, with brown trout
likely to be the only species present, due to
obstacles being in place preventing migratory
species such as Atlantic salmon and European
eel gaining access to watercourses within and
adjacent to the site.

An ECoW or suitably qualified ecologist will be
able to re-assess whether pre-construction
surveys are required.

Appropriate pollution prevention measures
and monitoring will be in place during
construction and operation.

Ecological statutory
designated sites (non-
avian)

No

No

Significant effects on non-avian designated
sites are scoped out of assessment as no
designated sites are within the site boundary;
those outhwith the site boundary but within
5 km of the site have been scoped out of
assessment due to lack of connectivity to the
site.

Glenbuck Loch LNCS

No

No

Significant effects on Glenbuck Loch LNCS can
be scoped out of the assessment due to
hydrological, topographical, and ecological
separation, lack of connectivity, distance from
the site, and the interest features of the LNCS.

5.8 Consultatio

n

5.8.1  Otherthan consulting Scottish Ministers (via the ECU), relevant bodies to consult prior to submitting
the EIA Report to Scottish Ministers will likely include:

e NatureScot;
e SEPA;

e  South Lanarkshire Council;

e  Fisheries Management Scotland; and

e  Clyde River

Foundation.
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5.9 Questions for Consultees

Do consultees agree that, subject to further information coming from the field surveys and
desk study, the scope of IEFs to be included in the assessment is appropriate?

Do consultees agree that the suite of field surveys conducted in 2022 and 2024 and
planned/underway for 2025 together with a desk study is sufficient to inform a robust impact
assessment?

Do consultees agree that the methodology and scope of assessment is appropriate?

Are there any other relevant consultees who should be consulted, or other sources of

information that should be considered?
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6.1

6.1.1

6.1.2

6.2

6.2.1

6.2.2

6.2.3

6.2.4

6.2.5

6.2.6

Ornithology

Introduction

The Ornithology chapter of the EIA Report will present an assessment of potentially significant
effects upon Important Ornithological Features (IOFs) as a result of the construction, operation and
decommissioning of the Proposed Development.

The potential for such effects will be considered throughout the design process for the Proposed
Development, and where possible will either be avoided completely through scheme design or will
be prevented/ minimised via good practice embedded mitigation measures.

Baseline Description

Baseline ornithological surveys to inform wind farm development impact assessments, and to
monitor the effects of operational wind farms and associated habitat management proposals, have
been extensively undertaken in the immediate vicinity of the Proposed Development over the past
20 years (see Appendix 6.1). Baseline ornithological conditions within the Proposed Development
site and immediate surrounding area are consequently well established and acknowledged by key
stakeholders.

Baseline ornithological conditions at the site and surrounding area, to inform the design and
assessment of the Proposed Development, and to be presented within the EIA Report, will therefore
comprise a review of existing and extensive available datasets from adjacent and nearby
development investigations (see Appendix 6.1) together with additional targeted site-specific
ornithological field surveys over a single breeding season.

This approach, using existing available data and appropriate surveys, is considered to be in line with
NatureScot’s recommendations on bird survey guidance for onshore wind farms (2025a) and most
recent guidance on extension applications (2024). The approach was previously agreed to be
acceptable and proportionate for the immediately adjacent and consented Douglas West Extension
(DWX) and Hagshaw Hill Windfarm Repowering (HHR), in consultation with NatureScot (G. Walker,
27 April and 13 July 2018).

Full details of all ornithology baseline studies including survey methods, timings and extents will be
presented within the EIA Report.

Information pertaining to the locations of breeding sites of birds listed on Schedule 1 of the Wildlife
and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) will be restricted to a Confidential Volume of the EIA Report
in accordance with NatureScot guidance (SNH 2016a). This Volume of the EIA Report will not be
made publicly available but will be provided to NatureScot and Royal Society for the Protection of
Birds (RSPB) Scotland to inform their own appraisal of the Proposed Development.

Study Area

The EIA Report will adopt the following ornithological study areas that will be buffered from the
finalised Proposed Development layout, including all turbine locations, solar array, LDES, associated
access and ancillary infrastructure within the site, and within which baseline information will have
been gathered, and the potential for significant effects upon IOFs will be considered:

e Designated sites: the final layout of the Proposed Development and a 20 km buffer (as per
SNH 2016b);

e Scarce breeding and roosting birds: the final layout of the Proposed Development and a 2 km
buffer (800 m for access tracks) (as per NatureScot 2025a);

e Upland breeding birds and wintering/ migratory waterfowl: the final layout of the Proposed
Development and a 500 m buffer (as per NatureScot 2025a);
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6.2.7

6.2.8

6.2.9

6.2.10

6.2.11

6.2.12

6.2.13

6.2.14

e Black grouse: the final layout of the Proposed Development 1.5 km buffer (750 m for access
tracks) (as per NatureScot 2025a);

e  Collision risk modelling: the results of the flight activity surveys will be used to inform
collision risk modelling for the proposed turbine layout. A Collision Risk Analysis Area (CRAA)
will be created using GIS from final proposed turbine locations buffered out to 500 m (as per
NatureScot 2025a); and

e  Cumulative assessment: as per NatureScot guidance (NatureScot 2025b and 2025c), the
Natural Heritage Zone (NHZ) regional population level (see Wilson et al. 2015) is considered
practical and appropriate for most breeding species not connected to designated sites. The
relevant NHZ for the Proposed Development will be the “Western Southern Uplands and
Inner Solway’ (NHZ 19) and within which the site is located. Where there is a more
appropriate geographical extent for a specific species, this will be stated and justified within
the EIA Report.

Desk Study

The study area for obtaining existing ornithological information will extend out to 20 km from the
Proposed Development infrastructure for statutory designated sites with ornithological interests,
and in accordance with NatureScot guidance (NatureScot 2025a and SNH 2016b), will extend from
the Proposed Development infrastructure out to:

e 2 km for species listed on Annex 1 of NatureScot guidance (NatureScot 2025b); and

e 6 km for eagle species.
The following key sources will be consulted:

e The Hagshaw Energy Cluster;

e NatureScot SiteLink website;

e RSPB Data Unit;

e  South Strathclyde Raptor Study Group (SSRSG) and Dumfries and Galloway Raptor Study
Group (DGRSG);

e Southern Upland Partnership (SUP); and

e  South of Scotland Golden Eagle Partnership (SSGEP).

Ornithological information where available in the public domain relating to applications of the
relevant wind farm projects within 2 km (see Appendix 6.1) will also be referred to.

This information includes EIA Scoping Reports, EIA Reports, post-construction monitoring reports
and consultation responses from relevant stakeholders, where made available.

Appendix 6.1 provides a summary timeline of baseline studies completed for the above adjacent
and relevant wind farm developments and ornithological activity established.

Field Survey Methods

The above listed sources comprehensively establish the long-term presence and distribution of bird
species within and in proximity to the Proposed Development and which may be sensitive to the
construction and operation of onshore renewable energy proposals. Collectively these existing
baseline studies identify that ornithological interest at and adjacent to the site is higher during the
breeding season.

Additional site-specific baseline ornithological surveys were therefore completed over the 2022
breeding season, to ensure a contemporary reflection of the presence and distribution of bird
species within the site is obtained and presented for the purposes of assessment.

The following ornithological field surveys were completed:
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6.2.15

6.2.16

6.2.17

6.2.18

6.3

6.3.1

e Vantage Point (VP) flight activity surveys (March to August 2022, from a total of four VPs);
e  Scarce breeding bird surveys (April to July 2022);

e Upland breeding bird surveys for upland waders (April to July 2022); and

e  Black grouse surveys (April and May 2022).

All field surveys have followed methodologies recommended by NatureScot (2025a), including
species-specific survey methodologies as set out in Hardey et al. (2013) and Gilbert et al. (1998).
Target species for survey and recording identified in accordance with NatureScot guidance (2025a
and 2025b) and existing and extensive knowledge of bird species and bird-habitat associations
within and in proximity to the site.

VPs and their associated viewsheds, together with survey areas, are illustrated on Figure 6.1, with
field survey areas defined on the basis of a preliminary infrastructure layout within the site and
species or species group-specific buffers as set out in NatureScot guidance 2025a).

Detailed field survey methods, including survey effort and conditions, will be presented within the
EIA Report.

Summary of Ornithological Field Surveys

Ornithological surveys conducted in 2022 recorded observations of a small number of target species
and overall low levels of activity and which is consistent with the survey findings obtained from
adjacent and nearby wind farm developments (Appendix 6.1):

e  Flight activity surveys; curlew (6 flights), herring gull (1 flight) and greylag goose (1 flight);

e Raptors and owls; red kite, but no evidence of breeding;

e  Waders; common sandpiper (2 territories), curlew (6-8 territories), oystercatcher (3-5
territories), snipe (8-12 territories). Golden plover also recorded, but no evidence of
breeding;

e Black grouse; not recorded; and

e Additional species - common gull.

Relevant Guidance and Legislation

The following key pieces of legislation and guidance of relevance to ornithology will be referred to
during the completion of baseline studies and subsequent assessment.

Legislation:

e The EIA Regulations;

e The EIA Directive;

e Directive 2009/147/EC on the Conservation of Wild Birds (the EU Birds Directive);
e The Habitats Regulations;

e The Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as amended);

e The Wildlife and Natural Environment (Scotland) Act 2011; and

e The Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004 (as amended).

Guidance:

e  Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the UK and Ireland: Terrestrial, Freshwater,
Coastal and Marine (CIEEM 2018);

e  Assessing connectivity with Special Protection Areas (SNH 2016b);

e General pre-application and scoping advice for onshore wind farms. NatureScot, Inverness
(NatureScot 2024);

e Recommended bird survey methods to inform impact assessment of onshore wind farms
(NatureScot 2025a);

e  Assessing the significance of impacts on bird populations from onshore wind farms that do
not affect protected area (NatureScot 2025b);

e  Assessing the cumulative impacts of onshore wind farms on birds (NatureScot 2025c); and
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6.4

6.4.1

6.4.2

6.4.3

6.4.4

6.5

6.5.1

6.5.2

6.5.3

e  NatureScot pre-application guidance for solar farms (NatureScot 2025d).

Proposed Scope of Survey and Assessment

The assessment will be undertaken following the principles of impact assessment guidance
published by the Chartered Institute of Environmental and Ecological Management (CIEEM, 2018)
and will consider the following three main potential impacts to birds that may result from onshore
renewable energy developments:

e direct displacement/ habitat loss through construction of the development;

e  morality through collision with operational turbines/ other infrastructure; and

e indirect displacement/ habitat loss through the avoidance of operational wind farm
infrastructure.

The assessment will primarily consider in detail only those impacts upon IOFs considered sensitive
to wind farm developments, as set out in Annex 1 of NatureScot guidance (2025b), and upon which
potentially significant effects may occur. Impacts upon IOFs will be assessed in relation to the
species’ relevant reference population, conservation status, range and distribution, based on best
available evidence.

The assessment will be supported by technical appendices and figures as appropriate and will
broadly include the following stages:

e description of the ornithological baseline;

e scopingin/ out of IOFs and associated impacts;

e identification and characterisation of potentially significant effects;

e outline of additional mitigation measures to avoid and reduce significant effects;

e assessment of the significance of any residual effects after such measures;

e identification of appropriate compensation measures to offset any significant residual
effects;

e identification of opportunities for enhancement; and

e where required, cumulative assessments, following the above procedure.

The approach to assessment will also take account advice received from relevant stakeholders,
including NatureScot and RSPB Scotland.

Potential Impacts

The assessment presented within the Ornithology Chapter of the EIA Report will consider the
potential for significant effects upon IOFs, due to identified impacts during the construction,
operation and decommissioning of the Proposed Development as outlined out below. Where
appropriate, construction and operational impacts will also be considered in a cumulative
assessment with other relevant developments.

The key ornithological sensitivities identified from completed baseline studies to date include
breeding moorland waders, including Red-listed curlew (Stanbury et al. 2021, updated 2024), for
which breeding territories have been recorded within the site.

The design of the Proposed Development will therefore seek to avoid existing suitable habitats for
species, including curlew. Opportunities to provide positive management for breeding waders will
also be identified within the site and wider area as part of the Proposed Development, in
consultation with relevant landowners, the Hagshaw Energy Cluster and other stakeholders as
necessary.
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Construction

6.5.4  During construction of the Proposed Development, in the absence of specific mitigation, potentially
significant effects upon IOFs could arise from:

e nesting and foraging habitat loss, fragmentation or change alteration associated with the
installation of Proposed Development infrastructure; and

e disturbance to and loss of nest sites, eggs and/ or dependent young.

6.5.5 In general, construction activities may be predicted to result in a temporary increase in noise,
vibration and human presence within construction areas. This has the potential to displace breeding,
foraging or roosting birds from the vicinity of construction areas for the duration of construction
works.

6.5.6  Impacts would likely to be greatest during the breeding season, with the potential for disturbances
to occur to breeding sites of specific species assessed on the basis of best available species guidance,
including Goodship and Furness (2022), and which will be referred to within the EIA Report.

6.5.7  Overall construction disturbance would, however, be considered temporary and occurring only
when construction activities are taking place. Furthermore, construction would be not expected to
take place across the whole of the site at once but phased within smaller defined working areas
across the Site.

Operation

6.5.8  The operation of the Proposed Development, including maintenance activities, has the potential to
cause disturbance and displacement of birds from nesting or foraging habitats throughout the
Proposed Development’s operational lifetime. The extent of displacement is, however, highly
variable between species and species-group and therefore species-specific assessments will take
place on the basis of baseline studies.

6.5.9  The potential for disturbances to occur to specific species, will therefore be assessed on the basis
of best available species guidance, including Goodship and Furness (2022) and which will be referred
to within the EIA Report.

6.5.10 The operation of the Proposed Development also has the potential to result in the risk of collisions
with operational wind turbine blades.

6.5.11 The estimation and assessment of collision risks within the Ornithology Chapter will therefore be
informed by VP flight activity survey data of the area to the south of Hagshaw Hill Wind Farm and a
review of existing available information regarding flight activity rates from relevant local wind farm
developments (see Appendix 6.1). The approach to the estimation of collision mortality risks will be
presented within the EIA Report and agreed as necessary in consultation with NatureScot.

Decommissioning

6.5.12 The potential for impacts upon IOFs resulting from the decommissioning, including the removal of
infrastructure from the site, are considered to be similar to those identified for the construction
phase. Associated effects will therefore not be assessed exclusively within the EIA Report but
concluded upon with reference to construction phase effects.

6.6 Potential Mitigation

6.6.1 The potential for significant effects on bird species, including IOFs, will be avoided/ minimised
where possible during the design process, based on the locations of any established nest, roost and
lek sites (where identified in baseline studies), key foraging areas, likely sensitivities of species
identified and the adoption of suitable bird disturbance distances, as set out in Goodship and
Furness (2022).
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6.6.2  Good practice measures, as set out in NatureScot guidance (SNH 2016c) during construction/

decommissioning and operation of the Proposed Development will also be implemented as part of
the Proposed Development, and the assessment undertaken on this basis.

6.6.3  This will include the following embedded mitigation measures:

e A Bird Disturbance Management Plan (BDMP) would be implemented as part of a CEMP or
similar during the construction phase, to ensure that all reasonable precautions are taken to
enable legislative compliance with regards the protection afforded to wild birds; and,

e  Pre- and during- construction/ decommissioning surveys carried out by an ECoW or suitably
qualified ornithologist would take place as part of the BDMP.

6.6.4  Where unmitigated potentially significant adverse effects on IOFs are identified through assessment,
additional measures to prevent, reduce and where possible offset these effects will be proposed, in
order to conclude a non-significant residual effect.

6.6.5 As noted in Chapter 5 above, an OBEMP will be developed for the operational phase and agreed in
consultation with relevant consultees including the Hagshaw Energy Cluster, to enhance habitat for
important ornithological features and to provide wider biodiversity improvements.

6.6.6  The EIA Report’s Ornithology chapter will detail all those additional mitigation measures required
to avoid, minimise or offset any potentially significant adverse effects on I0Fs and outline the
opportunities to enhance baseline ornithological conditions that will be included as part of the
Proposed Development.

6.7 Potential Effects

6.7.1  CIEEM ecological impact assessment guidelines (2018) stipulate that it is not necessary to carry out
a detailed assessment of impacts upon ornithological features that are sufficiently widespread,
unthreatened and/ or resilient to impacts of a development proposal.

6.7.2 NatureScot guidance (2024, 2025a and 2025b) similarly advises that there are some species, which
with standard mitigation measures, are unlikely to experience a significant environmental effect as
a result of the construction and/ or operation of onshore renewable energy developments. This
includes species that do not require surveys to inform the EIA but may require appropriate
mitigation to ensure legislative compliance, such as breeding passerine species. As such, the
assessment within the EIA Report will be proportionate and restricted to consideration of the
effects upon ornithological features which are considered ‘important’ (i.e., the I0Fs) on the basis of
relevant guidance and professional judgement.

6.7.3  Where ornithological features are unlikely to be so important in the context of the Proposed
Development as to warrant a detailed assessment or where they would be unlikely to be
significantly affected at a population level on the basis of established baseline information, it is
proposed that these are ‘scoped out’ of the impact assessment process. Embedded and/ or specific
mitigation measures for such features may however, still be outlined as appropriate within the EIA
Report, to reduce and/ or avoid any potentially adverse effects, or to enable legislative compliance
during construction/ decommissioning or operational maintenance works.

6.7.4 It is therefore proposed that the following species will be ‘scoped out’ since significant effects are
unlikely:

e Common and/ or low conservation species not recognised in statute as requiring special
conservation measures (i.e., not listed as Annex 1/ Schedule 1 species);

e Common and/ or low conservation species not included in non-statutory lists (i.e., not listed
as a Red-listed Birds of Conservation Concern species as per Stanbury et al., 2021, updated
2024), showing birds whose populations are at some risk either generally or in parts of their
range; and
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6.7.5

6.7.6

6.7.7

6.7.8

6.8

e  Passerine species, not generally considered to be at risk from wind farm developments
(NatureScot 2025a), unless being particularly rare or vulnerable at a national level.

Following a review of ornithological designated sites within 20 km of the site (Figure 6.2) and
NatureScot advice provided on the consented Hagshaw Hill Repowering and Douglas West
Extension wind farms on the basis of spatial separation, there is considered to be no connectivity
between the site and any ornithological statutory designated site, including the Muirkirk and North
Lowther Uplands SPA and component SSSis. It is therefore proposed that the potential for
significant effects upon all designated sites is scoped out of detailed assessment and a Habitats
Regulations Appraisal (HRA) of the Proposed Development in relation to the Muirkirk and North
Lowther Uplands SPA is not required.

Impacts upon species cited as qualifying interests of these designations may however be considered
as necessary against the species’ wider countryside populations (e.g. NHZ populations as per Wilson
et al. 2015).

Baseline studies have also not identified that the site is important for species susceptible to elevated
risks to collisions with lit turbines (NatureScot 2020) and as such impacts upon ornithological
features relating to turbine, or any other infrastructure lighting where this is proposed, will not be
assessed within the EIA Report.

Whilst it is not possible to definitively scope additional specific target species or effects into our out
of the assessment prior to undertaking collision modelling and a review of the ornithological
baseline against the final design, considering the information available regarding the species
assemblage and distribution at the Proposed Development (see Section 6.5 and Appendix 6.1), and
on the basis of professional experience, it is likely that detailed assessment will be restricted to the
potential for significant effects upon breeding upland waders, including curlew, and black grouse.

Questions for Consultees

e Do consultees agree with the proposed study areas to be adopted for the purposes of
assessment?

e Do consultees agree that the scope of baseline studies is appropriate and proportionate to
the nature of the Proposed Development?

e Are consultees aware of any additional and relevant ornithological datasets that should be
consulted to inform baseline conditions?

o Do consultees agree with the impacts and features scoped out of assessment at this time?

o Do consultees consider there should be any specific ornithological features that should be

scoped-into assessment?
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7.1

7.1.1

7.1.2

7.1.3

7.2

7.2.1

7.2.2

7.3

7.3.1

7.3.2

7.4

7.4.1

Noise and Vibration

Introduction

This chapter considers the potentially significant effects of noise during the site preparation and
construction, operation, and decommissioning phases of the Proposed Development which will
require further consideration within the EIA Report.

This Scoping chapter sets out the key issues identified and proposes a method and standards for
assessment of noise in the EIA Report.

Consultation with the SLC Environmental Health Officer (EHO) will continue throughout the
assessment process to agree the following:

e the status of identified potential Noise Sensitive Receptors (NSRs);

e identification of potentially cumulative developments and a detailed method for the
consideration of potential cumulative effects; and

e approach to the derivation of appropriate ETSU-R-97 noise limits, with apportionment for

cumulative developments if appropriate.

Baseline Description

A review of maps and aerial images has identified that the site and surroundings comprise a mixture
of farmland, forestry and moorland. The wider area has been subject to extensive wind farm
development, with consented and operational developments noted immediately to the west, north
and east.

Based on review of the available information and knowledge of the area, it is expected that that the
baseline noise environment will be dominated by the wind, wildlife and livestock, road traffic and
wind turbine noise will be a notable contributor close to existing wind farms. The ‘future baseline’
will include noise from wind turbines which have been consented but not yet built and, potentially,
repowered iterations of other nearby operational developments.

Relevant Guidance and Legislation

The following documents will be referenced in the EIA Report chapter:

e  Planning Advice Note (PAN) 1/2011: Planning and Noise;

e  The Working Group on Noise from Wind Turbines. The Assessment & Rating of Noise from
Wind Farms (ETSU-R-97) (1996);

e Institute of Acoustics (IoA) (2013) A good practice guide to the application of ETSU-R-97 for
wind turbine noise assessment (loA GPG); and

e  British Standard BS4142:2014+A1:2019 Methods for rating and assessing industrial and
commercial sound.

Where SLC has its own noise-related requirements, these will also be considered in the EIA Report
chapter. We request that any such requirements should be highlighted in the Scoping response.

Proposed Scope of Assessment

Noise and vibration impacts associated with construction activities can be controlled and mitigated
by production and implementation of a CEMP and Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP).
The assessment of construction noise and vibration is therefore scoped out.

Hagshaw Hill Il | 2025-07-04 53





7.4.2

7.5
7.5.1

7.5.2
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7.5.4

7.5.5

7.5.6

7.5.7

7.5.8

7.5.9

7.5.10

The scope of the assessment will therefore consider only noise from operation of the Proposed
Development.

Potential Impacts

We will consult directly with the SLC EHO to agree the detailed method of assessment for each
aspect of the Proposed Development; however the general approach is outlined below.

Wind Turbine Noise

The identity of the closest NSRs will be agreed and any financial involvement established. Any
relevant wind energy schemes that should be included in the cumulative assessment, whether in
planning, consented or operational, will also be identified and agreed. Potentially cumulative wind
turbine developments will be excluded on the basis of a 10 decibel (dB) difference in noise emissions
at relevant NSRs, where this can be demonstrated through prediction.

Given the extensive wind farm development in the vicinity of the site, it is not considered possible
to measure background noise levels in the absence of wind turbine noise at NSRs within the study
area. A review will therefore be undertaken of the existing noise limits applicable to operational
and consented developments within the study area and agreement sought with SLC regarding
appropriate evaluation criteria (noise limits) to be applied to the Proposed Development, within the
context of the loA GPG guidance.

An indicative study area showing the 35 dBLaso noise contour of the Proposed Development
operating in isolation (i.e. excluding cumulative developments) is provided in Figure 7.1. An
additional contour showing the 35 dBLaso contour with a +3 dB correction for concave topography
is also shown in Figure 7.1.

Where appropriate, analysis of predicted noise levels at NSRs affected by cumulative developments
will be undertaken to identify controlling properties, in accordance with the methods provided in
the IoA GPG. Apportionment of overall noise limits will be undertaken to determine residual noise
limits specific to the Proposed Development, taking account of available headroom. This process
will be agreed through consultation with the EHO at each stage.

The candidate turbine for the Proposed Development will be assessed, the verified noise emission
details of which will be reproduced in the EIA Report chapter (A-weighted and octave band data)
for critical wind speeds.

Noise levels predictions will be undertaken, in accordance with the 1SO9613 method and the
IoA GPG requirements. Corrections for concave topography and line-of-sight visibility will be
applied to predicted noise levels in accordance with the loA GPG, where applicable.

Corrections for directivity may be applied within the cumulative assessment in accordance with the
guidance set out in the IoA GPG where NSRs lie between two developments and where
simultaneous down-wind predictions are therefore overly conservative.

Predicted levels will be evaluated against criteria (noise limits) agreed with SLC and the magnitude
of impact and significance of effect determined accordingly. All residential NSRs will be assumed to
be of high sensitivity.

Noise from Other Sources

Noise from the new substation, transformers, inverters and LDES, will be evaluated in accordance
with BS4142. Background noise levels will be characterised using appropriate representative data
collected during monitoring campaigns undertaken in support of previous planning applications
within the study area, where appropriate. Additional background noise surveys may be undertaken,
should insufficient representative data be available.
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7.6 Potential Mitigation

7.6.1  As discussed in Paragraph 7.4.1, we expect that key controls for construction noise such as core
hours of works would be exerted through the requirements of the EHO and that such controls would
constitute effective mitigation measures.

7.6.2  Mitigation of operational noise from fixed non-turbine plant will include the careful selection of
plant and equipment and/or the provision of noise barriers/acoustic enclosures.

7.6.3  Where predicted operational wind turbine noise levels exceed the proposed noise limits at any wind
speed, outline mitigation strategies will be proposed. Mitigation of operational noise, if required,
may include an alternative selection of turbines, operating certain turbines in low noise modes
under certain meteorological conditions, such as specific wind speeds and directions, or
recommendations to move or eliminate turbines from the scheme.

7.7 Potential Effects

7.7.1  The Proposed Development will introduce new noise sources into the area. Significant adverse
effects can be prevented by restricting noise levels due to the Proposed Development to within
noise limits determined in accordance with appropriate guidance, as detailed above.

7.7.2  The proposed scope of assessment is summarised in Table 7.1.

Table 7.1 — Receptors or Impacts Scoped In or Out of Assessment

Potential Impact Construction Operation Decommissioning Comment

Construction noise and X X X Scoped out —to
vibration, including road be controlled via
traffic noise CEMP and CTMP
Operational noise from X v X -

turbines at existing (and,
where relevant)
proposed NSRs
Operational noise from X v X -
non-turbine fixed plant
at existing (and, where
relevant) proposed NSRs

7.8 Scoping Questions to Consultees

e Do you accept the proposed assessment methods and study area?

e  Given the size and generating capacity of the Proposed Development, we consider that the
upper (40 dBLago,10min) fixed minimum daytime ETSU-R-97 noise should apply, do you agree?

e Please confirm that the 43 dBLago,10 min fixed minimum ETSU-R-97 noise limit will apply
during the night-time period?
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8.1.1

8.1.2

8.2

8.2.1

8.2.2

8.2.3

8.24

Cultural Heritage

Introduction

This chapter provides an overview of the archaeology and cultural heritage context for the Proposed
Development. It sets out the proposed study areas to be adopted in the EIA and sets out the
currently recorded baseline within those study areas. The relevant legislative and policy framework,
and the guidance relevant to the EIA, is set out, along with the methodology that will be employed
in the EIA.

The Cultural Heritage chapter of the EIA Report will present an assessment of the potential for direct
and indirect effects on the cultural heritage within the Proposed Development site, arising from
construction activities, and effects upon the settings of heritage assets with statutory and non-
statutory designations in the wider landscape surrounding the Proposed Development.

Baseline Description
Study Areas
Two study areas will be used for the assessment:

e Inner Study Area: the site, as defined by the red line boundary, within which turbines, solar
PV arrays, LDES, and associated infrastructure are proposed, will form the study area for the
identification of heritage assets that could receive direct or indirect effects arising from the
construction of the Proposed Development. Refer to Figure 8.1.

e  Quter Study Area: a wider study area extending 10 km from the outermost finalised
proposed turbine locations will be used, in combination with the Proposed Development ZTV
model, for the identification of cultural heritage assets whose settings may be affected by
the Proposed Development (including cumulative effects). Consideration will also be given to
designated heritage assets beyond 10 km where long-distance views and/or intervisibility are
an important aspect of their settings and to designated heritage assets where there is no
predicted visibility from the asset but where views of or across the asset are important
factors contributing to its cultural significance. Refer to Figure 8.2.

Baseline Conditions

A desk-based assessment, drawing on existing archive records (South Lanarkshire Historic
Environment Record (HER), curated by West of Scotland Archaeology Service (WoSAS)) and
designation records maintained by Historic Environment Scotland (HES), and using historic maps
and LiDAR imagery where available, has been carried out to identify sites and areas that have
archaeological and historic environment potential. The locations of these sites are shown on
Figures 8.1 and 8.2. No site visits (either on-site or to heritage assets in the surrounding area) have
been undertaken to inform the appraisal at this stage.

Inner Study Area

There are no designated heritage assets (World Heritage Sites, Scheduled Monuments, Listed
Buildings, Inventory Gardens and Designed Landscapes, Inventory Battlefields or Conservation
Areas) within the Inner Study Area.

There are thirteen non-designated heritage assets recorded in the WoSAS HER within the Inner
Study Area (refer to Figure 8.1). The records comprise farmsteads, enclosures and structures related
to the post-medieval farming landscape, as well as a 19™" century railway (WoSAS 76242, WoSAS
58100). Four records (WoSAS 15766-9) relate to remains of indeterminate origin or date, including
three possible cropmark sites (WoSAS 15766-8) and one small, circular depression (WoSAS 15769).
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As minor relict features of the historic agrarian landscape, in addition to those of uncertain date
and part of industrialisation, these features are considered to be of heritage value at the local level
and of low sensitivity.

A further four heritage assets (HA 01-HA 04) have been identified through an initial desk-based
assessment. They comprise three enclosures and a railway embankment, all of which are depicted
on the 2" edition Ordnance Survey map (0S, 1898) and are visible on modern aerial photography
(Google Earth, Bing Maps). None of these features are of more than local heritage value and of low
sensitivity.

Outer Study Area

Preliminary assessment of the HES designations database shows that there are nine scheduled
monuments within the Outer Study Area. Amongst these Scheduled Monuments, there are four
prehistoric burial cairns and one stone circle — classes of monuments that can often have settings
that are sensitive to change. Most have the existing Hagshaw Hill Repower and Extension wind
developments within their settings. Two of these Scheduled Monuments; a post-medieval
ironworks (SM 2931) and a medieval church (SM 90265), are within c.5 km of the nearest proposed
turbine location.

New Lanark World Heritage site (WHS) lies within 11.3 km to the north-east of the Proposed
Development. As an internationally important site recognised as having outstanding universal value,
it will be included in the assessment.

In addition, there are 57 Listed Buildings within the Outer Study Area: two are Category A Listed, 32
are Category B Listed, and the remaining 23 are Category C Listed. Of these, 27 lie within 5 km of
the indicative turbine locations: two of Category A (LB1457 and LB1490), ten of Category B, and 15
of Category C. Most of the Listed Buildings are located in built-up areas and have settings that are
characterised by their townscapes. There are also two Conservation Areas within the Outer Study
Area: Douglas and Lesmahagow.

There are no Inventory Gardens and Designed Landscapes (GDLs) or Inventory Historic Battlefield
Sites within the Outer Study Area. The southern edge of Falls of Clyde GDL lies 11.7 km to the north-
east of the Proposed Development, within the buffer zone of New Lanark World Heritage site and
will be included in the assessment.

In addition to the designated heritage assets in the HES databases, there are 25 heritage assets
recorded in the WoSAS HER that are considered to be non-statutory register sites, potentially of
schedulable quality and of national importance. Ten of these are recorded as prehistoric domestic
enclosures or settlement features and four others are funerary cairns. The remainder include a
standing stone, two burnt mounds, one earthwork mound (of possible Roman date), a medieval
priory, a chapel with burial ground, a farmstead and four features related to historic coal mining at
Muirkirk to the west of the Proposed Development.

There are no Non-Inventory Designed Landscapes (NIDLs) recorded in the WoSAS HER within the
Outer Study Area.

The locations of these designated heritage assets and NSR sites are shown on Figure 8.2.

Relevant Guidance and Legislation
The assessment will be prepared following the advice and guidance in the following documents:
Legislation

e Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979;
e  Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas (Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended by
Historic Environment (Amended) (Scotland) Act 2011); and

e  Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017.
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Planning Policies

e National Planning Framework 4 (NPF4) (Scottish Government, 2023);
e Historic Environment Policy for Scotland (HEPS) (HES, 2019a); and
e South Lanarkshire Local Development Plan 2 (2021), including Supplementary Guidance.

Guidance

e  Environmental Impact Assessment Handbook (Scottish Natural Heritage and HES, 2018,
version 5);

e Standard and Guidance for Historic Environment Desk-Based Assessment (Chartered Institute
for Archaeology (CIfA), 2014);

e Standard and Guidance for Commissioning Work or Providing Consultancy Advice on
Archaeology and the Historic Environment (CIfA 2014, updated 2020);

e  Principles of Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment in the UK (Institute of Environmental
Management and Assessment (IEMA), 2021);

e Designation Policy and Selection Guidance (HES, 2019b);

e Managing Change in the Historic Environment: Setting (HES, 2016 - updated 2020); and

e  Planning Advice Note 2/2011: Planning and Archaeology (PAN 2/2011).

Proposed Scope of Survey and Assessment
Desk-Based Assessment

Further desk-based assessment will be conducted covering the Inner Study Area. The purpose will
be to identify all known heritage assets, designated or otherwise, that could be directly affected by
the Proposed Development, and to inform an assessment of the archaeological potential of the
Proposed Development site.

Sources to be consulted for the collation of data will include:

e  South Lanarkshire HER, maintained by WoSAS;

e HES on-line GIS Spatial Data Warehouse;

e National Record of the Historic Environment (NRHE);

e  Historic maps held by National Library of Scotland;

e  Historic aerial photographic imagery (vertical and oblique) available through the National
Collection of Aerial Photography (NCAP);

e Modern aerial photographic imagery available online via Google Earth, Bing Maps and ESRI
World Imagery;

e  Historic Land-Use Assessment Data for Scotland (HLAmap);

e Lidar data available through Scottish Remote Sensing Portal (where available);

e Any existing geotechnical data, including peat survey data if available; and

e  Other readily accessible published sources, including any reports referenced in HER/NRHE

records.

Data will be gathered for the Outer Study Area to identify designated heritage assets that may be
subject to effects on their settings and to provide baseline information for the assessment of setting
effects.

Field Survey Method

A walk-over field survey within the Inner Study Area will be carried out with the following aims:
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e toassess the present baseline condition of the heritage assets identified through the desk-
based assessment and to accurately record their locations;

e toidentify any further features of cultural heritage interest not detected from the desk-
based assessment that could be directly or indirectly affected by construction of the
Proposed Development; and

e to assess the Inner Study Area for its potential to contain currently unrecorded, buried
archaeological remains that could be directly or indirectly affected by construction of the
Proposed Development.

Site visits to key heritage assets in the Outer Study Area will be carried out, where necessary and in
as far as access is possible, to assess the predicted effect of the Proposed Development on their
settings. Site visits will include any assets specifically identified by consultees as requiring
assessment and those identified through analysis of the blade tip height ZTV, where it is considered,
on the basis of professional judgement, that the effect on their settings could be significant.

Assessment Methodology

The effects of the Proposed Development on heritage assets will be assessed on the basis of their
type (direct effects, indirect impacts, setting impacts, and cumulative impacts) and nature (adverse
or beneficial). Effects can be permanent (lasting for a long time or forever), temporary (not lasting
for very long) and/or reversible (can be changed back to what it was before). The assessment will
take into account the value/sensitivity of the heritage asset, and its setting, and the magnitude of
the predicted impact.

Direct (physical) impacts: occur where the physical fabric of the asset is removed or damaged, or
where it is preserved or conserved, as a direct result of the proposal. Such impacts are most likely
to occur during the construction phase and are most likely to be permanent.

Indirect (physical) impacts: occur where the fabric of an asset, or buried archaeological remains, is
removed or damaged, or where it is preserved or conserved, as an indirect result of the proposal
even though the asset may lie some distance from the proposal. Such impacts are most likely to
occur during the construction phase and are most likely to be permanent.

Setting impacts: these are generally direct and result from the proposal causing change within the
setting of a heritage asset that affects its cultural significance or the way in which it is understood,
appreciated, and experienced. Such impacts are generally, but not exclusively, visual, occurring
directly as a result of the appearance of the proposal in the surroundings of the asset. However,
they may relate to other senses or factors, such as noise, odour or emissions, or historical
relationships that do not relate entirely to intervisibility, such as historic patterns of land-use and
related historic features. Such impacts may occur at any stage of a proposal’s lifespan and may be
permanent, reversible, or temporary.

Cumulative impacts: can relate to the physical fabric or setting of assets. They may arise as a result
of impact interactions, either of different impacts of the proposal itself, or additive impacts resulting
from incremental changes caused by the proposal together with other projects already in the
planning system or allocated in a Local Development Plan.

Adverse effects: are those that detract from or reduce cultural significance or special interest of
heritage assets or their settings.

Beneficial effects: are those that preserve, enhance or better reveal the cultural significance or
special interest of heritage assets or their settings.

Assigning Sensitivity to Heritage Assets

Cultural heritage assets are assigned value/importance through the designation process.
Designation ensures that sites and places are recognised and protected by law through the planning
system and other regulatory processes. The level of protection and how a site or place is managed
varies depending on the type of designation and the laws and policies that apply to it (HES, 2019).
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8.4.8  Table 8.1 summarises the relative sensitivity of heritage assets (including their settings) relevant to

the Proposed Development, based on the guidance set out in the SNH/HES EIA Handbook (version
5;2018).

Table 8.1 - Sensitivity of Heritage Assets

Sensitivity of Asset ‘ Definition / Criteria

High Assets valued at an international or national level, including:
- Scheduled Monuments;
- Category A Listed Buildings;
- Inventory Gardens and Designed Landscapes;
- Inventory Historic Battlefields; and
- Non-designated assets that meet the relevant criteria for designation
(including sites recorded in HERs as NSR sites of presumed national
importance).
Medium Assets valued at a regional level, including:
- Archaeological sites and areas that have regional value (contributing to the
aims of regional research frameworks);
- Archaeologically Sensitive Areas (ASA) (where these are identified in Local
Authority records);
- Non-Inventory Designed Landscapes (NIDL) (where these are identified in
Local Authority records);
- Category B Listed Buildings; and
- Conservation Areas.
Low Assets valued at a local level, including:
— Archaeological sites that have local heritage value;
— Category C listed buildings; and
- Unlisted historic buildings and townscapes with local (vernacular)
characteristics.
Negligible Assets of little or no intrinsic heritage value, including:
- Artefact find-spots (where the artefacts are no longer in situ and where
their provenance is uncertain); and
- Poorly preserved examples of particular types of features (e.g. quarries and
gravel pits, dilapidated sheepfolds, etc).
Criteria for Assessing the Magnitude of Impact
8.49  The magnitude of impact (adverse or beneficial) will be assessed in the categories, high, medium,

low, and negligible and described in Table 8.2.
Table 8.2 — Magnitude of Impact

Definition / Criteria

Sensitivity of Asset

Adverse

Beneficial

High Changes to the fabric or setting of a Preservation of a heritage asset in situ
heritage asset resulting in the where it would otherwise be
complete or near complete loss of the | completely lost or almost completely
asset’s cultural significance, such that | lost in the do-nothing scenario.
it may no longer be considered a
heritage asset.

Medium Changes to the elements of the Changes to key elements of a

fabric or setting of a heritage asset
that contribute to its cultural
significance such that this
substantially altered.

heritage asset’s fabric or setting,
resulting in its cultural significance
being preserved where this would
otherwise be lost, or restored.
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Sensitivity of Asset Definition / Criteria

Low

Adverse Beneficial
Changes to the elements of the Changes that result in elements of a
fabric or setting of a heritage asset heritage asset’s fabric or setting that
that contribute to its cultural detract from its cultural significance
significance such that this quality is being removed.

slightly altered.

Negligible Changes to fabric or setting of a heritage asset that leave its cultural significance

unchanged.

8.4.10

8.4.11

8.4.12

8.4.13

8.4.14

8.4.15

8.4.16

Assessment of Effects on Setting

The SNH/HES EIA Handbook (2018) Appendix 1, paragraph 42 advises that:

“In the context of cultural heritage impact assessment, the receptors are the heritage assets and
impacts will be considered in terms of the change in their cultural significance”.

Historic Environment Scotland’s guidance document, 'Managing Change in the Historic Environment:
Setting' (HES, 2016), notes that:

“Setting can be important to the way in which historic structures or places are understood,
appreciated and experienced. It can often be integral to a historic asset’s cultural significance.

“Setting often extends beyond the property boundary or ‘curtilage’ of an individual historic asset
into a broader landscape context”.

The guidance also advises that:

“If proposed development is likely to affect the setting of a key historic asset, an objective written
assessment should be prepared by the applicant to inform the decision-making process. The
conclusions should take into account the significance of the asset and its setting and attempt to
quantify the extent of any impact. The methodology and level of information should be tailored to
the circumstances of each case”.

The guidance recommends that there are three stages in assessing the impact of a development on
the setting of a historic asset or place:

e Stage 1: identify the historic assets that might be affected by the proposed development;

e Stage 2: define and analyse the setting by establishing how the surroundings contribute to
the ways in which the historic asset or place is understood, appreciated and experienced;
and

e Stage 3: evaluate the potential impact of the proposed changes on the setting, and the
extent to which any negative impacts can be mitigated.

The SNH/HES EIA Handbook (2018) Appendix 1, paragraph 43 advises that:

“When considering setting impacts, visual change should not be equated directly with adverse
impact. Rather the impact should be assessed with reference to the degree that the proposal affects
those aspects of setting that contribute to the asset’s cultural significance”.

Following these recommendations, the turbine blade tip and hub height ZTVs for the Proposed
Development will be used to identify those heritage assets from which there would be theoretical
visibility of one or more of the proposed wind turbines, and the degree of theoretical visibility.

Assessing the Significance of Effects

The sensitivity of the asset (Table 8.1) and the magnitude of the predicted impact (Table 8.2) are
used to inform an assessment of the significance of the effect (direct effect or effect on setting),
summarised using the formula set out in the matrix in Table 8.3. The matrix employs a graduated
scale of significance (from Negligible to Major effects) and where two outcomes are possible
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through application of the matrix, professional judgment supported by reasoned justification, will
be used to determine the level of significance.

Table 8.3 - Significance of Effects

Magnitude of
Impact

High

Sensitivity of Asset

High Medium Low Negligible

Major Major/Moderate Moderate/Minor Minor/Negligible

Medium Major/Moderate Moderate Moderate/Minor Minor/Negligible

Low

Moderate/Minor Moderate/Minor Minor Negligible

Negligible Minor/Negligible Minor/Negligible Negligible Negligible

8.4.17

8.4.18

8.4.19

8.4.20

8.4.21

8.5

8.5.1

8.5.2

8.5.3

Major and moderate effects are considered to be ‘significant’ in the context of the EIA Regulations.
Minor and negligible effects are considered to be ‘not significant’.

Cumulative Assessment

The assessment of cumulative effects on heritage assets will be based upon consideration of the
effects of the Proposed Development on the settings of assets with statutory designations and non-
statutory designations within 10 km of the outermost turbines (the Outer Study Area), in addition
to the likely effects of other developments that are under construction, those that are consented
but not yet built and those that are currently at the application stage (and for which sufficient detail
is available upon which to develop an assessment).

The assessment of cumulative effects on the settings of heritage assets from the Proposed
Development in combination with pre-existing developments will be addressed in the course of the
assessment of effects of the Proposed Development alone, as pre-existing developments are part
of the baseline environment.

Proposed developments at the scoping or pre-application stage will not be included in the
assessment, as such proposals are not fully formed and may be subject to changes that cannot be
foreseen. The schemes to be included in the cumulative impact assessment will be those identified
through consultations with NatureScot and SLC.

The assessment will take into account the relative scale (i.e. size and number of turbines) of the
identified developments, their distance from the affected assets, and the potential degree of
visibility of the various developments from the assets under consideration. The use of cumulative
wireline visualisations will be used to aid the assessment.

Potential Impacts
Direct (Physical) Impacts

Construction of the Proposed Development could potentially directly or indirectly affect the
previously recorded non-designated heritage assets within the Inner Study Area. However, the
nature and locations of the known heritage assets is such that they can most likely be easily avoided
by design and significant adverse effects from construction are unlikely to arise.

It is possible that there could be other, as yet unrecorded or unknown and buried remains of
archaeological interest within the site and any such remains could be directly affected by
construction of the Proposed Development. It is not possible to predict where any such buried
remains may be located, and other mitigation measures will need to be considered to address the
possibility direct impacts on buried archaeological deposits.

Setting Impacts

The Proposed Development could give rise to potentially adverse impacts on the settings of
designated heritage assets within the Outer Study Area (as defined above).
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8.5.4

8.5.5

8.5.6

8.5.7

8.5.8

Scoped In

It is proposed that the assessment will include consideration of potential impacts of the Proposed
Development on the settings of:

e Scheduled Monuments, Category A and B Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas, Inventory
Gardens and Designed Landscapes, Inventory Historic Battlefields, and NSR sites where
present within 10 km of the outermost turbines; and

e  Category C Listed buildings and NIDLs within 5 km of the outermost turbines.

Consideration will be given to designated heritage assets beyond 10 km where long-distance views
and intervisibility are considered to be an important aspect of their settings. Currently New Lanark
WHS has been identified as justifying inclusion beyond 10 km.

Consideration will also be given to designated heritage assets where there is no predicted visibility
from the asset but where views of or across the asset are important factors contributing to its
cultural significance. In such cases, consideration will be given to whether the Proposed
Development could appear in the background to those views.

ZTVs for the Proposed Development will be used to identify those heritage assets from which there
would be theoretical visibility of the Proposed Development and to assess the degree of potential
visibility (Figure 8.2).

Scoped Out

Itis proposed that the assessment will scope out consideration of potential impacts of the Proposed
Development in the following circumstances:

e Impacts on the settings of listed buildings that lie within urban settings can be scoped out of
the assessment on the basis that their settings are constrained to, and defined by, their
locations within the built environment and their relationships with surrounding buildings and
the local townscape.

e Impacts on the settings of most designated heritage assets beyond 10 km of the Proposed
Development can be scoped out, as most assets beyond that distance will be too far distant
to have their settings significantly adversely affected by the Proposed Development. New
Lanark World Heritage Site, 11.3 km north-east of the Proposed Development, will be
considered in the design stage and addressed in the assessment if required.

e Assessment of impacts on the settings of Category C Listed Buildings and non-inventory
designed landscapes beyond 5 km can be scoped out as it is considered that, for these locally
important designations, beyond that distance their settings will not be significantly adversely
affected.

e Direct impacts on heritage assets during the operational and decommissioning phases can be
scoped out as any maintenance, repair or replacement works, and decommissioning work,
would utilise the as-built infrastructure.

e Impacts on the settings of heritage assets during the construction and decommissioning
phases can be scoped out as any such effects would be short-term and temporary. The
operational phase represents the worst-case scenario and is sufficient for assessing setting
impacts overall.

Hagshaw Hill Il | 2025-07-04 63





8.6 Potential Mitigation
Design Mitigation
e Avoidance of identified areas of constraint located within the Proposed Development site
during the design of the turbine layout and the on-site infrastructure.
e Avoid or minimise the visual impact on the setting of designated assets in the surrounding
area and New Lanark WHS, 11.3 km to the north-east of the Proposed Development.
Construction Phase Mitigation
e Fencing off/marking out areas of constraint within the Proposed Development site for
avoidance during the construction phase.
e Archaeological evaluations or set piece excavations where heritage assets cannot be avoided.
e  Watching briefs/archaeological monitoring in archaeologically sensitive areas.
e Implementation of a working protocol should unrecorded archaeological features be
discovered.
Post Construction Monitoring
8.6.1  Post construction site visits would be carried out to verify the effectiveness of the marking-

out/avoidance mitigation, to ensure that all markers have been removed and that no damage has

occurred to demarcated heritage assets.

8.7

8.7.1

Potential Effects

Table 8.4 — Receptors or Impacts Scoped In or Out of Assessment

Construction

Table 8.4 below summarises the potential impacts proposed to be scoped in (v') and out (x) of the
EIA Report.

Comment

Potential Impact

Operation

‘ Decommissioning

Direct impact on v X X Construction activities (such as

heritage assets ground-breaking activities,

within the Inner quarry blasting, vehicle

Study Area movement, and
soil/overburden storage) could
potentially directly or indirectly
impact upon heritage assets
present within the Inner Study
Area.

Effects on the X v X The presence of the Proposed

settings of Development could potentially

designated affect the settings of

heritage assets designated heritage assets

within the Outer within the Outer Study Area.

Study Area.

Effects on the X X X For Listed Buildings within

settings of Listed towns and villages, the

Buildings within Proposed Development would

towns and not appreciably alter the

villages. features of their settings that
contribute to their cultural
significance.

Effects on the X X X At distance greater than 10 km

settings of it is considered that, in most
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Construction

Potential Impact
heritage assets
beyond the
Outer Study Area
(with inclusions
detailed above).

Operation

Comment

instances, the Proposed
Development would not
appreciably alter the features
of the settings of the heritage
assets that contribute to their
cultural significance.

Decommissioning

Cumulative X v
effects on the
setting of
heritage assets
during operation.

X The Proposed Development
could in combination with
other development in the
surrounding landscape
potentially affect the settings
of heritage assets within the
Outer Study Area.

Proposed Visualisation Viewpoints

8.7.2

Table 8.5 below identifies those designated heritage assets for which, based on the Scoping blade
tip height ZTV, it is proposed that visualisations may be included in support of the assessment. In
addition to these, reference will be made to LVIA viewpoints where these are helpful to the
assessment.

Table 8.5 — Proposed Cultural Heritage Visualisations

VP Ref Asset Name Visualisation Type (suggested) to be agreed
with consultees

CH1 Cairn Table, two cairns (SM 4631) Photomontage (including cumulative wirelines)
from location of cairn.

CH?2 Cairn Kinney (SM 4275) Wireline (including cumulative wirelines) from
location of cairn.

CH3 Auchensaugh Hill, cairn (SM 4234) Photomontage (including cumulative wirelines)
from location of cairn.

CH4 Wildshaw Hill, cairn 500 m WSW of Wireline (including cumulative wirelines) from

summit (SM 4511) location of cairn.

CH5 New Lanark WHS Photowireline (baseline photograph plus
wireline) - (including cumulative wirelines) from
Braxfield Road looking across valley.

8.7.3  Post-scoping follow-up consultation will be made with consultees, once a finalised design has been

8.8

8.8.1

arrived at, to confirm requirements for visualisations for inclusion in the EIA.

Scoping Questions to Consultees

The following questions are directed to consultees:

o Do you agree that the scope of the proposed assessment is appropriate?

o Do you agree that the proposed study areas are appropriate?

e Do you agree that the proposed assessment methodology is appropriate?
e Do you agree with the main potential setting impacts identified?

e Do you agree with the matters to ‘scoped-in’ and scoped-out’?

e Are you satisfied with the locations and types of visualisations proposed?

e Are there any other locations for which consultees recommend visualisations be considered?

Hagshaw Hill Il | 2025-07-04 65





o

9.1

9.1.1

9.2

9.21

9.2.2

9.23

9.24

9.25

9.2.6

9.2.7

Hydrology, Peat, Hydrogeology and
Geology

Introduction

This chapter outlines the proposed scope of works to assess the significant effects from the
Proposed Development on geology, peat, hydrology and hydrogeology.

Baseline Description
Surface Hydrology

The site is located within the wider surface water catchment of the River Clyde, and lies within two
sub-catchments, the Douglas Water (ID: 10094) and Poniel Water (ID: 10097) (Figure 9.2). The
Douglas Water is located approximately 1 km to the south of the site and flows east, the Poniel
Water is located approximately 100 m to the north of the site boundary (though over 1.5 km from
the main body of the site) and flows north-east. Within the Douglas Water catchment, tributaries
of the Windrow Burn and the Podowrin Burn drain the south of the site. Within the Poniel Water,
tributaries of the Shiel Burn and Alder Burn drain the north-east of the site, and unnamed tributaries
drain the access track.

According to the SEPA Water Classification Hub, in accordance with the Water Framework Directive
(WFD), Douglas Water is classified as having an overall ‘Good’ condition, whereas Poniel Water is
classified as being of ‘Moderate’ condition.

Superficial Geology

British Geological Survey (BGS) Onshore Geolndex Mapping indicates the site is predominantly
underlain by Devensian stage Till (Figure 9.3). There are localised peat deposits indicated in the
north and south of the site, with peat generally limited across the site. Isolated areas of alluvium
are indicated in the south of the site along the Podowrin Burn, and at the site entrance in the east
associated with tributaries of the Poniel Water.

Soils and Peat

The National Soil Map of Scotland indicates that the soils underlying the site comprise mostly
noncalcareous gleys in the centre and east of the site.

Published priority peatland mapping by NatureScot, Carbon and Peatland Map 2016, indicates that
the site primarily comprises Class 3 peatland and mineral soil (Figure 9.4). Class 3 peatland is not a
priority peatland habitat but carbon-rich soils and some areas of deep peat may be present. There
are no nationally important carbon-rich soils mapped within the site.

Phase 1 peat depth surveys were undertaken in October 2022, which indicated most of the site has
peat depth <0.5 m (Figure 9.5). Isolated areas in the south of the site show peat depths of up to
2.0 m, however this is highly localised. The results of the phase 1 survey indicate most of the site is
underlain by mineral soils or peaty soils (where depths are <0.5 m) rather than peat.

Bedrock Geology

BGS Onshore Geolndex Mapping indicates that the bedrock geology underlying the site is
predominantly sedimentary bedrock of the Glenbuck Group and Monks Water Group (Figure 9.6).
The mudstone, siltstone and sandstone unit of the Hagshaw Group is present in the centre of the
site. The south of the site is underlain by Greywacke Conglomerate Formation. The centre of the
site has been intruded by the North Britain Palaeogene Dyke Suite. There is extensive faulting
present within the site.

Hagshaw Hill Il | 2025-07-04 66





9.2.8

9.2.9

9.2.10

9.2.11

9.2.12

9.2.13

9.2.14

9.2.15

Hydrogeology

The site is predominantly underlain by bedrock aquifers of the Silurian Rocks (undifferentiated), and
the Lanark Group. The Silurian Rocks (undifferentiated) aquifers are characterised as low
productivity, while the Lanark Group aquifer is characterised as moderately productive. These
bedrock aquifers have groundwater flow which is defined as being ‘virtually all through fractures
and other discontinuities.’

Flooding

SEPA flood mapping confirms areas fluvial flooding to not be present within the site. Flooding
restricted to watercourse channels is present along the Windrow Burn to the south of the site.
Flooding is also shown to be extensive across the floodplain of the Douglas Water, approximately
1 km south of the site. Flooding is characterised as having a high likelihood, meaning there is a 10%
chance of flooding each year for these areas.

Highly localised, small areas of surface water flooding are associated with the tributaries of the
Windrow Burn in the south of the site, restricted to the watercourse channel. There is a small area
of pluvial flooding also shown to the immediate east of the site entrance. The risk of pluvial flooding
varies between medium likelihood, this is a 0.5% chance for of flooding each year.

There is no risk of flooding from coastal waters within the site or surrounding area.
Private and Public Water Supplies

The site is not located within a Drinking Water Protected Area (DWPA), nor is it hydrologically
connected to the nearest DWPA, Kype Water, which is situated approximately 10 km north-west of
the site. The site is underlain by the groundwater Lesmahagow Drinking Water Protection Zone.

There are several properties located in close proximity to the site. Due to the remote and rural
nature of the Proposed Development these properties may have a private water supply (PWS).
Consultation with SLC will be undertaken as part of the EIA process, to identify any PWS within a
2 km radius of the site.

Designated sites

There are no designated areas of protection within the site, including Geological Conservation
Review (GCR) sites.

There are several designated areas of protection within 10 km of the site, these are outlined in
Table 9.1.

Table 9.1 - Designated Sites

Designation Distance Hydrologically Connected?
from site
(km)
Sheil Burn SSSI 0.8 No, located west upstream of the site,
disconnected by Monks Water.
Miller’s Wood SSSI 1.1 No, located south of site separated by Douglas
Water.
Coalburn Moss SSSI, SAC 1.6 No, north of site disconnected by the Poniel
Water.
Muirkirk Uplands SSSI 2.6 No, located south-west of the site, upstream
within Douglas Water catchment.
Muirkirk and North SPA 2.6 No, located south-west of the site, upstream
Lowther Uplands within Douglas Water catchment.
Ree Burn and Glenbuck | SSSI 2.6 No, located west within sub-catchment of
Loch River Ayr or upstream of the site within

Douglas Water catchment.
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Designation Distance Hydrologically Connected?

from site
(km)

Kennnox Water SSSI 3.1 No, located south of site separated by Douglas
Water, within Kennox Water sub-catchment.

North Lowther Uplands | SSSI 4.0 No, separated from site by Douglas Water,
located within Glespin Burn sub-catchment.

Birkenhead Burn SSSI 5.2 No, separated from site by the Nethan Water.

Birk Knowes SSSI 5.7 No, separated from site by the Nethan Water.

Red Moss SSSI, SAC 5.7 No, located to south separated from the site
by the Douglas Water.

Dunside SSSI 6.7 No, separated from site by the Nethan Water.

Falls of Clyde SSSI 7.0 Yes, located downstream of confluence with
Douglas Water and River Clyde.

Tinto Hills SSSI 7.3 No, separated from site by the Douglas Water,
located in Carmichael Burn and Garf Burn
catchments.

Upper Nethan Valley SSSI 9.6 No, located within the River Clyde sub-

Woods catchment, the Nethan Water.

Clyde Valley Woods SAC 9.6 No, located within the River Clyde sub-
catchments, the Nethan Water and Mouse
Water.

Cartland Craigs SSSI 10 No, located within the River Clyde sub-
catchment, the Mouse Water.

9.2.16 The Falls of Clyde SSSl is the only designated site considered to be hydrologically connected to the
Site. Its designated features are for Quaternary of Scotland and fluvial geomorphology of Scotland.

9.3 Relevant Guidance and Legislation
Legislation

9.3.1 The geology, peat, hydrology and hydrogeology chapter will be prepared with reference to best
practice guidance and legislation, including (but not limited to):

e EC Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC).
e  Water Environment and Water Services (Scotland) Act 2003.
e  Water Environment (Controlled Activities) Regulations 2011.

e The Water Intended for Human Consumption (Private Supplies) (Scotland) Regulations 2017.
Policy

e National Planning Framework 4 (NPF4) (Scottish Government, 2023).

e South Lanarkshire Council Local Development Plan 2 (2021).
Guidance

e  Good Practice during Windfarm Construction, 5" Edition (Scottish Renewables, Scottish
Natural Heritage (now NatureScot), Scottish Environment Protection Agency, Forestry
Commission Scotland, Historic Environment Scotland, Marine Scotland Science and AEECoW,
2024).

e Land Use Planning System — SEPA Guidance Note 31 (Guidance on Assessing Impacts of
Development Proposals on Groundwater Abstractions and Groundwater Dependent
Terrestrial Ecosystems), Version 3, (SEPA, 2017).
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e Guidance on Assessing the Impacts of Developments on Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial
Ecosystems (SEPA, 2024).

e Guidance on Assessing the Impacts of Developments on Groundwater Abstractions (SEPA,
2024).

e The SuDS Manual C753 (CIRIA, 2015).

e  Environmental Good Practice on site C741 (CIRIA, 2015).

o NetRegs, Guidance for Pollution Prevention (GPP — various)

o Developments on Peat and Offsite Uses of Waste Peat (Scottish Environment Protection
Agency, 2017).

e Peat Landslide Hazard and Risk Assessments: Best Practice Guide for Proposed Electricity
Generation Developments (Scottish Government, 2017).

e Developments on Peatland - Guidance on the assessment of peat volumes, re-use of
excavated peat and the minimisation of waste (Scottish Renewables & SEPA, 2012).

e Floating Roads on Peat - Report into Good Practice in Design, Construction and Use of
Floating Roads on Peat with particular reference to Wind Farm Developments in Scotland
(Forestry Commission Scotland & Scottish Natural Heritage, 2010).

e Managing Geotechnical Risk: Improving Productivity in UK Building and Construction
(Institution of Civil Engineers, 2001).

e  Ground Engineering Spoil: Good Management Practice CIRIA Report 179 (CIRIA, 1997).

e  Scottish Roads Network Landslides Study Summary Report (Scottish Executive, 2005).

e Guidelines for the Risk Management of Peat Slips on the Construction of Low Volume/Low
Cost Roads on Peat (Forestry Commission, 2006).

e Advising on peatland, carbon-rich soils and priority habitats in development management
(NatureScot, 2023).

e Technical Compendium: Good Practice for Peatland Restoration Techniques (NatureScot,
Peatland Action, 2022).

e  Peatland Survey. Guidance on Developments on Peatland. (Scottish Government, SNH, SEPA,
2017).

Proposed Scope of Survey and Assessment

The potential effects from the Proposed Development on ground conditions and the water
environment will be assessed by completing a desk study and field investigation followed by an
impact assessment, the processes of which are detailed below.

Consultation

The design is at an early stage of development and consultation will be undertaken with SLC, and
with statutory and non-statutory consultees. Their responses will form an integral part of the design
iteration process. Where relevant within each chapter the technical consultants have confirmed
who they intend to consult with as part of the EIA process.

We anticipate contacting the following (but not limited to) statutory and non-statutory consultees
as part of the design process and environmental impact assessment:

e SIC;
e NatureScot;
e SEPA;

e  Scottish Water;
e  Potential PWS residents; and
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9.4.4

9.4.5

9.4.6

9.4.7

9.4.8

9.4.9

e Ironside Farrar (or newly appointed government advisors relating to peat stability).
Proposed Surveys

The team of hydrologists, geologists and peatland scientists will liaise closely with the project
ecology and engineering specialists to ensure that appropriate information is gathered to allow a
comprehensive impact assessment to be completed.

A detailed site visit and walkover survey will be undertaken, to:

e verify the information collected during the desk and baseline study;

e undertake a visual assessment of the main surface waters and identify private water
supplies;

e identify drainage patterns, areas vulnerable to erosion or sediment deposition, and any
pollution risks;

e visit any identified GWDTEs (in consultation with the project ecologists);

e visit Private Water Supply and Drinking Water Protected Areas (DWPA) sources that might be
affected by the Proposed Development to confirm details of the location of the abstraction,
its type and use, as required;

e prepare a schedule of potential watercourse crossings;

e  assess the site geomorphology and conduct phase 2 peat depth probing (and where
appropriate, peat condition assessment) as required;

e inspect rock exposures, establish by probing an estimate overburden thicknesses (a probe is
pushed vertically into the ground to refusal and the depth is recorded); and

e interpret underlying substrate from cuttings and from ‘feel’ of probe at refusal depth.

The desk study and field surveys will be used to identify potential development constraints and be
used as part of the site design.

Once the desk study is completed and sensitive soil and peat, geological and water features are
confirmed an impact assessment will be undertaken to assess the potential effects on soils and peat,
geology, and the water environment as a result of the construction and operation of the Proposed
Development.

Assessment Methodology

Study Area

The study area will include the proposed site boundary, and extending beyond this up to a 2 km
study area around the main development area® for consultation and assessment of Private Water
Supplies, and up to a 10 km study area for assessment of hydrological effects (refer to Figure 9.1).
The effects on geological receptors will be assessed within the site boundary.

The impact assessment will consider potential cumulative effects, or in-combination effects
associated with other developments in the same hydrological catchments and within 10 km of the
Proposed Development.

Assessment of Effects

9.4.10 The purpose of this assessment will be to:

e identify any areas susceptible to peat slide, predominately using peat thickness and
Ordnance Survey Digital Terrain Model (DTM) data to analyse slopes;

% No widening or upgrading work is anticipated to be required to the existing access track leading to the main development area from
the M74, therefore it is considered appropriate for the study areas to be based on buffers around the main development area i.e. the
area within which the proposed turbines, solar search areas, LDES and substation are located.
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9.4.11

9.4.12

9.4.13

9.4.14

9.4.15

9.4.16

9.4.17

e assist in the micrositing of turbines and tracks in areas of no peat or shallow and least
geologically and hydrologically sensitive areas by applying buffer zones around watercourses
and other hydrological features;

e  assess potential effects on soils, peat and geology;

e determine what the likely effects of the Proposed Development are on the hydrological
regime, including water quality, flow, and drainage;

e allow an assessment of potential effects on identified licensed and private water supplies;

e assess potential effects on water (including groundwater) dependent habitats;

e determine suitable mitigation measures to prevent likely significant hydrological and
hydrogeological effects; and

e develop an acceptable code for working on the site that will adopt best practice procedures,
effective management, and control of on-site activities to reduce or offset any detrimental
effects on the geological, hydrogeological and hydrological environment.

It is anticipated that the impact assessment might include the following technical appendices:

e  Peat Landside Hazard and Risk Assessment;
e Outline Peat Management Plan;

e Peat Condition Assessment;

e  Watercourse Crossings Schedule;

e  Private Water Supply Risk Assessment; and

e  Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems Risk Assessment.

A qualitative risk assessment methodology will be used to assess the significance of the potential
effects. Two factors will be considered: the sensitivity of the receiving environment and the
potential magnitude should that potential impact occur.

This approach provides a mechanism for identifying the areas where mitigation measures are
required, and for identifying mitigation measures appropriate to the risk presented by the Proposed
Development. This approach also allows effort to be focused on reducing risk where the greatest
benefit may result.

The sensitivity of the receiving environment (i.e., the baseline quality of the receiving environment
as well as its ability to absorb the effect without perceptible change) and the magnitude of impacts
will each be considered through a set of pre-defined criteria.

The sensitivity of the receiving environment together with the magnitude of the effect defines the
significance of the effect, which will be categorised into level of significance.

A review of other existing and proposed developments near the Proposed Development will be
undertaken and potential impacts on hydrology, hydrogeology and geology will be assessed to
identify cumulative impacts. Regarding the Proposed Development, it is likely that mitigation
measures will be proposed that will have a neutral effect or provide betterment compared to
baseline conditions. It is considered unlikely that there will be any likely significant residual or
cumulative effect to report.

Peat Management Plan & Peat Landslide Hazard and Risk Assessment

A Phase | peat depth survey consisting of a 100 m grid across the majority of the site has already
been completed. This provides information on the peat depth and coverage on the site, excepting
the east and a small area in the west. Additional Phase 1 peat depth survey work will be undertaken
as required to fill any data gaps to ensure the full extent of development areas is covered. This will
inform the emerging site design and impact assessment as required by current best practice. As part
of the programme of field work the following will be undertaken:
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e ageomorphological mapping exercise to link the topographic features with the underlying
geology and to visit those areas of the site that may be identified as potentially ‘at risk from
peat slide’;

e the thickness of the peat from Phase | surveys will be validated by probing and the
underlying sub-strata confirmed by inspections of watercourses; and

e signs of existing or potential peat instability will be recorded.

A site visit will be undertaken to validate existing Phase | survey findings and provide coverage
where the initial survey has not been undertaken. Depending on the outcome of these surveys, a
Phase Il peat depth survey may be required to be undertaken as part of the site design in accordance
with best practice. This will include peat probing along the infrastructure at 50 m centres and at
10 minterval at turbine locations.

Output from the field surveys will comprise a record of investigation locations and summary of peat
depths recorded.

Phase | and Il peat depth results will be combined to produce a preliminary Peat Landslide Hazard
and Risk Assessment (PLHRA) will be completed using the site survey data and slope analysis (using
DTM data), highlighting areas that may be impacted by a peat slide so that appropriate mitigation
measures can be identified and included in the site design.

Borrow Pit Assessment

A review of suitability of materials on the site will be undertaken and borrow pit search areas will
be identified as part of the Borrow Pit Assessment. If appropriate areas are identified a description
of likely materials, borrow pit size and the ability to supply appropriate materials for the
construction of the Proposed Development will be included.

Sensitivity

Table 9.2 sets out categorisation of receptor sensitivity to be considered in the assessment.

Table 9.2 — Receptor Sensitivity

Sensitivity of Criteria
Receptor
High Highly sensitive land use including raised or blanket bog, carbon-rich or peat

soils (Class 1 or 2 priority peatland).

Highly permeable superficial deposits, allowing storage and transport of
contaminants.

Designated receptor present protected under national or international
legislation, including SSSls, SACs and SPA.

A waterbody with a SEPA WFD Overall or Ecological classification of ‘High’ or
‘Good’.

An aquifer, classified by BGS as a ‘highly productive aquifer’ or 'moderately
productive aquifer’, or that is of regional importance.

Extensive areas of ‘High Likelihood’ or ‘Moderate Likelihood’ of river, surface
water or coastal flooding which acts as an active floodplain.

Public Water Supplies or Private Water Supplies that abstract from a
hydrological receptor underlying or connected to the site.

Potential GWDTE identified through NVC survey classified by SEPA to be ‘highly
groundwater dependent’ with minimal degradation, that are found to have
site-specific groundwater dependency and are not ombrotrophic.

Medium Moderately sensitive land use including carbon-rich or peat soils (Class 3 or 4

priority peatland).
Moderately permeable superficial deposits, allowing limited storage and
transport of contaminants.
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Sensitivity of Criteria
Receptor

Designated receptors of regional importance, including Regionally Important
Geological and Geomorphological sites (RIGS), or receptors of local importance.
A waterbody with a SEPA WFD Overall or Ecological classification of
‘Moderate’.

An aquifer, classified by BGS as a ‘low productivity aquifer’ that does not
support abstractions.

Isolated areas of ‘High Likelihood’ or ‘Moderate Likelihood’ of surface water
flooding or river or coastal flooding that is confined to waterbody extents and
is not an active floodplain.

Potential GWDTE identified through NVC survey classified by SEPA to be ‘highly
groundwater dependent’ with extensive degradation, that are found to have
site-specific groundwater dependency and are not ombrotrophic.

Potential GWDTE identified through NVC survey classified by SEPA to be
‘moderately groundwater dependent’, that are found to have site-specific
groundwater dependency and are not ombrotrophic.

Low Low sensitivity land uses that do not include carbon-rich or peat soils (Class 5 or
0).

Geological or hydrological features not currently protected and not considered
worthy of protection.

Low permeability superficial deposits likely to inhibit the transport of
contaminants.

A waterbody with a SEPA WFD Overall or Ecological classification of ‘Poor’ or
‘Bad’, or no classification.

A non-aquifer, classified by BGS as a ‘Rocks with essentially no groundwater’.
Areas of ‘Low Likelihood’ of surface water, river or coastal flooding.

Public Water Supplies or Private Water Supplies are not supported by
hydrological receptor underlying or connected to the site.

Potential GWDTE identified through NVC survey classified by SEPA to be ‘highly
groundwater dependent’ or ‘moderately groundwater dependent’, that are not
found to be groundwater dependent and are instead ombrotrophic.

Negligable The receptor is resistant to change and is of little environmental value.

Magnitude of Impact

9.4.23 Criteria to be used for defining magnitude of impact are set out in Table 9.3.

Table 9.3 - Magnitude of Impact Criteria

Sensitivity of Criteria
Receptor
High Total loss of, or alteration to key features of the baseline resource such that post

development characteristics or quality would be fundamentally and irreversibly
changed, for example, extensive excavation of peatland or watercourse
realignment.

Medium Loss of, or alteration to key features of the baseline resource such that post
development characteristics or quality would be partially changed, for example, in-
stream permanent bridge supports or partial excavation of peatland.

Low Small changes to the baseline resource, which are detectable, but the underlying
characteristics or quality of the baseline situation would be similar to pre-
development conditions e.g., culverting of very small watercourses/drains.
Negligible A very slight change from baseline conditions, which is barely distinguishable, and
approximates to the ‘no change’ situation, for example short term compaction
from machinery movements.
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Significance of Effect

9.4.24 The matrix shown in Table 9.4 illustrates how the level of effect is assessed with consideration of
the receptor sensitivity and magnitude of impact.

Table 9.4 - Level of Effect

Magnitude of Impact

Sensitivity of High Medium Low Negligible
Receptor
High Major Major Moderate Minor
Medium Major Moderate Minor Negligible
Low Moderate Minor Negligible Negligible
Negligible Minor Negligible Negligible Negligible

9.5 Potential Impacts

9.5.1  Without mitigation or adherence to best practice, effects on soils and peat, geology, hydrology, and

hydrogeology could occur during the two main stages of development (construction phase and
operational phase, noting that decommissioning stage effects are expected to be similar to or lesser
than construction phase effects). A summary of the potential effects on ground conditions and the
water environment resulting from construction, and operation of the Proposed Development is
provided below. These will be considered in the EIA Report.

Potential Effects During Construction

disturbance and loss of peat deposits and carbon-rich soils;

ground instability (including peat slide risk);

effects on surface water and groundwater quality from pollution from fuel, oil, concrete or
other hazardous substances;

discharge of sediment-laden runoff to drainage system and watercourses;

increased flood risk to areas downstream of the site during construction through increased
surface run-off;

changes in groundwater levels from dewatering excavations;

potential change of groundwater flow paths and contribution to areas of peat and GWDTEs;
disturbance of watercourse bed and banks from the construction of culverts;

potential pollution effects to public and private water supplies; and

disturbance and or pollution resulting from borrow pit formation and use.

Potential Effects During Operation

increased runoff rates and flood risks, resulting from increases in areas of tracks and
hardstanding at turbines;

changes in natural surface water drainage patterns (which may affect water contribution to
areas of peat and GWDTE);

changes to groundwater levels and groundwater movement;

longer term effects on abstraction for water supplies, particularly any supplies dependent on
groundwater; and

pollution effects on surface water quality from maintenance work.
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9.6 Potential Mitigation

9.6.1  The Proposed Development will undergo design iterations and evolution in response to constraints
identified as part of the baseline studies and field studies so as to avoid and/or minimise potential
effects on receptors where possible.

9.6.2  For example, it is expected that the following potential mitigation measures will be included in the
design of the Proposed Development:

e appropriate buffers will be applied to watercourses for the various technology types
wherever possible. If, following further design iteration work, a watercourse buffer is not
feasible, then additional mitigation measures will be included to ensure appropriate
protection of watercourses during construction and operation;

e site-specific peat probing data will be used to identify areas of potential deep peat and these
will be avoided where practical;

e asite-specific PLHRA will be prepared and areas of potential increased peat slide risk will be
avoided;

e if required, an Outline PMP will be prepared to show how the integrity of peat will be
safeguarded; and

e effects on PWS sources and areas of GWDTE will be avoided.

9.6.3 There is much best practice guidance available to assist developers minimise the risks associated
with wind farm construction and operation, and this will be used to develop site-specific mitigation
measures. Measures will be proposed to control and mitigate, for example, pollution risk (from
anthropogenic and geogenic sources), flood risk, watercourse crossings, effects on surface and
groundwater flow paths, and management of peat soils.

9.6.4  Good practice measures will be applied in relation to pollution risk, and management of surface
run-off rates and volumes. This will form part of the final CEMP to be implemented for the Proposed
Development.

9.7 Potential Effects
9.7.1 It is proposed that the potential effects outlined above will be assessed as part of the EIA Report.
9.7.2 At this stage, it is proposed that the following can be scoped out of detailed assessment:

e Itis proposed to scope out effects on geology (other than peat). While there will be effects
arising from rock extraction for borrow pits, and for turbine and crane pad areas, these are
limited in area and do not extend beyond the immediate development footprint. No
particularly sensitive geological features (GCR sites) have been identified within the study
area.

e  Monitoring including water quality, groundwater and surface water monitoring points or
leachability trials will be scoped out, as published data can be used to characterise baseline
conditions. Classification data is available from SEPA for the watercourses at site and there
are no known sources of potential water pollution at the site that might give rise for the need
for water quality monitoring to be included within the EIA Report.

Table 9.5 — Receptors or Impacts Scoped In or Out of Assessment

Potential Comment

Impact

Surface v v v There are several surface water bodies
Hydrology across the site, likely to receive site

surface water drainage. It is assumed
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Operation Decommissioning Comment

that there is little potential for significant
effects from operational drainage, taking
account of embedded mitigation
(appropriate drainage design,
appropriate design and construction of
water crossings) however this will be
appropriately considered as part of the

EIA.
Soils and v v v NatureScot mapping does indicate
Peat potential for carbon rich soils, though

BGS mapping and Phase | surveys
indicate limited peat on-site. Design will
avoid highly localised peat deposits
where practicable. There is potential for
at least some excavation of peat to be
required, and potential for the Proposed
Development to impact on peat via
localised compaction and dewatering.
This will be assessed as part of the EIA

Report.
Bedrock X X X Designated GCR Sites can be scoped out
Geology as they are outwith the site boundary.
GWDTE v X X Low to moderately permeable aquifers

are present, with potential for GWDTEs
to be present, therefore provisionally
scoped in. May be scoped out in
consultation with SEPA if surveys identify
no GWDTE within relevant buffer
distances of proposed infrastructure.
Flooding v X X Flood mapping indicates that localised
flooding of rivers and surface waters are
associated with the Windrow Burn to the
south of the site, which is restricted to
watercourse channels. It is assumed that
potential flood risk can be suitably
mitigated by including a 50 m buffer
from watercourses within the site layout
design. Crossings of watercourses/ field
drains, if required, will be designed to
appropriately convey flows. Proposed
watercourse crossings would be
addressed within the schedule of
watercourse crossings appendix.

Private v v v There is potential for PWS to be present,
Water therefore this is provisionally scoped in.
Supplies This may be scoped out in consultation

with SEPA and local authority if no PWS
identified within 2 km of the site.
Designated | v/ v v The Falls of Clyde SSSl is located within
sites 10 km of the site and has the potential
to be hydrologically connected.
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9.8 Questions to consultees
Do the consultees agree that the effects described in Section 9.7 can be scoped out?

e [tis not proposed to prepare a detailed drainage design as part of the application. Measures
that would be used to control the rate and quality of run-off will be specified in the EIA
Report and further details of drainage can be provide through planning condition as
necessary. Do the consultees agree?

e |tis proposed that data validation of existing Phase | peat surveys as well as additional
Phase | survey where there is no coverage will be carried out by experienced surveyors. If the
results of this confirm the site to be predominantly underlain by peaty soils (depths <0.5 m)
do the consultees agree that detailed Phase Il peat depth survey may be scoped out of
assessment depending on design? It is proposed that existing Phase | data will still inform
design and peat depths >0.5 m will be avoided through design iteration where practicable.
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10.

10.1

10.1.1

10.1.2

10.2

10.2.1

10.2.2

10.2.3

Access, Traffic and Transport

Introduction

This chapter of the Scoping Report outlines the proposed method to assess the potential significant
effects associated with access, traffic and transport during the construction, operational and
decommissioning phases of the Proposed Development. These are described in more detail below.

The method will follow the guidance in the IEMA Guidelines, ‘Environmental Assessment of Traffic
and Movement’ (July 2023). The method will involve:

e  establishing the environmental baseline;
e identifying potential sources of impact;
e quantifying impacts;

e assessing effects;

e identifying mitigation;

e  assessing cumulative impacts; and

e identifying residual impacts.

Baseline Description
Introduction

The Hagshaw Energy Cluster is principally accessed from an existing private access leading to the
western roundabout of the B7078 at Junction 11 of the M74 (the Poniel Interchange). The Proposed
Development will also be accessed from that existing private access direct from J11 of the M74. The
M74 (and associated slip roads) are under the jurisdiction of Transport Scotland, while the dumbbell
roundabout at J11 is under the jurisdiction of SLC.

Study area

The baseline for the transport network around the Proposed Development will be established via a
combination of site visits, collation of existing data and collection of new data. The study area for
assessment will comprise the public road network likely to be used by traffic generated by the
Proposed Development. The extent of the study area will be refined through the assessment, but it
is likely to comprise:

e the M74 around Junction 11;

e the B7078 between Junction 11 and 12 of the M74;

e the B7078 between the two roundabouts forming the Poniel Interchange; and

e the B7078 between the western roundabout of the Poniel Interchange and the slip road
leading to the northbound M74.

Site visit

The above roads will be visited by members of the project team to record their nature, noting
characteristics such as their configuration, presence of footways, speed limits, any restrictions on
the passage of vehicles, and to identify any sensitive receptors. The IEMA Guidelines identify such
receptors as:

e people at home;
e people at work;
e sensitive and/or vulnerable groups (including young age, older age, income, health status,

social disadvantage and access and geographic factors);
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e |ocations with concentrations of vulnerable users (e.g. hospitals, places of worship, schools);
e retail areas;

e recreational areas;

e  tourist attractions;

e collision clusters and routes with road safety concerns; and

e junctions and highway links at (or over) capacity.
Data collation

Data on accidents on the roads within the study area will be collated from the Crashmap website.
The roads authorities for the roads in the study area will be consulted to understand if there are
any locations on the road network within the study area where there have been atypically-high
accident rates and if there are any plans for remedial works or improvements at those locations.

Traffic data will be extracted from Transport Scotland’s traffic survey database for the following
locations on the M74:

e JTC00242 - between Junction 10 and 11;
e JTC00245 - between Junction 11 and 12; and
e ATC6_11—between Junction 12 and 13.

Traffic data will be extracted from the database for the above locations for the weekday 0700 —
1900 period, as that is likely to be the period when traffic to and from the Proposed Development
would be generated. Some construction activities may take place on Saturday mornings, but
assuming all the construction-related traffic is concentrated during only during the period 0700-
1900 Monday to Friday provides a more robust assessment than assuming it occurs over a longer
period.

Data collection

Additional traffic data will likely need to be collected to inform the baseline. The data will be
collected by Automatic Traffic Counter (ATC) which will be installed continuously for a week outwith
school holidays. It is currently envisaged that ATCs would be located on the sections of the B7078
between:

e Junction 11 and 12 of the M74;
e the two roundabouts of the Poniel Interchange at Junction 11 of the M74; and

e the western roundabouts of the Poniel Interchange at Junction 11 of the M74 and the slip
road to the northbound M74 carriageway.

Again, baseline traffic data will be extracted from these surveys for the weekday 0700 — 1900 period.

Additional locations may be identified following the site visit.

Relevant Guidance and Legislation
Guidance

The IEMA Guidelines referred to above will be used to undertake the assessment of the traffic and
transport effects of the Proposed Development. The assessment will also be informed by:

e (Circular 1/2017 The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
(Scotland) Regulations 2017, The Scottish Government;

e Transport Assessment Guidance, Transport Scotland;

e Planning Advice Note: PAN 75 - Planning for Transport, The Scottish Government;

e South Lanarkshire Council Local Development Plan 2 (LDP2) Supporting planning guidance,
Renewable energy;
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10.3.3
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e Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) TA 46/97 Traffic Flow Ranges for Use in the
Assessment of New Rural Roads; and
e DMRB TA 79/99 Traffic Capacity of Urban Roads (1999).

Although TA 46/97 and TA 79/99 have been withdrawn from the DMRB, Transport Scotland state
that they remain applicable to trunk road projects in Scotland. While the B7078 is not a trunk road,
it is considered reasonable to apply these standards to it.

Legislation
The assessment will be informed by the following legislation:

e The Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017;
e The Road Vehicles (Construction and Use) Regulations (1986); and
e The Road Vehicles (Authorisation of Special Types) (General) Order 2003.

Proposed Scope of Survey and Assessment
Construction

Potential Sources of Impact

The Proposed Development would generate demand for transport during its construction and
operation, and this demand would have the potential to impact on users of the transport network
and potentially have an effect on those users. Transport demand would be generated during
construction by staff traveling to and from the Proposed Development and plant, components,
materials and supplies being delivered to or removed from the Proposed Development. This
transport demand would lead to additional cars, vans, Light Goods Vehicles (LGVs) and Heavy Goods
Vehicles (HGVs) on the road network.

The Applicant and their engineering advisors will provide estimates of the typical daily construction-
related vehicles that will be generated during each week or month of the construction programme.
These estimates will reflect the activities that would take place during the various phases of the
construction programme and the amount of materials and number of items of equipment that
would need to be delivered to or removed from the Proposed Development.

The number of staff likely to be present during each week or month of the construction programme
will be estimated based on the Applicant’s experience of other similar developments, and the
phasing plan for the Proposed Development.

Professional judgment will be applied to estimate the routes taken by vehicles travelling to and from
the Proposed Development. It is likely, for example, that most vehicles would access the Proposed
Development from Junction 11 of the M74 and have origins and destinations towards Glasgow to
the north. Vehicle routeing estimates will, however, be reviewed further in consultation with the
Applicant.

A ‘low’ growth factor from the National Road Traffic Forecasts (NRTF) dataset will be applied to the
observed traffic flows to make them representative of traffic flows that could be expected during
the year when construction of the Proposed Development could be expected to commence.

The delivery of the turbine components during construction would require Abnormal Indivisible
Load Vehicle (AILV) movements as some of the vehicles carrying the components will have at least
one dimension that exceeds the maxima in The Road Vehicles (Construction and Use) Regulations
1986. It is possible that the some of the components required for the LDES and solar array elements
of the Proposed Development may also require AILV movements.

The number and type of AILV movements would be determined as the design of the Proposed
Development is developed. The assessment of the traffic and transport effects of the Proposed
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Development will be accompanied by an investigation of the feasibility of the AILVs routeing to the
Proposed Development. That investigation would likely require a wider study area than listed above.

Operation

No significant traffic and transport-related effects are anticipated once the Proposed Development
is fully operational. There would be some limited vehicle movements associated with staff visiting
the operational Proposed Development for security, maintenance and inspection purposes.
However, some of these visits may be combined with visits to existing operational wind farms in the
Hagshaw Energy Cluster and hence may not generate additional vehicle movements on the road
network. There may be a small number of additional trips made to the LDES and solar elements of
the Proposed Development, however these are anticipated to be low in number. Hence, assessment
of potential effects during operation are proposed to be scoped out of the assessment.

Decommissioning

Decommissioning of the Proposed Development is likely to generate fewer trips than construction
as some elements of the Proposed Development may remain in place after decommissioning.
Notwithstanding that, the decommissioning of the Proposed Development would occur so far into
the future that the information collected on the existing baseline would be of limited relevance.
Furthermore, any projections of the future baseline would likely be too uncertain to be useful.
Hence, assessment of potential effects during decommissioning are proposed to be scoped out of
the assessment.

Potential Impacts

The additional traffic expected to be generated by the Proposed Development will then be
compared to the baseline traffic flows and the percentage increase in all vehicles and in HGVs only
will be calculated. These increases will then be reviewed against the IEMA Guidelines, which state:

“Following the determination of a study area, it is recommended the competent traffic and
movement expert applies two broad rules of thumb as criteria to assist in delimiting the scale and
extent of the environmental assessment:

Rule 1  Include highway links where traffic flows will increase by more than 30% (or the number
of heavy goods vehicles will increase by more than 30%)

Rule 2 Include highway links of high sensitivity where traffic flows have increased by 10% or more.”

All sections of road within the study would be subject to the threshold in Rule 1. The baseline study
work referred to above will have established which sections of road within the study area could be
classified as being of ‘high sensitivity’ and hence should also be subject to the threshold in Rule 2.

Where the estimated increase in traffic arising from the Proposed Development does not breach
the relevant threshold for any section of road, the significance of any effects could be considered
to be negligible and not significant in EIA terms. No further assessment work would be undertaken
on such sections.

Where the estimated increase in traffic arising from the Proposed Development breaches the
relevant threshold for any section of road, assessment of the potential effects would be undertaken
as described in the following section.

Potential Effects
Effects to be considered

Where the appropriate threshold is breached for a section of road, the effects of the traffic
estimated to be generated during the construction of the Proposed Development will be considered
on the issues noted below.

Hagshaw Hill Il | 2025-07-04 81





10.6.2

10.6.3

10.6.4

10.6.5

10.6.6

10.6.7

10.6.8

10.6.9

Severance

Severance is the perceived division that can occur within a community when it becomes separated
by major transport infrastructure and the separation of people from places and other people. The
IEMA Guidelines state that “Changes in traffic flow of 30%, 60% and 90% are regarded as producing
'slight’, 'moderate’ and 'substantial' changes in severance respectively” and “caution needs to be
observed when applying these thresholds as very low baseline flows are unlikely to experience
severance impacts even with high percentage changes in traffic.”

Road Vehicle Driver and Passenger Delay

The IEMA Guidelines state that “Traffic delays to non-development traffic can occur at several points
on the network surrounding a development site.” Regarding the significance of effects, the
Guidelines state that “These delays are only likely to be significant when the traffic on the network
surrounding the development is already at, or close to, the capacity of the system.”

No detailed traffic modelling (which would quantify delays to drivers) is proposed given the
predominately rural nature of the road network around the Proposed Development and the
likelihood, based on professional judgment, that there is substantial spare capacity on that network.

Non-Motorised User Delay

The IEMA Guidelines state that “Pedestrian delay and severance are closely related effects and can
be grouped together. Changes in the volume, composition or speed of traffic may affect the ability
of people to cross roads. In general, increases in traffic levels are likely to lead to greater increases
in delay. Delays will also depend on the general level of pedestrian activity, visibility and general
physical conditions of the development site.”

Regarding the significance of effects, the Guidelines state that “Given the range of local factors and
conditions that can influence pedestrian delay (e.g. a discrete delay may have a lesser impact in an
urban environment than a rural setting), it is not considered wise to set down definitive thresholds.
Instead it is recommended that the competent traffic and movement expert use their judgement to
determine whether pedestrian delay constitutes a significant effect.”

Non-Motorised User Amenity

The IEMA Guidelines define this as “the relative pleasantness of a journey, and is considered to be
affected by traffic flow, traffic composition and pavement width/separation from traffic.” The IEMA
Guidelines also suggest that “A tentative threshold for judging the significance of changes in
pedestrian amenity would be where the traffic flow (or HGV component) is halved or doubled” and
that “Thresholds are expressed as a starting point for any assessment and typically have been
derived from studies of major changes in traffic flow and therefore should be used cautiously in any
assessment. The assessment of amenity should pay full regard to specific local conditions.”

Fear and Intimidation of and by Road Users

This considers the effects that moving vehicles have on people. It considers matters such as the
volume of traffic, the proportion of heavy vehicles, the speed of vehicles and the proximity of traffic
to people. The IEMA Guidelines set out a means to calculate a ‘Degree of hazard score’ based on
the amount, composition and speed of traffic. This score is then used to identify a ‘Level of fear and
intimidation’; the degree of change in that level compared to the baseline is then used to categorise
the magnitude of impact.

Road User and Pedestrian Safety

The assessment of accidents relates to the potential for the traffic generated by a development to
change accident rates on the road network. The IEMA Guidelines discuss a ‘Safe System’ approach
but also state “It is recommended that the traffic and movement expert engages with the relevant
authorities to determine the best approach for determining the significance of road safety effects.”
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As mentioned above, the roads authorities will be consulted to determine if there are any locations
on any of the roads within the study area which have atypically-high accident rates and, if so, what
plans the road authority has to address those rates (as per their duties under Section 39 of the Road
Traffic Act 1988).

Hazardous / Large Loads

As mentioned above, the Proposed Development will require some AILV movements to deliver
some turbine components and a report on the feasibility of delivering those components will be
included as an appendix to the EIA Report. There may also be AILV movements generated by the
delivery of LDES or solar array components. Reports on the feasibility of delivering these
components will also be included.

The number of such movements will be determined, and their potential significance will be
considered based on the extent of works, if any, required to accommodate the vehicles, their
number and the sections of road that they will use. There are, however, established procedures in
place to manage such movements and it is considered that a risk or catastrophe analysis as
described in paragraph 3.50 of the IEMA Guidelines is not required.

Significance Criteria

The application of Rule 2 in the IEMA Guidelines requires the identification of “any other link or
location where it is felt specific environmental or population sensitivities may occur”. It is proposed
that sections of road will be identified as being of high sensitivity if they are subject to substantial
use by sensitive groups (e.g. children, elderly or mobility impaired) or they are at sensitive locations
(e.g. fronted by schools, hospitals or care homes).

The magnitude of impact for each of the effects listed above will be considered on a scale of high,
medium, low and negligible. The suggested application of that scale to each of the effects to be
considered is shown in Table 100..

Table 100.1 - Suggested Categorisation of Impact Magnitude by Potential Effect

Effect Impact Magnitude
High Medium Low Negligible
Severance Change in Change in road link traffic | Change in road link Change in road
road link flow of 60 % to less than traffic flow of 30 % to link traffic flow
traffic flow of | 90 %. less than 60 %. of less than
over 90 %. 30%.
Road Vehicle | Judgement based on the individual characteristics of sections of Change in road
Driver and road. link traffic flow
Passenger of less than
Delay 10%.
Non- Judgement based on the individual characteristics of sections of Change in road
Motorised road. link traffic flow
User Delay of less than
10%.
Non- Judgement based on the individual characteristics of sections of road | Change in total
Motorised with change in total traffic flows or HGV. traffic flows or
User Amenity HGV flows of
less than
100 %.
Fear and Two changes | One change in level of One change in level of | No changein
Intimidation in level of fear | fear and intimidation with | fear and intimidation Level of fear
of and by and >400 vehicle increase in with <400 vehicle and
Road Users intimidation. average 18 hour vehicle increase in average 18 | intimidation.
flow or >500 Heavy hour vehicle flow or
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Effect Impact Magnitude
High Medium Low Negligible
Vehicles (HV) increase in <500 HV increase in
total 18 hour HV flows. total 18 hour HV flows.
Road User Judgement based on accident data. Low or negligible impact likely if Change in road
and section of road under consideration has not been identified by the link traffic flow
Pedestrian relevant roads authority as having an atypically high accident rate. of less than
Safety 10%.
Hazardous / Judgement based on number of such movements and nature of affected road network.
Large Loads

10.6.15 Asuggested effect significance matrix based on the impact magnitude and receptor sensitivity is set
out in Table 10-1.

Table 10-1 - Suggested Effect Significance Matrix Based on Impact Magnitude and Receptor Sensitivity

Receptor Impact Magnitude

Sensitivity High Medium Low Negligible
High Major Major Moderate Negligible
Medium Major Moderate Minor Negligible
Low Moderate Minor Negligible Negligible
Negligible Negligible Negligible Negligible Negligible

Cumulative Impacts

10.6.16 A cumulative assessment will be undertaken which will establish the cumulative increase in traffic
arising from the Proposed Development and any other developments which are consented but not
yet implemented and which would increase traffic on the same sections of the road network as the
Proposed Development.

10.6.17 This approach is consistent with Schedule 4, Paragraph 5 of The Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017 which requires that EIA Reports
provide “A description of the likely significant effects of the development on the environment
resulting from, inter alia: [...] (e)Jthe cumulation of effects with other existing and/or approved
projects, taking into account any existing environmental problems relating to areas of particular
environmental importance likely to be affected or the use of natural resources;”.

10.6.18 This approach is also consistent with the Scottish Government’s document Planning Circular 1/2017:

Guidance on The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland)
Regulations 2017 which state “Generally, it would not be feasible to consider the cumulative effects
with other applications which have not yet been determined, since there can be no certainty that
they will receive planning permission”.

10.6.19 The significance of predicted cumulative effects will be assessed using the same process as
described above.

10.7 Potential Mitigation

10.7.1 Primary mitigation could be provided by designing the Proposed Development to make as much use
as possible of existing access tracks and hence minimising the lengths of new access tracks that
would need to be constructed. Other examples of primary mitigation would be using on-site borrow
pits and batching plants. These examples are primary mitigation as they would generate fewer
vehicle movements on the public road network than would be generated if all materials were
imported to the Proposed Development. The options to embed primary mitigation in the design of
the Proposed Development will be considered throughout the design process.
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10.7.2

10.7.3

10.7.4

10.7.5

10.8

Secondary mitigation measures will be suggested to avoid any potential significant effects. An
example of such a measure would be stipulating that HGVs to and from the Proposed Development
should avoid a specific route or avoid passing by a sensitive receptor at specific times.

Tertiary mitigation measures would include standard practices that are commonly implemented by
contractors. Examples of such mitigation would be sheeting of loads (to prevent dust) and wheel
washes (to prevent mud and debris being deposited on the public road).

Secondary and Tertiary measures could be described in a CTMP. The traffic and transport chapter
of the EIA Report will summarise the measures that could be included in a CTMP. The satisfactory
submission of a CTMP could be made a condition of any planning consent granted for the Proposed
Development.

Any further mitigation measures that may be required to address cumulative effects will be
identified.

Questions to Consultees

e Can you please advise of any specific developments that should be considered as part of the
cumulative assessment?

e Can you please advise of any upcoming changes you are aware of to the transport network
surrounding the Proposed Development?

e Can you please advise of any comments you may have on the suggested scope?
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11.1.1

11.1.2

11.1.3

11.1.4

11.2

11.2.1

11.2.2

11.2.3

11.2.4

11.2.5

11.2.6

11.2.7

Socio Economics, Recreation and
Tourism

Introduction

BiGGAR Economics has been commissioned to undertake a socio-economic appraisal of the
Proposed Development. Socio-economic assessments of onshore wind farms over the last decade
have found no adverse effects as significant in terms of the EIA Regulations and there is no reason
to expect significant effects for the Proposed Development. It is therefore proposed to scope socio-
economics out of the EIA.

Nevertheless, it will be necessary to determine whether the Proposed Development is likely to
comply with Policy 11 of NPF4, specifically paragraph (c), which states that "development proposals
will only be supported where they maximise net economic impact, including local and community
socio-economic benefits such as employment, associated business and supply chain opportunities".

It is proposed that a separate report on socio-economics and tourism will be provided and
submitted alongside the EIA Report.

The socio-economics report will include consideration of employment generation and any indirect
or induced effects from the Proposed Development. To maintain consistency with previous
assessments and ensure the report meets the needs of all stakeholders the report will also consider
potential effects on tourism.

Baseline Description

The study areas of the assessment will be selected to meet the interests of key stakeholders and
will be made of predefined geographies. The baseline assessment will include a description of the
current socio-economic, recreation and tourism baseline within the local area.

The baseline description will cover and compare the study areas of:

e Local Area (defined as the electoral ward of Clydesdale South);
e  South Lanarkshire; and

e Scotland.
The economic impacts will be quantified for South Lanarkshire and Scotland.

Recent work BiGGAR Economics carried out for 3R Energy outlined the demographic profile of the
region within the context of the national demographic trends, as having a lower share of working
age adults than Scotland as a whole. The region also has a higher share of the population aged 65
and over. These demographics suggest a lack of opportunities for young people in the area.

The previous work also found that the region, which has faced economic challenges as the UK
transitioned away from coal, has the opportunity to benefit from the transition to renewables,
creating jobs and opportunities for young people in the area, supporting the existing construction
sector and addressing high levels of deprivation.

It was also found that the region is less dependent on tourism-related sectors than Scotland as a
whole, and therefore that tourism is not a main driver of the regional economy.

The socio-economic and strategic baseline will be updated and expanded on in the standalone
report. This will include:

e the population characteristics of the Local Area, including regional and national demographic

trends;
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11.2.8

e deprivation statistics set within a national context;

e employment and economic activity in the Local Area within the context of the national
economy;

e wage levels in the region compared to the national level;

e theindustrial structure of the local economy compared to the regional and national level;
and

e the role of tourism sector in the local and regional economy.

To enable a determination to be made on whether the benefits of the Proposed Development are
likely to be maximised the baseline will also consider:

e |ocational characteristics which are likely to affect the profitability a project and therefore
the affordability of any benefits offered;

e the socio-economic needs, delivery capacity and appetite of the local community, which will
influence the nature of any community benefit package; and

e other planned or proposed developments by other renewable energy developers, public,
private or third sector entities that could present collaborative opportunities to enhance
benefits.

11.3 Relevant Guidance and Legislation

11.3.1

11.3.2

11.3.3

11.3.4

There is no specific legislation or guidance on the methods that should be used to assess the socio-
economic impacts of a proposed onshore wind farm development. The proposed method has
however been based on established best practice, including that used in the UK Government and
industry reports on the sector. In particular, this assessment will draw from two studies by BiIGGAR
Economics on the UK onshore wind energy sector: a report published by RenewableUK and the
Department for Energy and Climate Change (DECC) in 2012 on the direct and wider economic
benefits of the onshore wind sector to the UK economy (BiGGAR Economics, 2012) and a
subsequent update to this report published by RenewableUK in 2015 (BiGGAR Economics, 2015).

It is also important that the socio-economic assessment takes account of the relevant local and
national policy objectives. The most relevant objectives for this are expected to be included in the
following strategies:

e  Scottish Government (2024), Green Industrial Strategy;

e Scottish Government (2022), Scotland's National Strategy for Economic Transformation;

e  Scottish Government (2021
e  Scottish Government (2022
e  Scottish Government (2023), Onshore Wind Sector Deal;

e  East Ayrshire Council et.al. (2023), Ayrshire Regional Economic Strategy; and

e  South Lanarkshire Council (2022), South Lanarkshire Economic Strategy 2022-27.

(2024),
(2022),
e  Scottish Government (2023), Scotland's National Performance Framework;
( ), Local Energy Policy Statement;
( ),

Onshore Wind Policy Statement;

The socio-economic assessment will also be set in the context of NPF4, in particular Policy 11(c).
This will be done in accordance with draft guidance published in 2025: Scottish Renewables (Draft,
March 2025), Maximising Net Socio-Economic Benefit of Renewable Energy Guidance and Reporting
Framework Guidance for developers to comply with NPF4 Policy 11c.

The standalone report will also consider how the Proposed Development will contribute to the
Vision outlined in the Hagshaw Energy Cluster Development Framework (LUC, 2022). With a
committed capacity of 585 MW, the renewable energy projects within the Cluster have the
opportunity to generate significant impact for both local communities and the wider region. The
report will consider how the Proposed Development will deliver against the key aims outlined in the
framework, including the provision of community benefits and shared ownership options, the
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11.4

1141

11.4.2

11.4.3

11.4.4

11.5

11.5.1

enhancement of the existing skills within the local and regional economy, support for the
development of a local supply chain, and identifying opportunities for visitor and tourism
attractions.

Proposed Scope of Survey and Assessment

It is anticipated that the contents of the assessment will include:

e introduction;

e economic development strategic context;

e baseline socio-economic and project context;

e economic impact assessment;

e assessment of potential supply chain effects (and actions to maximise);

e assessment of potential labour market effects (and actions to maximise);

e assessment of contributions to community empowerment (and actions to maximise);
e assessment of contribution to place making (and actions to maximise);

e assessment of the potential effects on tourism and recreation in the Local Area; and

e summary of findings and conclusion.
This study will be a desk-based study but may also include some consultation with local stakeholders.

The assessment of socio-economic impacts will focus on the level of activity/employment supported
during the construction and operation phases. Government and industry reports will be used to
determine the expected capital and operational expenditure associated with the Proposed
Development, as well as the breakdown of expenditure by different contracts (e.g. turbine, solar,
LDES, balance of plant). An assumption will then be made based on the share of each type of
contract that can be secured regionally and nationally. This increase in turnover will then be used
to estimate the economic impact associated with the Proposed Development.

Given that tourism is not a key driver of the local economy, there is an opportunity to develop
tourism and recreation activity in the region. Opportunities for this will be considered in the
standalone report and will build on previous work BiIGGAR Economics has undertaken to consider
options to develop tourism and recreation activity in Douglas Valley using the community benefit
funds generated from the Hagshaw Cluster.

Potential Impacts

The starting point for this assessment will be to determine what the potential economic impacts
associated with the Proposed Development are likely to be. This will be done using the methodology
developed by BiGGAR Economics, which has been used to assess over 200 onshore wind farms
across the UK. The potential socio-economic impacts that will be considered are:

e temporary effects on the identified study areas due to expenditure during the construction
phase;

e permanent effects on the identified study areas due to expenditure associated with the
ongoing operation and maintenance of the Proposed Development;

e permanent effects as a result of any additional public expenditure that could be supported
by the additional tax revenue that would be generated by the Proposed Development during
the operational phase; and

e permanent effects on the local economy that could be supported by any community funding
and/or shared ownership proposals during the operational phase of the Proposed
Development.
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11.5.2

11.5.3

11.5.4

11.5.5

11.5.6

11.5.7

11.5.8

11.6

11.6.1

11.7

11.7.1

11.8

The next task for the assessment will be to determine whether the socio-economic benefits of the
Proposed Development are likely to be maximised.

Renewable energy projects generate many different types of socio-economic benefits, but
experience suggests awareness of the range and scale of these benefits is often not very high. Part
of the reason for this is that much of the activity being taken forward to increase the benefits of the
sector is being taken done at a national rather than local level.

Much of the activity being taken forward at the national level has emerged from commitments
made as part of the Scottish Onshore Wind Sector Deal (the Sector Deal), which sets out how the
Scottish Government and onshore wind industry will work together to deliver the collective
ambition of 20 GW of onshore wind in Scotland by 2030.

The Sector Deal outlines 44 specific commitments including 16 each for the Government and the
sector and 12 joint actions. The sector’s commitments include twelve that relate directly to things
that will drive or underpin economic development.

These commitments fall into four broad categories:

e developing the onshore wind supply chain;

e developing the skills needed to deliver the 2030 deployment target;

e the empowerment of communities through effective design and management of community
benefit funds and community ownership arrangements; and

e balancing development with environmental protection and enhancement.

These themes are also the basis of the draft guidance published by Scottish Renewables in 2025 to
assist developers to comply with NPF4 Policy 11c.

The assessment will consider what action has and could be taken in relation to each of these areas
to ensure the benefits of the Proposed Development are maximised.

Potential Mitigation

Proposed mitigation measures will depend on the findings of the assessment but are likely to focus
on additional steps the developer could take to enhance the positive effects of the Proposed
development.

Potential Effects

Socio-economic assessments of onshore wind farms over the last decade have found no adverse
significant effects in terms of the EIA Regulations and there is no reason to expect significant effects
for the Proposed Development. It is therefore proposed to scope socio-economics out of the EIA.

Questions to Consultees

e Do the consultees agree with the approach of scoping socio-economics and tourism out of
the EIA and into a stand-alone report to better address the socio-economics requirements of
NPF4?

o Do the consultees agree that the scope of the proposed socio-economic appraisal is
appropriate?

e Are there specific socio-economic effects that should be considered in the stand-alone
report?
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12.1.2

12.2

12.2.1

12.2.2

Aviation and Radar

Introduction

Wind turbines have the potential to affect civil and military aviation. The potential for such effects
to arise from the Proposed Development will be subject to technical analyses informed by an
aviation safeguarding scoping assessment, and consultation with relevant stakeholders, as set out
below. The Proposed Development layout, design, and (where required) mitigation measures will
be developed based on findings from those analyses and consultations, to ensure no unacceptable
impacts. It is therefore proposed that aviation and radar will be scoped out of the EIA process.
Instead of an EIA Report chapter, it is considered more suitable to provide an Aviation and Radar
Report as a technical appendix to the Proposed Development description chapter.

This chapter explains the methodology used to undertake the aviation safeguarding scoping
assessment, lists the aviation references used and describes the aviation baseline condition,
consultation requirements and mitigations that will be applied if required.

Baseline Description

As shown in Graphic 12.1 below, the Proposed Development lies to the east of Glasgow Prestwick
Airport (GPA), to the south-west of Glasgow International Airport and to the south-west of
Edinburgh International Airport and is situated within the Scottish Terminal Manoeuvring Area.
Graphic 12.1 also shows that there are a number of operational wind turbines marked on the chart
in the area.

The turbine development area is located under Class G unregulated airspace up to 5000 ft above
mean sea level (AMSL) and above that is the Scottish TMA (Class D Regulated Airspace), controlled
by NATS En Route Ltd (NERL). This is a busy area of airspace used to sequence and separate aircraft
climbing and descending into and out of GPA, Glasgow and Edinburgh Airports. In a military context
the turbine development area is remote from any military Air Traffic Control (ATC) facilities, the
closest being the dormant airfield at West Freugh, 50 km to the south-west. The turbine
development area is also located within MOD Low Flying Area (LFA) 20.
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Graphic 12.1 — CAA VFR 1:500,000 Chart extract
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reserved.

12.3 Relevant Guidance and Legislation

12.3.1 There is a well-established regulatory and policy framework that has been in force for a number of
years, but which has been the subject of constant amendment and updating. There are a number
of regulatory and guidance documents that have been and will be taken into account for this
assessment, as summarised below.

e Civil Aviation Publication (CAP) 764 Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) Policy and Guidance on
Wind Turbines;

e CAP 168 Licensing of Aerodromes;

e CAP 670 ATS Safety Requirements;

e CAP 774 UK Flight Information Services;

e CAP 738 Safeguarding of Aerodromes;

e CAP 793 Safe Operating Practices at Unlicensed Aerodromes;

e CAP 493 Manual of Air Traffic Services;

e CAP 660 Parachuting;

e Military Aviation Authority Regulatory Article 2330 (Low Flying);

e UK Military Aeronautical Information Publication (MIL AIP);

e UK Aeronautical Information Publications (AIP); and

e CAA1:250,000 and 1:500,000 VFR Charts.

Hagshaw Hill Il | 2025-07-04 91





12.4

12.4.1

12.4.2

12.4.3

12.4.4

12.4.5

12.4.6

12.4.7

Proposed Scope of the Study

The Proposed Development will be assessed against existing national policy and guidance and will
be based upon the guidance laid down in CAP 764, Policy and Guidelines on Wind Turbines.

Since there are a number of issues that need to be considered when assessing the potential impact
of proposed wind farm developments, the local Air Navigation and Air Traffic Services Providers
(ANSPs) are best placed to provide expert interpretation of what those impacts might be and how
they might affect safety, efficiency and flexibility of their operations.

The development of wind turbines has the potential to cause a variety of adverse effects on aviation
during turbine operation. These include (but are not limited to): physical obstructions, the
generation of unwanted returns on Primary Surveillance Radar (PSR) and adverse effects on the
overall performance of Communications, Navigation and Surveillance (CNS) equipment. The
aviation Study Area and assessment has been determined by, and is dependent on, the maximum
operating ranges of each of the radar systems scoped into the assessment. The operational range
of the radar system is dependent on the function of the radar, the operational requirement of the
radar and on the type of radar used. The ranges of those radars and, subsequently, the topic-specific
Study Area will vary depending on the technical specification of each radar system and, possibly,
between different installations of the same system. The same factors apply to other aviation
infrastructure (radios/beacons). CAP 764 provides criteria for initial guidance in assessing whether
any wind turbine development might have an impact on civil aerodrome related operations.

The civil and military aviation study area is dependent on the maximum operating ranges of each of
the radar systems and associated infrastructure either in the vicinity of the Proposed Development
or considered to have the range to survey the airspace over the site. This will vary from system to
system, and even between different installations of the same system. The operational range of a
radar system is dependent on the type of radar used, its function and its operational requirement
and, consequently, the study area can vary significantly. The study area is therefore defined in
relation to the varying types of radar systems relevant in this area including civil, military and
national air traffic services facilities and, importantly, following relevant guidance as set out in the
relevant civil and military aviation documents and regulations.

Assessment of potential effects will be undertaken by identifying whether impacts are anticipated
upon aviation and radar infrastructure and, therefore, whether aviation stakeholders are
anticipated to object to the Proposed Development.

The assessment of effects of the proposed turbines will be based upon the guidance laid down in
CAP 764 Policy and Guidelines on Wind Turbines. Consultation criteria for aviation stakeholders is

defined in Chapter 4 of that document. These distances inform the size of the study area and include:

e Airfield with a surveillance radar — 30 km;

o Non radar licensed aerodrome with a runway of more than 1,100 metres — 17 km;

e Non radar licensed aerodrome with a runway of less than 1,100 metres — 5 km;

e Licensed aerodromes where the turbines would lie within airspace coincidental with any
published Instrument Flight Procedure (IFP);

e Unlicensed aerodromes with runways of more than 800 metres — 4 km;

e Unlicensed aerodromes with runways of less than 800 metres — 3 km;

e  Gliding sites — 10 km; and

e  Other aviation activity such as parachute sites and microlight sites within 3 km —in such
instances developers are referred to appropriate organisations.

CAP 764 goes on to state that these distances are for guidance purposes only and do not represent
ranges beyond which all wind turbine developments will be approved or within which they will
always be objected to. These ranges are intended as a prompt for further discussion between
developers and aviation stakeholders and will be reported upon in the Aviation and Radar Report.
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For example, in the case of GPA, they have stated that they wish to be consulted in relation to wind
farms out to 40 km.

The radar calculation results shown in this report have been produced using specialist propagation
prediction software (RView). Developed over a number of years, it has been designed and refined
specifically for the task. RView uses a comprehensive systems database which incorporates the
safeguarding criteria for a wide range of radar and radio navigation systems. RView models terrain
using the Ordnance Survey (OS) Terrain 50 digital terrain model, which has a post spacing of
50 metres and has a root mean square (RMS) error of 4 metres. The results are verified using the
Shuttle Radar Topography Mission (SRTM) dataset, a separate smoothed digital terrain model with
data spacing of 3 arc seconds. By using two separate and independently generated digital terrain
models, anomalies are identified, and consistent results assured. Rview models the refractive effects
of the atmosphere on radio waves and the First Fresnel Zone. A feature of RView is that as well as
performing calculations in the manner believed to be most appropriate it also allows comparison
with results from simpler models. For example, RView can perform calculations using the true Earth
Radius at the midpoint between the radar and the wind turbine or the simplified 4/3 Earth Radius
model. If needed, RView is also capable of modelling a range of atmospheric refractive conditions.
RView models the trajectory of radar signals at different elevations enabling modelling of both
volume surveillance and pencil beam radars as well as the effects of angular sterilisation as applied,
for example, in Met Office radars.

As well as examining the technical impact of wind turbines on Air Traffic Control (ATC) facilities, it
is also necessary to consider the physical safeguarding of ATC operations using the criteria laid down
in CAP 168 Licensing of Aerodromes to determine whether a proposed development will breach
obstacle clearance criteria. This will also be reported within the Aviation and Radar Report, but
initial surveys show there are no physical safeguarding issues associated with the Proposed
Development.

Potential Impacts
Civil Aviation

An initial review undertaken by Wind Farm Aviation Safeguarding Ltd (WFAS) using the above
criteria shows that there are no civil licensed radar equipped aerodromes within 30 km. GPA is
43 km to the west and Glasgow International Airport is 48 km to the north-west. Edinburgh
International Airport is 54 km to the north-east, outside of the stipulated consultation distance and
without radar line of sight. Edinburgh International Airport is therefore scoped out from further
consideration.

GPA has two PSRs, including a Terma Scanter 4002 radar installed specifically to mitigate the effect
of wind turbines on the original PSR. Radar line of sight (RLOS) modelling has been undertaken
against both radars with the results shown in Table 12.1 and Table 12.2 below. Assuming a 200 m
turbine tip height, any figures in the tables that are less than 200 m indicate that turbines are in line
of sight of the radar and where the figure exceeds 200 m the turbine will be completely screened
by the intervening terrain.

Table 12.1 - Table Showing Glasgow Prestwick PSR Line of Sight

Turbine Distance (km) ‘ RLOS Turbine Distance (km)

1 44.368 614.0 5 44.047 554.8
2 44.675 642.3 6 44.324 603.6
3 44.656 605.7 7 43.558 573.4
4 44.008 568.3 8 43.011 569.9

Hagshaw Hill Il | 2025-07-04 93





Table 12.2 - Table Showing Glasgow Prestwick TERMA Line of Sight

Turbine Distance (km) ‘ RLOS Turbine Distance (km)
1 44.381 604.8 5 44.062 559.3
2 44.688 635.3 6 44.34 607.0
3 44.67 601.6 7 43.575 579.8
4 44.023 559.1 8 43.029 553.6
12.5.3 The results show that none of the turbines within the Proposed Development will be in line of sight
to the radars at GPA.
12.5.4 The results show that there is potential for some of the turbines within the Proposed Development

to have line of sight to both radars at Glasgow International Airport (GIA) (see Table 12.3 and
Table 12.4 below). The result will be that some radar clutter may be generated on the PSR, but in a
location that is almost certainly already affected by clutter from other wind turbines. However, it
will be for the airport operator to determine if the technical effect will have any operational effect.
The Applicant will undertake consultation with GIA on any requirement for mitigation and the
outcome will be reported in the Aviation and Radar Report.

Table 12.3 - Table Showing Glasgow International Airport PSR Line of Sight

Turbine Distance (km) | RLOS Turbine

Distance (km)

1 49.018 182.7 5 49.746 222.9
2 49.494 230.3 6 50.129 285.1
3 49.88 220.4 7 49.837 298.8
4 49.383 190.0 8 49.794 308.3

Table 12.4 - Table Showing Glasgow International Airport TERMA Line of Sight

Turbine Distance (km) ‘ RLOS Turbine Distance (km)

1 49.086 174.0 5 49.811 223.4
2 49.562 222.7 6 50.194 286.0
3 49.947 213.7 7 49.9 298.8
4 49.449 192.4 8 49.856 299.4

12.5.5 There are no unlicensed aerodromes within or even close to consultation distance, the closest is a
small grass airstrip at Stonehill, over 10 km to the south, consultation is not required.

12.5.6 An online search for private airfields has been conducted and none identified within consultation
distance, however, not all private strips are listed in publications or marked on charts. Operators of
any such private airstrips that are identified during Aviation and Radar Report preparation will be
consulted in accordance with CAP 764 and CAP 793 Safe Operating Practices at Unlicensed
Aerodromes.

Ministry of Defence

12.5.7 Itis necessary to take into account the aviation and air defence activities of the Ministry of Defence
as safeguarded by the Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO). The types of issues that will be
addressed in the EIA Report include:

e  Ministry of Defence Airfields (radar and non-radar equipped);
e  Ministry of Defence Remote Air Traffic Control Radars;
e  Ministry of Defence Air Defence Radars;
e  Ministry of Defence Low Flying; and
e  Ministry of Defence Meteorological Radars.
12.5.8 The closest military ATC radars are at RAF Spadeadam, 88 km to the south-east. The radars are for

training operations within LFA 20 and the electronic warfare and Tactical Training Area (TTA) within
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the Danger Area complex and to provide ATC service to aircraft positioning to enter the training
areas. The results show that due to the intervening terrain, there is no radar line of sight. This will
be confirmed through consultation with the MoD and the outcome reported in the EIA Report.
However, it is clear that there should be no MOD ATC radar objection to the Proposed Development.

12.5.9 The closest Air Defence radar is located at Brizlee Wood, well over 135 km to the east. Radar
modelling shows that there is no radar line of sight and there will be no MOD Air Defence objection
to the Proposed Development.

12.5.10 The Proposed Development is located in LFA 20 and is close to an MoD TTA but this does not
necessarily lead to an objection. The MoD will closely examine the Proposed Development but an
objection is unlikely given the other wind developments in the vicinity.

12.5.11 The MoD will be consulted and it is likely that they will require the installation of infra-red lights to
the MoD specification. The consultation outcome will be reported in the Aviation and Radar Report.

National Air Traffic Services

12.5.12 Itis necessary to take into account the possible effects of wind turbines upon the National Air Traffic
Services En Route Ltd (NERL) communications, navigation and surveillance systems — a network of
primary and secondary radars and navigation facilities around the country.

12.5.13 An initial assessment has been conducted to determine any effect of the Proposed Development
on NERL communications, navigation and surveillance infrastructure (CNS). The closest radars in the
NERL network are at Lowther Hill with the wind turbine mitigation radars at Orchardton
(Cumbernauld) and Kincardine. The results for the radars are shown in Table 12.5 and Table 12.6.

12.5.14 All of the turbines are potentially visible to the Lowther Hill radar at a distance of 21 km. All of the
turbines will be visible to the Orchardton radar and close to ground level. In the case of Great Dun
Fell, radar line of sight is in excess of 500 m AGL across the site and radar will not be affected.
Kincardine, similarly, has line of sight well above the Proposed Development at over 640 m.

Table 12.5 - Table Showing NATS Lowther Hill Line of Sight

Turbine Distance (km) ‘ RLOS Turbine Distance (km) ‘ RLOS
1 22.103 0.0 5 21.1 0.0

2 21.672 0.0 6 20.757 0.0

3 21.199 0.0 7 20.811 0.0

4 21.513 0.0 8 20.686 31.8

Table 12.6 - Table Showing Orchardton Line of Sight

Turbine Distance (km) ‘ RLOS ‘ Turbine Distance (km) RLOS
1 43.469 30.5 5 44.564 73.6
2 43.865 63.3 6 44.867 120.7
3 44.354 65.2 7 44.977 161.2
4 44.142 48.7 8 45.259 192.1

12.5.15 All of the turbines will be visible to the Lowther Hill and Orchardton radars and most to ground level.
The implications of this need to be considered in the context of the airspace use and the controlling
authority, which is NERL. However, NERL will consider this development against their operations
and assess what the most suitable wind farm mitigation radars are which can be employed to
remove any potential interference on controllers’ radar screens, similar to the process for other
adjoining wind farm developments.

The Met Office

12.5.16 The Met Office safeguards its network of radars using a European methodology known as OPERA.
In general, they will object to any turbine within 5 km in line of sight and will examine the impact of
any turbines within 20 km. Where a site is within 20 km, the Met Office will undertake an
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12.7.1
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operational assessment based on three main criteria, having determined if there is a technical effect
on the radar. The factors they will consider include the following:

e  proximity to Airports;
e river catchment response times; and

e population density.

In this case the closest Met Office radar is at Holehead, north of Glasgow and well beyond 20 km.
There will be no Met Office radar objection to the Proposed Development and consultation is not
required. This issue can be scoped out of further assessment.

Civil Aviation Authority

CAA extant lighting policy states that any obstruction in excess of 150 m above ground level
constitutes an “en route navigation hazard”, therefore wind turbines are required to be lit on the
highest practical point, in this case the nacelle. There are a number of mitigations that can be
applied to minimise the effect of lighting on the surrounding area including reducing the number of
turbines that need to be lit, reducing the brilliance of the lights to a minimum of 10% when the
visibility in all directions exceeds 5 km and designing the lights to minimise downwards illumination.
The CAA have recently released a draft change to the lighting requirements which is expected to be
ratified shortly. A full aviation lighting assessment will be undertaken and included as an Appendix
to the EIA Report which will inform the landscape and visual impact assessment and will determine
the minimum lighting design for the Proposed Development. This would meet CAA requirements.

Consultation

There are no MoD ATC or Air Defence radars likely to be affected by the Proposed Development.
This will be confirmed with MoD DIO during consultation and reported in the Aviation and Radar
Report.

DIO will also be consulted regarding any likely low flying implications and this will be reported within
the Aviation and Radar Report.

It will be necessary to consult with NATS on the radars utilised within the Multi-Radar Tracking
System covering the Scottish TMA; this will be reported within the Aviation and Radar Report.

Glasgow International Airport will be consulted regarding any possible impact on their operations;
this will be reported within the Aviation and Radar Report.

There should be no effects on Glasgow Prestwick Airport operations. This will be confirmed with
the airport operator and will be reported within the Aviation and Radar Report.

No consultation is required with Edinburgh International Airport as it is well outside the stipulated
consultation distance and radar modelling illustrates that there will be no radar line of sight.

Matters Scoped Out of Further Consideration
Construction

Algorithms within radar systems are established to prevent static objects being detected and to
ensure that only moving objects are presented to the controllers’ screens. During the construction
phase the blades will be static and will not be detected. There should be no interference with radar
systems.

There is a well-established procedure for the dissemination of information relating to construction
and considered essential for the safety of flying operations, both civil and military, to allow such
aviation operations to be planned and to continue accordingly. The construction activities, when
conducted in accordance with mandated procedure, will not pose a risk to aviation and there should
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be no effect; the inherent embedded mitigation means that construction activities can be scoped
out from further consideration with aviation.

Decommissioning

There is a well-established procedure for the dissemination of information relating to de-
construction and considered essential for the safety of flying operations, both civil and military, to
allow such aviation operations to be planned and to continue accordingly. The decommissioning
activities, when conducted in accordance with mandated procedure, will not pose a risk to aviation
and there should be no effect; the inherent embedded mitigation means that de-construction
activities can be scoped out from further consideration with aviation.

Edinburgh International Airport is well outside the stipulated consultation distance and radar
modelling illustrates that there will be no radar line of sight. The airport is therefore scoped out
from further consideration.

There are no non-radar equipped licensed aerodromes within the recommended consultation
distance therefore these can be scoped out from further consideration.

There are no unlicensed aerodromes, hang-gliding sites or glider sites within the stipulated
consultation distances and these can be scoped out from further consideration.

Approach to Mitigation

The suitability of any mitigation will be a matter for the affected stakeholders. These will be
identified and reported within the Aviation and Radar Report and included within the summary
Schedule of Mitigation.

Within aviation the sensitivity of a receptor can be subjective and, therefore difficult to quantify.
Direct line of sight from a development to a radar may not, necessarily, result in an objection if
there is no operational or safety implication. The differing roles of radars will require a different
emphasis on the effect and an aerodrome/airfield might require differing considerations than that
of another aerodrome nearby depending on the importance of that facility to military operations
or to a local airport and effects need to considered accordingly. Similarly, a nearby radar might not
warrant a significant effect but the air defence radar hundreds of miles away might be crucial to
national security. The guidance laid down in CAP 764 encourages a dialogue between the developer
and aviation stakeholders to agree what effect, if any, there will be on operations, to determine if
that effect is acceptable within an operational context and, if not, then to agree mitigation if any is
feasible. The receptors identified within this assessment are considered to have a potential
sensitivity to effects in terms of the safety of aviation operations.

The assessment of potential effects has been undertaken by identifying whether impacts on
aviation and radar are anticipated.

The assessment does not determine significant or non-significant effects but whether there is an
effect or no effect. There is no standard series of definition for significance of effects within aviation
and ANSPs tend to apply their own criteria to assessment which can lead to confusion and to further
work complicating the relevance of the effect and of potential mitigation. The extent of effect is,
therefore, a matter for the stakeholder concerned and this chapter does not therefore adhere to
the standard EIA methodology. It is therefore proposed, as noted above, to include an Aviation and
Radar Report as a technical appendix to the Proposed Development description chapter, rather than
including a dedicated Aviation and Radar EIA Report chapter.

Table 12.7 summarises the potential aviation and radar impacts arising from the Proposed
Development, based on initial analysis, and notes which impacts/operators require further
consideration and consultation.
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Table 12.7 — Receptors or Impacts Scoped In or Out of Assessment

Potential Impact Construction Operation Decommissioning Further Consideration/
Consultation Required?

Glasgow Prestwick X X X No

Airport

Glasgow International X v X Yes

Airport

Edinburgh International | x X X No

Airport

MoD ATC radars X X X Yes

MoD ATC air defence X X X Yes

radars

NERL communications, X v X Yes

navigation and

surveillance

infrastructure

MET Office Radars X No

Aviation Obstruction X v X Yes

Lighting (to include MoD

Low Flying)

12.9 Questions for Consultees

e [sthe extent of envisaged assessment considered appropriate?

e [sitagreed that aviation and radar can be scoped out of the EIA process and reported as a technical
appendix to the Proposed Development description chapter?

e Isthere any other aviation stakeholder that could/should be consulted?
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Shadow Flicker

Introduction

This chapter considers shadow flicker, which is an effect caused by the rotation of the turbine blades
when the sun is shining, which can create a flickering or strobe-like effect. It can be distracting and
disturbing for people who are affected. Effects usually occur when the frequency of the flicker is
less than 1.5 hertz (Hz).

The potential for such effects to arise from the Proposed Development will be subject to modelling
and technical analysis, as set out below. The Proposed Development layout and design will be
developed with consideration of the findings from those analyses, and it is anticipated that any
potentially significant effects can be appropriately mitigated through agreement and
implementation of Shadow Flicker Protocol. It is therefore proposed that shadow flicker will be
scoped out of the EIA process. Instead of an EIA Report chapter, it is considered more suitable to
provide a Shadow Flicker Report as a technical appendix to the Proposed Development description
chapter.

Guidance and Legislation

There are at present no formal guidelines available on what exposure would be acceptable in
relation to shadow flicker. There is no standard for the assessment of shadow flicker. The specific
advice sheet from Scottish Government, Onshore Wind Turbines, a web-based guide (Scottish
Government, 2014) sets out the potential geographic area which may fall under assessment:
“Where this (shadow flicker) could be a problem, developers should provide calculations to quantify
effect. In most cases however, where separation is provided between turbines and nearby dwellings
(as a general rule ten rotor diameters), ‘shadow flicker’ should not be a problem.”

Published research by the UK Government Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC),
Update of UK Shadow Flicker Evidence Base (DECC, 2011), evaluates the current international
understanding of shadow flicker and confirms an acceptable study area for assessment is ten rotor
diameters from each turbine and within 130 degrees either side of north.

Baseline

Potential for shadow flicker impacts will be assessed at all residential receptors within the shadow
flicker Study Area.

As detailed above, the shadow flicker Study Area includes the area within a distance of ten times
the rotor diameter and 130 degrees either side of north for each turbine. In the case of the Proposed
Development, this area extends to approximately 1.62 km from each turbine, based on a current
indicative rotor diameter of 162 m. Based on the current layout, the closest active or viable
residential receptors are within approximately 1 km of the nearest turbine.

Assessment Methodology and Potential Impacts
No impacts are anticipated during construction.

Further design iterations will be undertaken, with potential for the distance from residential
receptors to the nearest turbines to change. However, it is very likely that some receptors will fall
within the relevant Study Area (ten rotor diameters). A shadow flicker assessment will therefore be
undertaken using WindPRO (or similar) computer modelling software. This will be run for both a
worst-case scenario (accounting for 365 sunshine days per year and 100% turbine operation) and
realistic scenario (using, where possible, measured meteorological data and 85% turbine operation)
on the potential shadow flicker occurrence for a 1 m x 1 m ground floor window at each identified
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13.4.4

13.4.5

13.4.6

13.5

13.5.1

13.6

sensitive receptor location. It will be assumed that each identified receptor will be facing directly
towards the Proposed Development.

The sensitivity of the receptors will be considered to be high unless there are particular reasons for
reduced sensitivity. A significant effect will be noted where a receptor is identified as experiencing
greater than eight hours of flicker a year, based on the realistic scenario (DECC, 2011).

The assessment will present clear findings on the estimated number of hours of shadow flicker
impact anticipated for each receptor, for both scenarios.

A cumulative assessment will also be undertaken if it is identified that there are operational,
consented, or proposed (in planning) wind turbines for which the relevant shadow flicker Study
Area (ten rotor diameters from those turbines) overlaps with the Proposed Development Study
Area, and any residential receptors are present within the overlapping Study Areas. The estimated
cumulative hours of shadow flicker impact will be considered, for realistic scenarios.

Where required, potential mitigation measures will be discussed.

Potential Mitigation

The Applicant will implement a shadow flicker protocol during operation to mitigate the potential
for any significant shadow flicker impacts.

Scoping Questions to Consultees

e Do you agree with the Study Area and methodology for shadow flicker assessment?
e [sit agreed that shadow flicker can be scoped out of the EIA process and reported as a
technical appendix to the Proposed Development description chapter?
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14.3.4

Glint and Glare

Introduction

The terms ‘glint’ and ‘glare’ refer to the reflective light phenomena associated with solar PV
installations and other reflective surfaces. Glint describes brief, momentary flashes of light typically
occurring when sunlight strikes a reflective surface at specific angles, while glare is more sustained,
often producing a brighter, more intense reflection that can create visual discomfort or distraction.
Both phenomena are important considerations for solar projects, as they have the potential to
affect nearby sensitive receptors, such as roadways, airports, and residential areas.

In solar PV installations, glint and glare (G&G) occur when sunlight reflects off the surface of the
panels. While PV panels are designed to absorb rather than reflect light, the angle and position of
the panels relative to the sun’s path and the viewer’s perspective can still create reflections.
Consideration of potential G&G impacts is therefore essential, particularly when sensitive receptors
are nearby, as it enables project designers to anticipate and mitigate any adverse effects on local
communities and infrastructure, ensuring safety and minimising visual disturbances.

Guidance and Legislation

There is no mention of glint and glare within NPF4. However, planning guidance for solar PV is set
out in South Lanarkshire LDP2, Supporting Planning Guidance: Renewable Energy V2 which states:

“The potential impact of glint and glare on residential amenity and transport safety should be
considered and in some cases a glint and glare assessment may be required as part of a planning
application. This assessment needs to consider the likely reflective capacity of all the material used
in the construction of the solar farm, with particular reference to the face of the PV Panel and the
likely lines of reflection relative to the sun’s trajectory.”

Accordingly, sensitive receptors are considered to be aviation receptors, such as control towers and
aircraft, residential receptors and ground based transport receptors, such as drivers and passengers
in cars and trains.

Baseline Description

The Proposed Development and its surroundings feature varied land uses, including farmland and
residential properties. This chapter focuses exclusively on the solar component of the Proposed
Development. Typical study areas within which G&G effects from solar PV developments may be
considered to potentially be significant are 1 km for ground-based receptors (buildings and roads)
and up to 5 km for aviation receptors.

Key receptors of G&G effects in the vicinity of the Proposed Development are discussed below.

Road and Train Networks:

e The A70/Ayr Road is just over 1 km from the nearest solar search area within the Proposed
Development at its closest point. It is therefore unlikely to represent a receptor with
potential to experience significant effects .

Nearby Properties:

e The closest residential receptor to any of the solar search areas is Scrogtonhead Farm,
approximately 480 m east-north-east of the easternmost solar search area. Scrogton Farm is
approximately 810 m north-east of the same solar search area. A woodland block is present
between the solar search area and both Scrogtonhead Farm and Scrogton Farm, which is
likely to provide effective screening, preventing any G&G effects.
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The properties at the top of Station Road are approximately 770 m north-east of the eastern-
most solar search area. The same properties at the top of Station Road are approximately
880 m east-north-east of the northern-most solar search area. Some screening will be
provided by vegetation, the Proposed Development substation and LDES, and the existing
Hagshaw Hill substation facility, located between the Station Road properties and the
nearest solar search areas. Given the distances between these properties and the solar
search areas, and the likely mitigation provided by screening, there is low potential for
significant G&G effects.
Hazelside Farm is approximately 805 m south of the eastern-most solar search area and
approximately 945 m south-south-east of the central solar search area. Some screening will
be provided by landform and vegetation between this property and the nearest solar search
areas. Given the distance between this property and the nearest solar search area, and the
likely mitigation provided by screening, there is low potential for significant G&G effects.
The other individual residential properties closest to the Proposed Development, and larger
residential areas including Glespin and Douglas, are all more than 1 km from any solar search
areas, and significant G&G effects are therefore unlikely.

14.3.5 Airfields:

Strathaven Airfield, the closest airfield to the site, is located approximately 17 km to the
north.
Glasgow Prestwick Airport is situated approximately 43 km to the west of the site.

There is therefore no potential for significant G&G effects on identified aviation receptors.

14.3.6 Other Solar Developments:

14.4

14.4.1

14.4.2

According to the Renewable Energy Database from the Department for Energy Security and
Net Zero, the nearest operational solar development is at Strathaven Airfield, approximately
17 km north of the site.

A solar development at the ‘awaiting construction’ stage, with a 0.2 MWp installed capacity,
is located south-east of Muirkirk, more than 10 km from the site.

3R Energy has a c.60 MW solar development ‘in planning’ as part of a wider hybrid energy
project known as the Hagshaw Energy Cluster — Western Expansion (Phase 1) which lies

approximately 10 km west of the site.

Potential Impacts

As noted above, typically a suitable G&G assessment study area includes all ground-based receptors
within a 1 km radius of a proposed development for residential and transportation receptors, and
a wider 5 km radius for cumulative impacts and operational aviation sites.

Based on the baseline conditions for the Proposed Development, potential impacts associated with
G&G are discussed below.

Road and Train Networks:

The A70/Ayr Road is located slightly more than 1 km south of the nearest Proposed
Development solar search area at its closest point. In these segments, the site is either not
visible or minimally visible, leading to a negligible G&G impact.
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3
Residential Receptors:

e Some residential receptors are located within 1 km from the Proposed Development solar
search areas as noted above, and are therefore potentially affected by G&G, although the
potential for significant G&G effects is low given the distances between solar search areas
and properties (minimum 480 m) and screening provided by landform, vegetation and built
form (existing and proposed as part of the Proposed Development). Depending on the
location and extent of confirmed solar PV development areas within the site, following
further study and design iteration, residential receptors within 1 km and with potential
visibility of the proposed solar panels will be identified and considered further as appropriate
to ensure that suitable mitigation, if required, is embedded into the Proposed Development
design.

e Larger residential areas located in Glespin and Douglas can be excluded from further
consideration due to being more than 1 km from any solar search areas, and the intervening
topography (particularly in the case of Glespin — refer to Figure 4.3).

Aviation:

e No risk of G&G impacts on airfields or airports has been identified due to their significant
distance from the Proposed Development.

Receptors and Impacts Scoped In or Out of Assessment

Potential impacts associated with G&G have been assessed for relevance during the construction,
operation, and decommissioning phases of the Proposed Development. Based on the nature of the
Proposed Development and surrounding receptors, it is proposed to scope out detailed assessment
of G&G effects, as detailed below.

Construction and Decommissioning Phase:
It is proposed to scope out construction and decommissioning phase G&G impacts due to:

e Temporary Nature of Activities: The construction phase will involve the use of temporary
materials and equipment, which are not highly reflective or positioned in a manner that
would result in G&G impacts.

e Lack of Fixed Reflective Surfaces: Solar panels, the primary source of potential G&G impacts,
are not operational during this phase.

e Low Risk to Receptors: Temporary equipment or construction activities are unlikely to create
significant visual impacts on receptors, such as nearby roads, railways, or residences. Any
reflections would be momentary, minor, and mitigated through standard construction
practices.

Operation Phase:

It is proposed to also scope out operational phase G&G impacts from the EIA Report. While solar
panels are reflective surfaces, the limited number of potentially affected receptors, their distances
from the solar search areas, and the screening as discussed above, mean that the potential for
significant G&G effects resulting from the Proposed Development is low, and effects can be
adequately addressed through standard design and screening measures.

If the Applicant requires a more detailed assessment of G&G, a standalone technical report can be
prepared to address specific concerns and provide a focused evaluation of potential impacts and
mitigation measures.
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Cumulative Impacts:

Given the size and distance of the existing and planned solar developments from the Proposed
Development, cumulative impacts on G&G can be scoped out. The scale and separation of these
sites are such that their combined influence is not expected to affect the receptors identified in the
immediate vicinity of the Proposed Development.

Conclusion

Based on the assessment of baseline conditions, methodology, and guidance, G&G impacts have
been scoped out of the EIA Report for the Proposed Development. The nature of surrounding
receptors and the limited risk posed by the Proposed Development do not warrant further detailed
assessment. Standard mitigation measures implemented during the layout design phase can
adequately address potential impacts.

If deemed necessary by the Applicant, a standalone technical report can be conducted to provide a
more detailed assessment of G&G impacts.

Scoping Questions to Consultees

e Do you agree with the decision to scope out glint and glare from the EIA?
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Introduction

This chapter considers potential issues associated with telecommunications as a result of the
construction and operation of the Proposed Development.

Wind turbines can introduce electromagnetic signal interference due to both physical and electrical
factors. Physical interference can disrupt electromagnetic signals, leading to a ghosting effect that
particularly impacts television and radar. Electrical interference stems from the operation of the
generator within the turbine's nacelle and may affect communication equipment near the turbines.
Efforts to mitigate potential electromagnetic signal effects will be incorporated into the turbine
layout design by establishing exclusion zones around electromagnetic links.

Guidance and Legislation

The below relevant legislation, policy and guidance will be used to inform the telecommunications
and utilities assessment:

e  Best Practice Guidelines for Wind Energy Developments (British Wind Energy Association
(BWEA), 1994);

e HSG 47 Avoiding Danger from Underground Services, Third Edition (Health and Safety
Executive (HSE), 2014);

e  Wireless Telegraphy Act (UK Government, 2006);

e  South Lanarkshire Council Local Development Plan 2 (2021) (South Lanarkshire Council,
2021);

e Planning Advice Note: PAN 62 Radio Telecommunications (Scottish Government, 2001);

e Guidelines for Improving Digital Television and Radio Reception (Ofcom, 2003); and

e Tall structures and their impact on broadcast and other wireless services (Ofcom, 2009).

Proposed Scope and Methodology of Assessment

Telecommunications

The acceptability of the Proposed Development, in terms of its effects on telecommunications, will
be established through direct consultation with all appropriate consultees within the consenting
process, namely Airwave Solutions, Arqgiva, Atkins, BT, EE, Joint Radio Company (JRC), Spectrum
Licensing and Vodafone. Early consultation with these link operators (excluding the paid for
consultation service provided by Airwaves Solutions) has confirmed that the Proposed
Development would not cause any interference with current or presently planned networks.

Direct consultation will continue with the relevant link operators and the Airwaves Solutions’ paid
for consultation service will be undertaken as the design of the Proposed Development progresses,
The proposed turbine locations will be designed to take into account the minimum separation
distance of any identified communication link.

Television

Currently there is no widely accepted method of determining the potential effects of wind turbines
on digital television reception, however digital television signals are better at coping with signal
reflections, and do not suffer from ghosting that may occur with analogue signals. To date, there
are very few cases of wind turbine interference with digital television reception post-digital
switchover.
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Solar PV installations and LDES are generally not known to disrupt television signals. LDES are
engineered to store and manage energy effectively, without producing significant electromagnetic
interference (EMI) that might affect television reception.

Given the strength of the digital signal in the area and the inherently resilient nature of digital
television reception, there is considered to be a low risk of any interference from a wind energy,
solar or LDES development at this location on domestic television reception.

Utilities

Other infrastructure, such as utilities, could be affected during construction; however,
implementation of best practice would ensure that these are not adversely affected during
construction or operation of the Proposed Development. The Applicant has prior knowledge of any
potential utility infrastructure within the site and in the immediate vicinity. Prior to construction, a
line search for undergrounded utilities would occur, and any services located and avoided.

During construction, there may be construction traffic passing beneath electricity lines along the
transportation route. Appropriate management measures will be put in place to ensure that
electricity lines are not affected by the Proposed Development, and that the Proposed Development
is constructed in accordance with relevant health and safety legislation as appropriate.

Potential Impacts

If turbines are sited outside of any prescribed buffer zones, there is no potential for the Proposed
Development, once operational, to have an impact on telecommunications links or utility
infrastructure.

Due to the low risk of interference with television reception, the requirement to address any
reception issues once the Proposed Development is operational could be conditioned in any
consent granted. For the above reasons, it is not proposed to carry out a detailed assessment of
potential effects on television reception and this topic therefore will be scoped out of further
assessment.

No impacts are anticipated during construction on local telecommunication or television network
or the local utility network.

Potential Mitigation

Mitigation of impact on telecommunications links will be by design where possible, i.e., the turbines
will be sited outside the minimum separation distance from any identified communication link(s) or
other identified infrastructure. Where this is not possible, any other suitable mitigation measures
will be agreed through direct dialogue between the Applicant and relevant stakeholders.

Receptors & Impacts Scoped In or Out of Assessment

Television and utility receptors are unlikely to be impacted during construction and operation of
the Proposed Development. It is therefore proposed to scope out the potential effects on television
and utility receptors.

Telecommunications receptors are unlikely to be impacted during construction, and the potential
for operational effects can be mitigated through design. It is therefore proposed to scope out the
potential effects of telecommunications receptors at the operational stage of development, due to
the expectation of avoiding any impacts through embedded mitigation, unless any new links are
identified prior to the submission of the Section 36 application.

Scoping Questions to Consultees

e Do you agree with the decision to scope out telecommunications from the EIA?
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Carbon Calculator

Introduction

This chapter of the document sets out the proposed approach to the assessment of potential effects
of the Proposed Development on carbon balance as a result of the construction and operation of
the Proposed Development.

Calculation of the carbon footprint will be based on best practice guidelines including the Scottish
Government Carbon Calculator Tool.

Proposed Scope of the Assessment

The Proposed Development has the potential to displace electricity generated from fossil fuels
during its operational lifespan and consequently prevent carbon dioxide CO> from being released.
The EIA will provide an estimate of the potential amount of CO; savings that can be made, based on
assessing the electricity generation mix that the Proposed Development is displacing at any given
time and the carbon released due to the construction of the Proposed Development.

Assessment Methodology

A wind farm constructed on peatland habitat has the potential to generate CO2 emissions as a result
of the excavation and/or degradation of peat. The current best practice guidance available on the
Scottish Government website provides a method to calculate carbon emission savings associated
with wind farm developments on Scottish peatlands using a full life cycle analysis approach using a
web-based application. The tool was originally published in 2008 and there have been a number of
subsequent updates. The tool compares the carbon costs of wind farm developments with the
carbon emissions savings attributable to the wind farm. The calculation is summarised as the length
of the time (in years) it will take the carbon savings to amount to the carbon costs also referred as
the ‘payback period’. An assessment of effect of significance will not be undertaken but the volumes
of CO2 savings and emissions will be reported in a technical appendix document, based on output
from the most up to date carbon calculator tool available at the time of assessment.

Potential Mitigation

During the design process, the turbines will be sited to avoid areas of deep peat as far as possible
and measures to minimise peat disturbance especially during excavation will be taken into
consideration. Best practice measures will also be considered to minimise peat disturbance during
construction and decommissioning that will be provided as a part of the CEMP.

Scoping Questions to Consultees

e Do you agree with the above methodology for assessing carbon emissions and savings as a
result of the Proposed Development?

Hagshaw Hill Il | 2025-07-04 107





17.

17.1.1

17.1.2

17.1.3

17.1.4

17.1.5

17.2

Air Quality

The air quality of the site is expected to be good due to the rural location, with few pollution sources.

During the construction of the Proposed Development, the movement of vehicles and the on-site
plant would generate exhaust emissions. Given the short-term nature of the construction period
and the limited area to be developed, effects on air quality are likely to be negligible.

Operational wind turbines, solar panels and flow batteries (LDES) produce no notable atmospheric
emissions to air. The operation of the Proposed Development would therefore have no discernible
adverse effects on local or national air quality.

Construction activities also have the potential to generate dust during dry spells, which may
adversely affect local air quality. Relevant mitigation measures for air quality, dust and pollution
control will be captured within the site-specific CEMP.

It is therefore proposed that an assessment of air quality is scoped out of the EIA.

Scoping Questions to Consultees

e Do you agree with the decision to scope out air quality from the EIA?
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18. Major Accidents and Disasters

18.1.1 Giventhe nature of the Proposed Development, the risk of a major accident or disaster is considered
to be extremely low, and given its remote location, it is not likely to the be susceptible to natural
disasters or extreme weather.

18.1.2 The Principal Designer would need to ensure a Design Risk Assessment process is followed during
the design phase to ensure designers fully assess risks and mitigate to a level deemed as low as
reasonably practicable during the design stage as part of the requirements of the Construction
(Design and Management) Regulations (2015).

18.1.3 The Proposed Development will be constructed and operated in accordance with relevant health
and safety legislation including the Health and Safety at Work Act 1974 and the Control of Major
Accident Hazard Regulations 2015 (COMAH).

18.1.4 While the proposed flow-battery LDES technology does not represent a fire risk , an Outline Battery
Safety Statement will be provided as an appendix to the Proposed Development description chapter.
The Outline Battery Safety Statement will be a live document which will be agreed with the Local
Fire Authority prior to the commencement of the development and secured via condition.

18.1.5 During the operational phase of the Proposed Development, routine maintenance inspections
would be completed in order to ensure the safe and compliant operation of all built infrastructure.

18.1.6 It is therefore proposed that an assessment of the risk of major accidents and disasters is scoped
out of the EIA.

18.2 Scoping Questions to Consultees

e Do you agree with the decision to scope out major accidents and disasters from the EIA?
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19. Summary

19.1.1 This EIA Scoping Report outlines the proposed technical and environmental assessment that will be
included within the EIA Report for the Proposed Development. The proposed scope and
methodologies for each assessment have been provided and the guidance to be followed set out.
Should any further information be required in order that a full EIA Scoping Opinion can be provided,
we would be happy to provide further information and/or discuss any further requirements.
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Appendix 1.1 — Scoping Consultee List

Table A1 - List of Consultees and Interested Stakeholders Consulted as part of the Scoping Process.

BAA (Glasgow Airport)

Joint Radio Company

BAA (Edinburgh Airport)

Lesmahagow Community Council

British Horse Society

Mountaineering Scotland

BT

Muirkirk Community Council

Civil Aviation Authority - Airspace

NATS Safeguarding

The Coal Authority

NatureScot

Coalburn Community Council

RSPB Scotland

The Crown Estate

Scottish Fire and Rescue Service

Clyde River Foundation

Scottish Power Energy Networks

Defence Infrastructure Organisation

Scottish Raptor Study Group (South Strathclyde)

Douglas Community Council (incorporating Glespin)

Scottish Water

Douglas Water and Rigside Community Council

ScotWays

East Ayrshire Council

Scottish Wildlife Trust

Fisheries Management Scotland

Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA)

Glasgow Prestwick Airport

South Lanarkshire Council

Health and Safety Executive

Transport Scotland

Historic Environment Scotland (HES)

Visit Scotland

John Muir Trust

West of Scotland Archaeology Service
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Appendix 6.1 — Existing Ornithological Data Summary
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Radio & Satellite Platforms

This email contains information from BT Group that might be privileged or
confidential. And it's only meant for the person above. If that's not you,
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200 Lichfield Lane

Mansfield

Nottinghamshire

NG18 4RG

T: 01623 637 119 (Planning Enquiries)

E: planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk

W: www.gov.uk/coalauthority

For the attention of: Mr R McCleary - Case Officer
Energy Consent Unit

[By email: Econsents_Admin@gov.scot]
6™ August 2025
Dear Mr McCleary

Re: ECU00006224 Hagshaw Hill 11l Wind Farm - The Proposed Development is expected
to comprise around eight wind turbines with a maximum blade tip height of 200
metres (m), approximately 30 megawatts (MW) of solar photovoltaic (PV) energy
generation, and an approximately 50 MW of Long Duration Electricity Storage (LDES),
and associated infrastructure. The total generating capacity is expected to be
approximately 138 MW.; Located In The Planning Authority Area Of, South
Lanarkshire Council

Thank you for your notification of the 23rd July 2025 seeking the views of the Coal
Authority on the above.

The Coal Authority is a non-departmental public body sponsored by the Department for
Energy Security and Net Zero. As a statutory consultee, the Coal Authority has a duty to
respond to planning applications and development plans in order to protect the public and
the environment in mining areas.

Our records indicate that the part of the site where the turbines are proposed does not
contain any recorded coal mining features. What appears to the access route does
however run through an area where records indicate coal has been removed by surface
mining methods.


https://www.gov.uk/coalauthority
mailto:planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk

We note that the Scoping Report does not make reference to ground conditions and/or
coal mining legacy, other than Peat. It is noted however, that a significant part of the
access route appears to be existing and only a small part of what may be a new route falls
within the defined Development High Risk Area.

The applicant should be aware that where surface mining has occurred built development
may be at risk from differential settlement and it would be prudent to consider if the
access route in this area requires measures to ensure its safety and stability.

The Planning team at the Coal Authority have no objections to coal mining legacy (ground
conditions) being scoped out of the EIA.

If you would like to discuss this matter further, please contact me on the above number.
Yours sincerely

Melawnte L.LwdgLeH

Melanie Lindsley g4 (Hons), DipeH, DipURP, MA, PGCertUD, PGCertSP, MRTPI
Principal Planning & Development Manager

Disclaimer

The above consultation response is provided by the Coal Authority as a statutory consultee
and is based upon the latest available data and the electronic consultation records held by
the Coal Authority since 1 April 2013. The comments made are also based on the
information provided to the Coal Authority and/or information that has been published for
consultation purposes. The views and conclusions contained in this response may be
subject to review and amendment by the Coal Authority if additional or new
data/information (such as a revised Coal Mining Risk Assessment) is provided.



A4S

Andy White

Ministry of Defence
Safeguarding Department
DIO Head Office

St George’s House

DMS Whittington

Lichfield

Staffordshire WS14 9PY

Your reference: ECU00006224 E-mail: DIO-safeguarding-wind@mod.gov.uk

www.mod.uk/DIO

Our reference: DIO10068123

Ross McCleary

Scottish Government

5 Atlantic Quay

150 Broomielaw

Glasgow

G2 8LU 08 August 2025

By email only
Dear Ross,

Electricity Act 1989

The Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017
Request for Scoping Opinion for Proposed Section 36 Application for Hagshaw Hill Il Wind
Farm

The proposed development is for up to eight wind turbines with a maximum blade tip
height of 200 metres (m), solar photovoltaic (PV) energy generation, and Long Duration
Electricity Storage (LDES), and associated infrastructure, located 1.8 km west of Douglas
and approximately 3.1 km south of Coalburn.

Thank you for consulting the Ministry of Defence (MOD) in relation to the scoping opinion through
your communication dated 23 July 2025.

The Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO) Safeguarding Team represents the MOD as a
consultee in UK planning and energy consenting systems to ensure that development does not
compromise or degrade the operation of defence sites such as aerodromes, explosives storage
sites, air weapon ranges, and technical sites or training resources such as the Military Low Flying
System.

| am writing to advise you that the MOD has concerns with the proposal.
The proposal concerns a development of 8 turbines with maximum blade tip heights of up to 200

metres above ground level with solar photovoltaic energy generation, Long Duration Electricity
Storage and associated infrastructure. The proposed development has been assessed using the


mailto:DIO-safeguarding-wind@mod.gov.uk
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location data (Grid References) below provided in the Hagshaw Hill Il EIA Scoping Report, Table
2.17, dated July 2025.

Turbine no. Easting Northing
1 280952 631310
2 281330 630968
3 281362 630473
4 280704 630547
5 280783 630132
6 281083 629886
7 280337 629619
8 279818 629232

The principal safeguarding concerns of the MOD with respect to this development of wind turbines
relates to the development being their potential to create a physical obstruction to air traffic
movements.

Physical Obstruction

In this case the development falls within Tactical Training Area 20T (TTA 20T), an area within
which fixed wing aircraft may operate as low as 100 feet or 30.5 metres above terrain features to
conduct low level flight training. The addition of turbines in this location has the potential to
introduce a physical obstruction to low flying aircraft operating in the area.

To address this impact, and given the location and scale of the development, the MOD would
require conditions are added to any consent issued requiring that the development is fitted with
aviation safety lighting and that sufficient data is submitted to ensure that structures can be
accurately charted to allow deconfliction.

The development proposed includes wind turbine generators that exceed a height of 150m agl
and are therefore subject to the lighting requirements set out in the Air Navigation Order 2016. In
addition to any Civil Aviation Authority requirements, the MOD will require the submission,
approval, and implementation of an aviation safety lighting specification that details the installation
of MOD accredited aviation safety lighting.

Summary

The MOD has concerns with this proposal due to the potential impact to low flying aircraft
operating in the development area.

The MOD must emphasise that the advice provided within this letter is in response to the data
and/or information detailed above/in the developer's document titled ‘Hagshaw Hill Il EIA Scoping
Report’, dated July 2025. Any variation of the parameters (which include the location, dimensions,
form, and finishing materials) detailed may significantly alter how the development relates to MOD
safeguarding requirements and cause adverse impacts to safeguarded defence assets or
capabilities. In the event that any amendment, whether considered material or not by the
determining authority, is submitted for approval, the MOD should be consulted and provided with
adequate time to carry out assessments and provide a formal response.

| hope this adequately explains our position on the matter. If you require further information or
would like to discuss this matter further, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Further information about the effects of wind turbines on MOD interests can be obtained from the
following websites:
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MOD: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/wind-farms-ministry-of-defence-safequarding

Yours faithfully,
REDACTED

Andy White
Assistant Safeguarding Manager


https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/wind-farms-ministry-of-defence-safeguarding
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From: Smith, Graham

To: Ross Mccleary

Cc: Duncan, Robert

Subject: 25/1378/CSG - CONSULTATION REQUEST FROM SCOTTISH MINISTERS IN CONNECTION WITH REQUEST

FOR SCOPING OPINION UNDER ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT (SCOTLAND) REGULATIONS 2017
FOR UP TO EIGHT WIND TURBINES (MAXIMUM BLADE TIP 200 METRES), SOLAR PHOTOVOLTAIC EN

Date: 20 August 2025 11:27:04
Attachments: image001.png

OFFICIAL
Dear Ross,

Re: HAGSHAW WILL IIl WIND FARM, SOUTH LANARKSHIRE

In respect of your email of 23 July | apologise for the delay in responding. Please
be aware that the Local Authority will not be providing a consultation to the above
scoping request.

| trust that this clarifies matters however should you need any further information
please contact me.

Kind regards

Graham Smith MRTPI
Senior Planner
Major Development Team

Planning and Development
Economy and Environment
Dumfries and Galloway Council
Militia House

English Street

Dumfries

DG1 2HR

Please help us by completing the DGC Development Management Customer Survey
2024 at https://forms.office.com/e/BTgd5xL4Cs

Disclaimer:
This email, from Dumfries and Galloway Council, and any files transmitted with it, is


mailto:Graham.Smith@dumgal.gov.uk
mailto:Ross.Mccleary@gov.scot
mailto:robert.duncan@dumgal.gov.uk
https://forms.office.com/e/BTgd5xL4Cs

>
Dumfries Py
& Galloway
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confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are
addressed.

If you are not the intended recipient of this email (and any attachment) please inform the
sender by return email and destroy all copies. If you are not the intended recipient or
responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use,
disclosure, review, dissemination, distribution or reproduction of this email is strictly
prohibited. Please be aware that communication by internet email is not secure as
messages can be intercepted and read by someone else. Dumfries and Galloway Council
does not accept liability for any loss or damage which may result from this email or any
files attached. It is your responsibility to scan this email and any attachments for computer
viruses or other defects.

Any email including its content may be monitored and used by the Council for reasons of
security and for monitoring internal compliance with the policy on staff use. Email
monitoring or blocking software may also be used.

Any email message sent or received by the Council may require to be disclosed by the
Council under the provisions of the Freedom of Information (Scotland) Act 2002. For
further information and to view the Council’s privacy statement please click
https://www.dumgal.gov.uk/privacy

P SAVE PAPER - Please do not print this e-mail unless absolutely necessary.

OFFICIAL
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Edinburgh Airport
EH12 9DN
Scotland

T: +44 (0)844 448 8833
W: edinburghairport.com

13 August 2025

Ross Mccleary
Energy Consents Unit
The Scottish Government

By email

Dear Ross

Your Ref: ECU00006224
Development: Hagshaw Hill 1ll Wind Farm
Our Ref: EDI3935

This proposal has been examined from an aerodrome safeguarding perspective and conflicts with
safeguarding criteria.

We therefore object to the development on the following grounds:

Instrument Flight Procedure (IFP) Assessment

No turbine tower of any turbine may be erected, unless and until such time as the Scottish Ministers receive
confirmation from the Airport Operator in writing that: (a) an IFP Assessment has demonstrated that an IFP
Scheme is not required; or (b) if an IFP Scheme is required such a scheme has been approved by the Airport
Operator; and (c) if an IFP Scheme is required the Civil Aviation Authority has evidenced its approval to the
Airport Operator of the IFP Scheme (if such approval is required); and (d) if an IFP Scheme is required the
scheme is accepted by NATS AIS for implementation through the AIRAC Cycle (or any successor publication)
(where applicable) and is available for use by aircraft.

Reason: In the interests of aviation safety.
Definitions:

“IFP Scheme" means a scheme to address the potential impact of the turbines on the instrument flight
procedures of Edinburgh Airport.

“IFP Assessment" means a safeguarding assessment against current and any possible future IFPs. This
assessment must be undertaken by a UK CAA Approved Procedure Design Organisation (APDO).

Further information on IFP Safeguarding and a quote for this assessment can be obtained by contacting
safeguarding@edinburghairport.com.
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From: Brian Davidson

To: Ross Mccleary

Cc: Willie Yeomans (William.Yeomans@glasgow.ac.uk)

Subject: RE: Request for Scoping Opinion Hagshaw Hill 111 Wind Farm
Date: 13 August 2025 07:04:16

Attachments: image001.png

Dear Ross,

Thank you for your correspondence concerning the proposed Hagshaw Hill windfarm near
Douglas.

Fisheries Management Scotland (FMS) represents the network of Scottish District Salmon Fishery
Boards (DSFBs) including the River Tweed Commission (RTC), who have a statutory responsibility
to protect and improve salmon and sea trout fisheries and the rivers and fisheries trusts who
provide a research, educational and monitoring role for all freshwater fish.

FMS act as a convenient central point for Scottish Government and developers to seek views on
local developments. However, as we do not have the appropriate local knowledge, or the
technical expertise to respond to specific projects, we are only able to provide a general
response with regard to the potential risk of such developments to fish, their habitats and any
dependent fisheries. Accordingly, our remit is confined mainly to alerting the relevant local
DSFB/Trust to any proposal.

The proposed development falls within the catchment relating to the Clyde River Foundation. It
is important that the proposals are conducted in full consultation with the Foundation (see link
to FMS member DSFBs and Trusts below). We have also copied this response to this
organisation.

Due to the potential for such developments to impact on migratory fish species and the fisheries
they support, FMS have developed, in conjunction with Marine Scotland Science, advice for
DSFBs and Trusts in dealing with planning applications. We would strongly recommend that
these guidelines are fully considered throughout the planning, construction and monitoring
phases of the proposed development.

. LINK TO ADVICE ON TERRESTRIAL WINDFARMS
] LINKTO FEMS MEMBER NETWORK CONTACT DETAILS

Kind regards,

Brian

Brian Davidson | Director of Operations
Fisheries Management Scotland

11 Rutland Square, Edinburgh, EH1 2AS
Tel: 0131 221 6567 | 075844 84602
www.fms.scot


mailto:brian@fms.scot
mailto:Ross.Mccleary@gov.scot
mailto:william.yeomans@glasgow.ac.uk
http://fms.scot/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/170412-Guidance-Terrestrial-windfarms.pdf
https://fms.scot/about-us-2/our-members/dsfb-trust-map/
http://www.fms.scot/
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Katie Butchart

From: lan Hutchinson <ihutchinson@glasgowprestwick.com>

Sent: 23 July 2025 13:50

To: Ross Mccleary; Econsents Admin

Cc: Safeguarding

Subject: RE: External - Request for Scoping Opinion Hagshaw Hill Ill Wind Farm
Hi Ross,

On behalf of Glasgow Prestwick Airport, | have reviewed the scoping documentation available on the ECU
Portal for the proposed Hagshaw Hill lll Wind Farm (ECU00006224).

The proposed development is terrain shielded from the primary surveillance radar at GPA and is well clear of
all Instrument Flight Procedures and their associated protected levels. Consequently, we would have no
objection to make at this stage. However, if the tip heights of 200m were to be increased as part of the full
Section 36 application, we would request to be re-consulted.

Kind regards,

lan

=
T:
M:
Glasgow Prestwick Airport Ltd.
Aviation House @glasgowprestwick.com
Prestwick www.glasgowprestwick.com
KA9 2PL
Scotland

United Kingdom
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Katie Butchart

From: Joint Radio Company <wftracker@jrc.co.uk>

Sent: 30 July 2025 09:56

To: Ross Mccleary

Cc: Econsents Admin; windspen@jrc.co.uk

Subject: Re: Hagshaw Hill Il Wind Farm - Request for Scoping Opinion

If any details of this proposal change, particularly the disposition or scale of any
turbine(s), this clearance will be void and re-evaluation of the proposal will be
necessary.

Dear Ross
Planning Ref: ECU00006224
Name/Location: Hagshaw Hill 11l Wind Farm

Turbine(s) at NGR:

Turbine Easting Northing
T 280952 631310
T2 281330 630968
T3 281362 630473
T4 280704 630547
5 280783 630132
T6 281083 629886
17 280337 629619
T8 279818 629232

Hub Height: 118.5m
Rotor Radius: 81.5m

This proposal is cleared - subject to *100m* Micrositing - with respect to radio link infrastructure
operated by the local energy networks.

JRC analyses proposals for wind farms on behalf of the UK Fuel & Power Industry. This is to assess their
potential to interfere with radio systems operated by utility companies in support of their regulatory
operational requirements.

In the case of this proposed wind energy development, JRC does not foresee any potential problems based
on known interference scenarios and the data you have provided. However, if any details of the wind farm
change, particularly the disposition or scale of any turbine(s), it will be necessary to re-evaluate the
proposal.

In making this judgement, JRC has used its best endeavours with the available data, although we recognise
that there may be effects which are as yet unknown or inadequately predicted. JRC cannot therefore be
held liable if subsequently problems arise that we have not predicted.

It should be noted that this clearance pertains only to the date of its issue. As the use of the spectrum is

1
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dynamic, the use of the band is changing on an ongoing basis and consequently, developers are advised to
seek re-coordination prior to considering any design changes.

Regards
Wind Farm Team

Friars House
Manor House Drive
Coventry CV1 2TE
United Kingdom

Office: 02476 932 185

JRC Ltd. is a Joint Venture between the Energy Networks Association (on behalf of the UK Energy
Industries) and National Grid.

Registered in England & Wales: 2990041

About The JRC | Joint Radio Company | JRC

We maintain your personal contact details and are compliant with the Data Protection Act 2018 (DPA
2018) for the purpose of ‘Legitimate Interest’ for communication with you. If you would like to be
removed, please contact anita.lad@jrc.co.uk.

- clicking on Search tab; then,
- clicking on Simple Search tab; then,
- typing Hagshaw Hill 1ll Wind Farm into Search by Project Name box then clicking on Go;

2
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Hagshaw Hill III
Scoping Report Response :From David McLatchie Chairman Muirkirk Community Council

4.8

5.9

6.8

7.8

9.8

Do you agree with the proposed Study Areas? Yes I think it is satisfactory

Do you agree with the proposed viewpoint locations? Yes

Do you agree with the matters to be scoped out? Yes

Do you agree that the proposed scope of the assessment is appropriate? Yes

Are there any other wind farms or other relevant developments you are aware of within the
20 km study area to be included the cumulative assessment. No

Do consultees agree that, subject to further information coming from the field surveys and
desk study, the scope of IEFs to be included in the assessment is appropriate? Yes
Do consultees agree that the suite of field surveys conducted in 2022 and 2024 and
planned/underway for 2025 together with a desk study is sufficient to inform a robust impact
assessment? Yes

Do consultees agree that the methodology and scope of assessment is appropriate? Yes

Are there any other relevant consultees who should be consulted, or other sources of
information that should be considered? Not aware of any

Do consultees agree with the proposed study areas to be adopted for the purposes of

assessment? Yes

Do consultees agree that the scope of baseline studies is appropriate and proportionate to
the nature of the Proposed Development? Yes

Are consultees aware of any additional and relevant ornithological datasets that should be

consulted to inform baseline conditions? No

Do consultees agree with the impacts and features scoped out of assessment at this time? Yes
Do consultees consider there should be any specific ornithological features that should

be scoped-into assessment? No

Do you accept the proposed assessment methods and study area? Yes

Given the size and generating capacity of the Proposed Development, we consider that the
upper (40 dBLA90,10min) fixed minimum daytime ETSU-R-97 noise should apply, do you
agree? Yes

Please confirm that the 43 dBLLA90,10 min fixed minimum ETSU-R-97 noise limit will
apply during the night-time period?

Do you agree that the scope of the proposed assessment is appropriate? Yes

Do you agree that the proposed study areas are appropriate? Yes

Do you agree that the proposed assessment methodology is appropriate? Yes

Do you agree with the main potential setting impacts identified? Yes

Do you agree with the matters to ‘scoped-in’ and scoped-out’? Yes

Are you satisfied with the locations and types of visualisations proposed? Yes

Are there any other locations for which consultees recommend visualisations be considered?
None that [ am aware

Do the consultees agree that the effects described in Section 9.7 can be scoped out? Yes

It is not proposed to prepare a detailed drainage design as part of the application. Measures
that would be used to control the rate and quality of run-off will be specified in the
EIAReport and further details of drainage can be provide through planning condition as
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necessary. Do the consultees agree? Yes
« It is proposed that data validation of existing Phase I peat surveys as well as additional
Phase I survey where there is no coverage will be carried out by experienced surveyors. If the
results of this confirm the site to be predominantly underlain by peaty soils (depths <0.5 m)
do the consultees agree that detailed Phase II peat depth survey may be scoped out of
assessment depending on design? Yes It is proposed that existing Phase I data will still inform
design and peat depths >0.5 m will be avoided through design iteration where practicable.

10.8
* Can you please advise of any specific developments that should be considered as part of the
cumulative assessment? None that [ am aware
» Can you please advise of any upcoming changes you are aware of to the transport network
surrounding the Proposed Development? None that I am aware
» Can you please advise of any comments you may have on the suggested scope? None

* Do the consultees agree with the approach of scoping socio-economics and tourism out of
the EIA and into a stand-alone report to better address the socio-economics requirements of
NPF4? Yes

* Do the consultees agree that the scope of the proposed socio-economic appraisal is
appropriate? Yes

» Are there specific socio-economic effects that should be considered in the stand-alone
report? None that I am aware

* Is the extent of envisaged assessment considered appropriate? Yes

» Is it agreed that aviation and radar can be scoped out of the EIA process and reported as a
technical appendix to the Proposed Development description chapter? Yes

» Is there any other aviation stakeholder that could/should be consulted? None

* Do you agree with the Study Area and methodology for shadow flicker assessment? Yes
» Is it agreed that shadow flicker can be scoped out of the EIA process and reported as a
technical appendix to the Proposed Development description chapter? Yes
14.7
* Do you agree with the decision to scope out glint and glare from the EIA? Yes
15.6
* Do you agree with the decision to scope out telecommunications from the EIA? Yes
16.5
* Do you agree with the above methodology for assessing carbon emissions and savings as a
result of the Proposed Development? Yes
17.2
* Do you agree with the decision to scope out air quality from the EIA? Yes
18.2
* Do you agree with the decision to scope out major accidents and disasters from the EIA?
Yes

In Summary The Scoping Report is comprehensive and is a good foundation for the Project
and addresses all the major issues.
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From: NATS Safeguarding
To: Ross Mccleary
Cc: Econsents Admin
Subject: RE: Request for Scoping Opinion Hagshaw Hill 111 Wind Farm [SG39809]
Date: 15 September 2025 12:05:57
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png

image010.png

image011.png

image012.png

image013.png

image014.png

image015.png

image017.png

image018.png

image019.png

image020.png

Our Ref: SG39809

Dear Sir/Madam

We refer to the application above. The proposed development has been examined by our technical
safeguarding teams and conflicts with our safeguarding criteria.

Accordingly, NATS (En Route) plc objects to the proposal. The reasons for NATS's objection are
outlined in the attached report TOPA SG39809.

We would like to take this opportunity to draw your attention to the legal obligation of local authorities
to consult NATS before granting planning permission. The obligation to consult arises in respect of
certain applications that would affect a technical site operated by or on behalf of NATS (such sites
being identified by safeguarding plans that are issued to local planning authorities).

In the event that any recommendations made by NATS are not accepted, local authorities are obliged
to follow the relevant directions within Planning Circular 2 2003 - Scottish Planning Series: Town and
Country Planning (Safeguarded Aerodromes, Technical Sites and Military Explosives Storage Areas)
(Scotland) Direction 2003 or Annex 1 - The Town And Country Planning (Safeguarded Aerodromes,
Technical Sites And Military Explosives Storage Areas) Direction 2002.

These directions require that the planning authority notify both NATS and the Civil Aviation Authority
("CAA") of their intention. As this further notification is intended to allow the CAA to consider whether
further scrutiny is required, the notification should be provided prior to any granting of permission.

It should also be noted that the failure to consult NATS, or to take into account NATS's comments
when determining a planning application, could cause serious safety risks for air traffic.

Should you have any queries, please contact us using the details below.

Yours faithfully

NATS

NATS Safeguarding

E: natssafeguarding@nats.co.uk
4000 Parkway, Whiteley,
Fareham, Hants PO15 7FL
www.nats.co.uk



mailto:NATSSafeguarding@nats.co.uk
mailto:Ross.Mccleary@gov.scot
mailto:Econsents_Admin@gov.scot
mailto:natssafeguarding@nats.co.uk
http://www.nats.co.uk/
https://en-gb.facebook.com/NATSAero/
https://twitter.com/nats?lang=en
https://www.linkedin.com/company-beta/8543?pathWildcard=8543
https://www.instagram.com/natsaero/?hl=en
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NATS Internal

From: NATS Safeguarding <NATSSafeguarding@nats.co.uk>

Sent: 05 August 2025 15:28

To: Ross.Mccleary@gov.scot

Cc: NATS Safeguarding <NATSSafeguarding@nats.co.uk>

Subject: RE: Request for Scoping Opinion Hagshaw Hill Ill Wind Farm

We refer to the application above. The proposed development has been examined by our
technical safeguarding teams. In the timeframe given to us we have been unable to
thoroughly investigate the effects of the proposed development on our Operations,
however, the relevant teams are being consulted.

Based on our preliminary technical findings, the proposed development does conflict with
our safeguarding criteria. Accordingly, NATS (En Route) plc objects to the proposal. We
will notify you within 4-6 weeks of the results of our operational assessment. Only if this
assessment shows the impact to be acceptable will we be able to withdraw our
objection.

We would like to take this opportunity to draw your attention to the legal obligation of
local authorities to consult NATS before granting planning permission for a wind farm

The obligation to consult arises in respect of certain applications that would affect a
technical site operated by or on behalf of NATS (such sites being identified by
safeguarding plans that are issued to local planning authorities).

In the event that any recommendations made by NATS are not accepted, local authorities
are further obliged to notify both NATS and the Civil Aviation Authority (?CAA?) of that
fact (which may lead to the decision made being subject to review whether by the CAA
referring the matter for further scrutiny or by appropriate action being taken in the
courts).

As this further notification is intended to allow the CAA sufficient time to consider
whether further scrutiny is required, we understand that the notification should be
provided prior to any granting of permission. You should be aware that a failure to consult
NATS, or to take into account NATS?s comments when deciding whether to approve a
planning application, could cause serious safety risks for air traffic.

If you have any queries regarding this matter you can contact us using the details as
below.

Yours faithfully

NATS

NATS Safeguarding

D: 01489 444687
E: NATSSafequarding@nats.co.uk

4000 Parkway, Whiteley,


mailto:NATSSafeguarding@nats.co.uk
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Fareham, Hants PO15 7FL
www.nats.co.uk

NATS Internal


http://www.nats.co.uk/
https://en-gb.facebook.com/NATSAero/
https://twitter.com/nats?lang=en
https://www.linkedin.com/company-beta/8543?pathWildcard=8543
https://www.instagram.com/natsaero/?hl=en

Our Ref: 25/00912/ECU

Your Ref:

Contact: Edward McLennaghan

Tel: 01236 632487

E-mail: Planningenquiry@northlan.gov.uk Enterpri An mmuniti

Date: 2 September 2025 terprise d Co unities
Lorna Bowden
Planning And Place Manager
Ground Floor Civic Centre

The Scottish Government Motherwell ML1 1AB

Dear Sir/Madam,

EIA Scoping Opinion: 25/00912/ECU

Proposal: Scoping Opinion Request for Proposed Section 36 Application — Erection of 8 Turbines
with a Maximum Height to Blade Tip of 200m, Approximately 30 megawatts (MW) of Solar
Photovoltaic (PV) Energy Generation, and Approximately 50 MW of Long Duration Electricity
Storage (LDES), and associated infrastructure. (Scottish Government Consultation -
Neighbouring Authority)

Address: Located 1.8Km west of Douglas and 3.1Km South of Coalburn within the South
Lanarkshire Local Authority Area.

This response is issued by North Lanarkshire Council in relation to the Environmental Impact Assessment
(EIA) Scoping Request submitted by 3R Energy Solutions Ltd (3R Energy) on behalf of Hagshaw Hill 3
Ltd to the Energy Consents Unit (ECU) for permission to construct and operate the Hagshaw Hill Ill
Energy Project.

North Lanarkshire Council has reviewed the Hagshaw Hill [l EIA Scoping Report and confirms that based
on the nature and scale of the proposed development and its distance to North Lanarkshire, this authority
has no comments to make at this time.

Yours faithfully,
Pp EMcL

Lorna Bowden
Planning And Place Manager



A6B3

Ross McCleary

Case Officer

Energy Consents Unit

The Scottish Government

Sent by email to: Econsents Admin@gov.scot

2nd September 2025
Dear Ross,
ELECTRICITY ACT 1989

THE ELECTRICITY WORKS (ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT)
(SCOTLAND) REGULATIONS 2017

REQUEST FOR SCOPING OPINION FOR PROPOSED SECTION 36 APPLICATION
FOR Hagshaw Hill 11l Wind Farm

Many thanks for consulting RSPB Scotland on the Request for Scoping Opinion for
Hagshaw Hill 1l Wind Farm (ECU00006224), and for allowing us additional time to
consider this proposal. We have made the following comments in response to the
questions set out in the Scoping Report.

Section 6 = Ornithology

Q1 - Do consultees agree with the proposed study areas to be adopted for the purposes
of assessment?

NatureScot guidance states that the area of flight activity survey should encompass the
maximum extent of the proposed turbine layouts plus a 500m buffer! over a minimum of
two years to account for variation. However, Figure 6.1 confirms that turbines 1 and 2
were not visible during VP surveys in 2022. As these turbines plus their buffers were not
visible during surveys, it is likely that any birds overflying this area may have been missed
and therefore the collision risk data for this site should be considered to represent the
minimum possible impact on bird populations, rather than an accurate assessment. This
guidance also states that the main breeding bird surveys should extend “at least 500m
from the development/planning application boundary”. However, Figure 6.1 shows that
the 500m buffer for upland bird surveys was applied around the turbine layout, rather
than the application boundary, and therefore it is likely that some birds were missed

1 NatureScot (2025) Recommended bird survey methods to inform impact assessment of onshore wind farms
https://www.nature.scot/doc/recommended-bird-survey-methods-inform-impact-assessment-onshore-windfarms

RSPB South Scotland Tel: 01556 670 464

Dumfries & Galloway Office ® @RSPBDumfriesandGalloway
The Old School, Crossmichael @ @RSPBDandG

Castle Douglas, Kirkcudbrightshire rspb.org.uk/Scotland

DG7 3AP


mailto:Econsents_Admin@gov.scot
https://www.nature.scot/doc/recommended-bird-survey-methods-inform-impact-assessment-onshore-windfarms
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during these surveys. Due to this reduced survey area, any impacts arising from the
Proposed Development should therefore be considered to represent the minimum
possible impact on populations, rather than an accurate assessment.

Q2 - Do consultees agree that the scope of baseline studies is appropriate and
proportionate to the nature of the Proposed Development?

As stated in section 6.2.2 of the Scoping Report, only one breeding season of surveys
has been carried out for the Proposed Development, and the majority of the ornithological
survey data included in Appendix 6.1 which has been used to form the baseline for the
assessment is now more than five years old and is therefore considered to be out of date
according to NatureScot guidance!. As no other surveys have been carried out or are
planned to be carried out, we do not consider that the baseline ornithology data will be
sufficient to accurately determine the impacts of the Proposed Development on
ornithological species.

Q3 - Are consultees aware of any additional and relevant ornithological datasets that
should be consulted to inform baseline conditions?

In addition to those listed in section 6.2.8 of the Scoping Report, we recommend that the
Applicant contacts other wind farm developments within the area to obtain their
ornithological records, not just those within the Hagshaw Energy Cluster. The BTO may
also have relevant data for this area, along with local biological records centres such as
SWEIC, and should therefore be consulted to inform baseline conditions.

Q4 - Do consultees agree with the impacts and features scoped out of assessment at this
time?

Section 6.7.4 of the Scoping Report states that species not included on the BoCC? red-
list will be scoped out of further assessment. The BTO Wader Map? confirms that this area
is of high or very high importance for several breeding wader species, many of which are
amber-listed on the BoCC due to ongoing population declines. Due to the recognised
national status of amber-listed species, we disagree with the statement in section 6.7.4
that significant impacts on these species would be “unlikely”. Therefore, we strongly
recommend that all BoCC amber-listed species recorded on site are scoped in
for further assessment at EIA to allow for an accurate assessment of impacts.

The Muirkirk and North Lowther Uplands SPA is less than 3km from the boundary of the
Proposed Development. Although this is outwith the core range for breeding Hen Harrier,
a designated feature of the SPA, it is well within the maximum range of 10km#. Therefore,
we consider that there is potential connectivity with this SPA and disagree with the
decision in section 6.7.5 to scope out impacts on the SPA and component SSSlIs. We
recommend that sufficient information is provided within the EIA to allow an
Appropriate Assessment of the potential impacts of the Proposed Development
on the qualifying features of the designated site, in line with the Habitat
Regulation Appraisal process. We note the statement in section 6.7.8 that the detailed

2 Stanbury et al (2021) The status of our bird populations: the fifth Birds of Conservation Concern in the United
Kingdom, Channel Islands and Isle of Man and second IUCN Red List assessment of extinction risk for Great Britain.
3 https://app.bto.org/wader-map/

4 NatureScot (2016) Assessing Connectivity with Special Protection Areas (SPAs)
https://www.nature.scot/doc/assessing-connectivity-special-protection-areas
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assessment is likely to be restricted to breeding upland waders and Black Grouse, but we
do not believe that sufficient information has been provided to lead to this conclusion at
this early stage, and recommend that breeding and wintering raptors and species
vulnerable to turbine collisions are scoped in for assessment at EIA.

Q5 - Do consultees consider there should be any specific ornithological features that
should be scoped-into assessment?

uUntil the ornithological survey results are made available at EIA, it is not possible to
give any specific recommendations. Therefore, see our response to question 4 above.

Other Comments

It would appear that the Proposed Development site overlaps with the Habitat
Management Plan (HMP) area for Douglas West Wind Farm, and potentially for other wind
farms within the Hagshaw Cluster. We recommend that this potential conflict is clearly
illustrated and addressed as part of the EIA.

Section 6.5 of the Scoping Report appears to conflate the issues of human disturbance
with those of displacement due to development. These are two separate issues, and their
impacts on ornithology should be assessed separately for both construction and
operational phases.

We hope that our comments are useful. If you have any questions or would like to discuss
our comments further, please don’t hesitate to get in touch.

Yours Sincerely,

REDACTED

Sarah West
Conservation Officer
sarah.west@rspb.org.uk
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From: Shearer, Scott
To: archaeology; Econsents Admin; Landscape Consultations; Roads Planning Service; PLACE Environmental

Health; Flood Risk & Emergency Planning Mailbox; PLACE Environmental Health; Gray. Susan

Cc: Eotheringham, Barry
Subject: [OFFICIAL] 25/00981/SCO - Hagshaw Hill 111 Wind Farm

Date: 05 August 2025 13:13:12

Afternoon all,

You will have received a consultation for this proposed development following a Scoping Request
from the Energy Consents Unit. Having looked at this on my return from leave, at its nearest
point the proposal is located in excess of 11km outwith the Scottish Borders (with the area
identified for the turbines at even greater distance approx 13km), to the west of Douglas in
South Lanarkshire. The development would relate to the established Hagshaw Wind Farm but
given its significant distance to our administrative area, the development will not affect us. | have
issued a response of ‘No Comment’ therefore | am sure you will be pleased that you can close
this request off allowing us to focus on the many wind farms etc closer to home.

| trust that this is of assistance.
Kind regards,
Scott

Scott Shearer

Principal Planning Officer (Local Review and Major Development)
Planning Housing and Related Services

Scottish Borders Council

tel: 01835 826732

e-mail: sshearer@scotborders.gov.uk

How are you playing #yourpart to help us keep the Borders thriving?

Fhhhhkhkhkhkhkkhkhhrrhhkhkhkhkhkhhrrrrhhkhkhkhhhirrhhhkhkhhhihirrrhhkhhhhiirrhhikhkhhhiiiix

This email and any files transmitted with it are privileged, confidential and subject to
copyright. Any unauthorised use or disclosure of any part of this email is prohibited. If you
are not the intended recipient please inform the sender immediately; you should then delete
the email and remove any copies from your system. The views or opinions expressed in
this communication may not necessarily be those of Scottish Borders Council. Please be
advised that Scottish Borders Council's incoming and outgoing email is subject to regular
monitoring and any email may require to be disclosed by the Council under the provisions
of the Freedom of Information (Scotland) Act 2002 .
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This email and any files transmitted with it are privileged, confidential and subject to
copyright. Any unauthorised use or disclosure of any part of this email is prohibited. If you
are not the intended recipient please inform the sender immediately; you should then delete
the email and remove any copies from your system. The views or opinions expressed in
this communication may not necessarily be those of Scottish Borders Council. Please be
advised that Scottish Borders Council's incoming and outgoing email is subject to regular
monitoring and any email may require to be disclosed by the Council under the provisions
of the Freedom of Information (Scotland) Act 2002 .
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Friday, 01 August 2025

Development Operations

L The Bridge
ocal Planner . Buchanan Gate Business Park
Energy Consents Unit Cumbernauld Road
5 Atlantic Quay Stepps

Glasgow
Glasgow G33 678
G2 8LU

Development Operations

Freephone Number - 0800 3890379

E-Mail - DevelopmentOperations@scottishwater.co.uk
www.scottishwater.co.uk

Dear Customer,

Hagshaw Hill lll Wind Farm, Glespin, South Lanarkshire, ML11 0SJ

Planning Ref: ECU00006224

Our Ref: DSCAS-0137578-STZ

Proposal: The Proposed Development is expected to comprise around eight
wind turbines with a maximum blade tip height of 200 metres (m),
approximately 30 megawatts (MW) of solar photovoltaic (PV) energy
generation, and an approximately 50 MW of Long Duration Electricity Storage
(LDES), and associated infrastructure. The total generating capacity is
expected to be approximately 138 MW.

Please quote our reference in all future correspondence
Audit of Proposal

Scottish Water has no objection to this proposal. Please read the following carefully as there
may be further action required. Scottish Water would advise the following:

Drinking Water Protected Areas
A review of our records indicates that there are no Scottish Water drinking water catchments

or water abstraction sources, which are designated as Drinking Water Protected Areas under
the Water Framework Directive, in the area that may be affected by the proposed activity.

Asset Impact Assessment

Scottish Water records indicate that there is live infrastructure in the proximity of your
development area that may impact on existing Scottish Water assets.

The applicant must identify any potential conflicts with Scottish Water assets and contact our
Asset Impact Team via our Customer Portal for an appraisal of the proposals.

SW Internal
General


https://www.scottishwater.co.uk/business-and-developers/development-services
mailto:DevelopmentOperations@scottishwater.co.uk
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The applicant should be aware that any conflict with assets identified will be subject to
restrictions on proximity of construction. Please note the disclaimer at the end of this
response.

Written permission must be obtained before any works are started within the area of our
apparatus

Surface Water

For reasons of sustainability and to protect our customers from potential future sewer
flooding, Scottish Water will not accept any surface water connections into our combined
sewer system.

There may be limited exceptional circumstances where we would allow such a connection
for brownfield sites only, however this will require significant justification from the customer
taking account of various factors including legal, physical, and technical challenges.

In order to avoid costs and delays where a surface water discharge to our combined sewer
system is anticipated, the developer should refer to our guides which can be found at
https://www.scottishwater.co.uk/Help-and-Resources/Document-Hub/Business-and-
Developers/Connecting-to-Our-Network which detail our policy and processes to support the
application process, evidence to support the intended drainage plan should be submitted at
the technical application stage where we will assess this evidence in a robust manner and
provide a decision that reflects the best option from environmental and customer
perspectives.

Next Steps:

All developments that propose a connection to the public water or waste water infrastructure
are required to submit a Pre-Development Enquiry (PDE) Form via our Customer Portal prior
to any formal technical application being submitted, allowing us to fully appraise the
proposals

| trust the above is acceptable however if you require any further information regarding this
matter please contact me on 0800 389 0379 or via the e-mail address below or at
planningconsultations@scottishwater.co.uk.

Yours sincerely,

Ruth Kerr
Development Services Analyst
PlanningConsultations@scottishwater.co.uk

Scottish Water Disclaimer:
“It is important to note that the information on any such plan provided on Scottish Water’s

infrastructure, is for indicative purposes only and its accuracy cannot be relied upon. When the
exact location and the nature of the infrastructure on the plan is a material requirement then you

SW Internal
General
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should undertake an appropriate site investigation to confirm its actual position in the ground and
to determine if it is suitable for its intended purpose. By using the plan you agree that Scottish
Water will not be liable for any loss, damage or costs caused by relying upon it or from carrying
out any such site investigation.”

Supplementary Guidance

SW Internal
General

e Scottish Water asset plans can be obtained from our appointed asset plan
providers:

Site Investigation Services (UK) Ltd
Tel: 0333 123 1223

Email: sw@sisplan.co.uk
www.sisplan.co.uk

e Scottish Water’s current minimum level of service for water pressure is 1.0
bar or 10m head at the customer’s boundary internal outlet. Any property which
cannot be adequately serviced from the available pressure may require private
pumping arrangements to be installed, subject to compliance with Water
Byelaws. If the developer wishes to enquire about Scottish Water’s procedure for
checking the water pressure in the area, then they should write to the
Development Operations department at the above address.

e If a connection to the public sewer and/or water main requires to be laid
through land out-with public ownership, the developer must provide evidence of
formal approval from the affected landowner(s) by way of a deed of servitude.

e Scottish Water may only vest new water or waste water infrastructure which is
to be laid through land out with public ownership where a Deed of Servitude has
been obtained in our favour by the developer.

e The developer should also be aware that Scottish Water requires land title to
the area of land where a pumping station and/or a Sustainable Drainage System
(SUDS) proposed to vest in Scottish Water is constructed.

¢ Please find information on how to submit application to Scottish Water at our
Customer Portal.


mailto:sw@sisplan.co.uk
http://www.sisplan.co.uk/
https://www.scottishwater.co.uk/business-and-developers/development-services
https://www.scottishwater.co.uk/business-and-developers/development-services

Upholding public access

Ross.Mccleary@gov.scot

Ross McCleary

Case Officer

Energy Consents Unit

Energy Infrastructure

Directorate for Energy and Climate Change
The Scottish Government

4th Floor, 5 Atlantic Quay

150 Broomielaw

Glasgow

G2 8LU

Dear Mr McCleary

ELECTRICITY ACT 1989

A7l

Our Ref: 12723
11 September 2025

THE ELECTRICITY WORKS (ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT) (SCOTLAND)

REGULATIONS 2017 — REGULATION 12

ECU ref: ECU00006224

Proposal: Scoping Opinion Request for proposed S.36 Application for Hagshaw Hill I
Wind Farm, comprising up to 8 Wind Turbines of 200 metres Maximum Blade
Tip Height, 30 megawatts (MW) of Solar Photovoltaic (PV) Energy Generation,
approximately 50 MW of Long Duration Electricity Storage (LDES), and
associated infrastructure, with an Estimated Total Generating Capacity of

138MW.

Site: Approximately 1.5km north of Glespin, 1.8km west of Douglas and 3.1 km south
of Coalburn, within the planning authority area of South Lanarkshire Council

Thank you for your email of 23 July 2025, seeking comments on the Scoping Report (the Report)
prepared by SLR Consulting Limited, on behalf of Hagshaw Hill 3 Ltd, as a precursor to a S.36
application for the above, proposed development. We thank you for extending the original response

deadline, to allow us time to submit our comments.

ScotWays Recorded Routes

The national Catalogue of Rights of Way (CROW) was created by ScotWays in the early 1990s with
the assistance of Scottish Natural Heritage (now NatureScot) and local authorities, and is an

The Scottish Rights of Way and Access Society, 24 Annandale Street, Edinburgh EH7 4AN (Registered Office)

0131 558 1222 info@scotways.com

www.scotways.com

ScotWays is a registered trade mark of the Scottish Rights of Way and Access Society, a company limited by guarantee.

Registered Company Number: SC024243. Scottish Charity Number: SC015460.
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amalgamation of rights of way information from a number of different sources. Mapped at 1:50,000
scale, CROW does not include all rights of way: many of these are known only to local people and
come to ScotWays’ notice only when a problem arises.

CROW is updated on an ongoing basis to take account of new information as it comes to ScotWays’
attention.

The enclosed map shows that rights of way SL103, coincident with South Lanarkshire aspirational
Core Path (CP) CL/5733, SL117, coincident with CP CL/5735 Wallace’'s Cave, and SL122,
coincident with CPs CL/3344 and CL/3345, as recorded in CROW, all cross or bound the proposed
site (the Site), as shown on Figures 1.1 — Site Location and 2.1 — Indicative Proposed Development
Layout.

In searching our records at this scoping stage, we have focussed solely on the immediate area of
the proposed application. If required by the applicant to inform its Environmental Impact Assessment
Report (EIAR), maps of a wider search area are available from the Society, alongside a more detailed
response.

Other Access to Land

You should be aware that other forms of public access to land may affect the Site. More detail about
these other types of access is set out in the enclosed Catalogue of Rights of Way Guidance Notes.

In addition to the ScotWays recorded access routes referred to above that cross or bound the Site,
CP CL/3457 Douglas West — Hagshaw Hill passes south-east to north-west through the northern
part of the main body of the site, from the adjacent Outdoor Centre. Furthermore, the enclosed maps
show there is a concentration of other recorded routes (numerous rights of way, a Heritage Path
(HP) ‘Roberton Drove Road’ and 2 Scottish Hill Tracks) and CPs to the north and east of the Site.
The starting point of the River Ayr Way, one of Scotland’s designated Great Trails, lies approximately
5km south-south-west of the centre of the Site. These routes are likely to be used by recreational
walkers, cyclists and equestrians, and the applicant should be aware the right of access conferred
on the public by Section 1 of the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003 (LRSA) is exercisable over them,
as well as most, if not all, of the Site (see Comments below).

In that regard, we welcome the commitment in paragraphs 4.4.8 and 4.4.9 of the Report that the
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) of the Environmental Impact Assessment Report
(EIAR) will provide “a detailed consideration of the potential for effects to the visual amenity of
receptors in the landscape surrounding the site”, focussing on the “potential effects of the Proposed
Development on different receptor groups, comprising settlements, footpath users, recognised
tourist routes, long distance walking routes, cycle routes and centres for tourism.” However,
given that commitment, it is disappointing none of the proposed 18 LVIA viewpoint locations is
located on a recorded right of way or core path (see Access Route/User Amenity section below).
We expect the LVIA to fully assess the development’s impact on the above routes and, in particular,
the visual impact of the proposed turbines, photovoltaic arrays, LDES and sub-station on right of way
SL122/CPs CL/3344 and CL/3345 and CP CL/3457. Specifically, we would wish the LVIA to include
photomontage/s and wirelines illustrating those impacts, to enable us to strike an informed view on
the merits of the development from a public access amenity perspective.
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Proximity of Wind Turbines to Public Access Routes

ScotWays understands there is limited guidance on the siting of wind turbines relative to established
paths and rights of way, so uses the following principle as the starting point when considering what
would constitute a reasonable safeguarding distance between proposed turbines and existing
access routes:

‘a minimum distance, equivalent to the height of the blade tip, from the edge of any public highway
(road or other public right of way) or railway line.”

We consider the above represents a reasonable principle to follow when seeking to site turbines
safely. ScotWays is likely to object to any proposed layout which does not apply the above principle,
including where a micro-siting allowance could lead to turbine encroachment upon a route because
it has been insufficiently buffered.

In that respect, we are pleased figure 2.1 — Indicative Proposed Development Layout shows the
proposed turbines being located well away from any recorded or obvious, defined routes. However,

the requested safeguarding distance should take account of any micro-siting allowance.

Impact on Existing Public Access Routes

Figure 2.1 — Indicative Proposed Development Layout suggests none of the physical elements of
the proposed development will have a direct impact on the aforementioned, recorded access routes
within the Site, by means of their obstruction or encroachment, during the operational phase.
However, 1 of the solar search areas, the proposed LDES and sub-station bound right of way SL122/
CPs CL/3344 and CL/3345, whilst another solar search area bounds CP CL/3457. Consequently,
these elements could directly impact on public use of the routes, particularly during the
development’s construction and decommissioning phases, albeit no definitive conclusion can be
drawn in that regard, at this stage in the process. During periods of high vehicular use of the
Hagshaw Energy Cluster access road from the M74, consideration should be given to erecting
signage warning of crossing vehicular traffic, notably HGVs, on either side of the sections of rights
of way SL117/CP CL/5735 and SL103/CL/5733 bisected by the road.

We would expect the developer to employ appropriate management measures to ensure continuity
of public access over the recorded routes within the Site, during the construction, operational and
decommissioning phases of the development. In particular, any gates or structures proposed for
erection or installation to manage legitimate, non-vehicular, public access or deer movement within
or through the Site should be designed to permit access by all user categories (pedestrians, cyclists
and equestrians).

Access Route/User Amenity

As well as direct impacts of development upon public access and specific routes, ScotWays is
concerned about its indirect impacts on recreational amenity, including the impact of wind farm
development on the character of the landscape traversed by access routes, the cultural heritage of
such routes and the experience and enjoyment of access users. Consequently, we expect the
applicant to take into account both access user amenity and landscape impacts in developing their
proposals for the Site.
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To that end, as stated above, we would expect the EIAR’s LVIA to provide representative wirelines
and/or photomontages, illustrating the impact of the proposed development on views from recorded
rights of way SL122/CPs CL/3344 and CL/3345 and CP CL/3457 within the Site, to enable us to
strike an informed view on the merits of the development from a public access perspective. Whilst
we have no objection to the 18 proposed viewpoint locations, we would also request the inclusion of
a viewpoint from the start of the River Ayr Way at Glenbuck Loch.

Potential for Consequential Public Access Improvements

We welcome the potential enhancement to managed public access within the Site and connections
into the wider public access network provided by the formation of new turbine access tracks, though
expect their type of construction and layout to be suitable for all legitimate, non-motorised access
takers.

Cumulative Impact

ScotWays welcomes the fact the applicant intends assessing the cumulative effects of the proposed
development on landscape character and visual amenity with other operational, under construction,
consented and ‘within the planning process’ wind farms within 20km radius of the Site, and other
operational, consented, under construction and ‘within the planning process’ solar farms and energy
storage schemes within 10 km of the Site, as stated in section 4.5 of the Report.

We are satisfied with the proposed scope of the LVIA and the list of proposed wind farms to be taken
into consideration in the said cumulative impact assessment. With regard to other solar farms, we
trust the cumulative assessment will take into consideration the Hagshaw Long Duration Electricity
Storage Scheme (ECU ref.: ECU00006107). The final list of windfarms, solar farms and energy
storage schemes to be assessed should be agreed with statutory consultees, notably NatureScot
and South Lanarkshire Council.

However, we wish to note at this stage in the process that we have wider concerns about the
concentration of wind farms and other renewable energy developments - operational, under
construction, consented and ‘in the planning process’ - within 20km of the Site and the impact they
are exerting, and will exert, on the character of the landscape, through which various access routes
pass, to the detriment of access takers’ amenity.

Comment

Section 3 of the LRSA imposes a duty on landowners to use and manage land responsibly, in a way
which respects public access rights. Under section 14 of the LRSA, access authorities have a
statutory duty “to assert, protect and keep open and free from obstruction or encroachment any
route, waterway or other means by which access rights may reasonably be exercised” and a similar
duty under Section 46 of the Countryside (Scotland) Act 1967, “to assert, protect, and keep open
and free from obstruction or encroachment any public right of way which is wholly or partly within
their area.” In addition, the applicant will be aware that access rights conferred on the public are a
material planning consideration.

Accordingly, we recommend the prospective developer seeks the input of South Lanarkshire
Council’s (the Council’s) Access Team to the preparation of an Access Management Plan (AMP) for
the proposed development. setting out how public access rights will be managed during construction,
operation and decommissioning of the proposed development, for submission in support of a S.36
application, should the development progress to that stage. NatureScot and Scottish Government
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Guidance on the preparation of AMPs recommends they should identify all rights of way, core paths
and other defined paths and tracks through the Site and take account of how the statutory right of
access currently affects the Site, showing any areas currently outwith or excluded from statutory
access rights under part 1 of the LRSA; and consider the range of users involved (which might
include walkers, cyclists, horse-riders). The AMP should set out the effect the proposed
development will have on the access resources identified, during its construction, operational and
decommissioning phases, including showing clearly (preferably in map form) any areas proposed
for exclusion from statutory access rights; all paths and tracks proposed for construction, for active
travel users; and any diversions of paths - temporary or permanent - proposed for the purposes of
the development. An AMP will serve to clarify those areas where access rights will be exercisable
and ensure continuity of public access through the site at all stages of the proposed development.

Having reviewed the relevant sections of the Report, we are generally content with the proposed
methodology to be employed in the EIAR, but find it deficient in certain aspects, as described above.
That being said, we are content with the majority of the proposed scope of the EIAR, subject to the
following provisos:

1. The Planning Statement detailing the planning policy context of the proposed development
should assess the development against all relevant provisions and policies of National
Planning Framework 4 (NPF4) - including Sustainable Transport Policy 13(b)(viii), which
the Report fails to mention, and states, “Development proposals will be supported where it
can be demonstrated that the transport requirements generated have been considered in
line with the sustainable travel and investment hierarchies and where appropriate they.......
adequately mitigate any impact on local public access routes.” — as well as all relevant
policies in the South Lanarkshire Local Development Plan and any associated planning
guidance;

2. The EIAR commits to ensuring any gates or other structures erected to manage legitimate,
non-vehicular, public access or deer movement within or through the Site will be designed
to permit access by all user categories (walkers, cyclists and equestrians);

3. As mentioned above, the EIAR’s LVIA provides representative wirelines or photomontages,
illustrating the impact of the proposed development on views from recorded rights of way
SL122/CPs CL/3344 and CL/3345 and CP CL/3457 within the Site, as well as from the start
of the River Ayr Way at Glenbuck Loch;

4. The EIAR commits to ensuring, so far as is reasonably practicable, that the aforementioned
rights of way and Core Paths together, with any other defined routes within the Site, are kept
open and free from obstruction or encroachment during all phases of the development -
construction, operational and decommissioning - to maintain public recreational access into
and through the Site;

5. The EIAR commits to ensuring that no turbines will be located within blade tip height of any
recorded right of way, core path or other defined access route within or adjacent to the Site,
even after any necessary micro-siting; and

6. The EIAR commits to providing appropriate warning signage on either side of the sections of
rights of way SL103/CP CL/5733 and SL117/CP CL/5735 bisected by the Hagshaw Cluster
Access Road.
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I hope the information and comments provided prove useful to both the Scottish Government and
the applicant. Please do not hesitate to contact us at info@scotways.com if you have any further

queries.

Yours sincerely
REDACTED

Neil Feggans MRTPI, MIPROW
Access Officer


mailto:info@scotways.com
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CROW Guidance Notes -
Windfarm Developments

Upholding public access

These notes explain what is shown on the map(s) provided with our comments and
provide information about the public right of access to land in Scotland. All maps are
provided on a 1:50,000 scale base.

What is the Catalogue of Rights of Way (CROW)?

CROW was created by ScotWays in the early 1990s with the help of Scottish Natural
Heritage (now NatureScot) and local authorities and is an amalgamation of rights of
way information from a number of different sources. Mapped at 1:50,000 scale, the
catalogue does not include all rights of way — many of these are known only to local
people and come to ScotWays’ notice only when a problem arises.

CROW is continually updated to take account of new information as it comes to
ScotWays’ attention.

What is a Recorded Right of Way?
Any right of way that we record in the Catalogue of Rights of Way.

Where any Recorded Rights of Way pass through or close to the wind farm application
site a map will be provided showing them.

What is an Other Route?

Any path that we record in the Catalogue of Rights of Way that does not appear to
meet the criteria to be a right of way.

Where any Other Routes pass through or close to the wind farm application site a map
will be provided showing them.

What is a Heritage Path?

A historic route that forms part of the transport heritage of Scotland. Such routes
reflect our cultural and social development and include drove roads, military roads,
Roman roads, pilgrim routes and trade routes.

These routes may or may not be rights of way, core paths or carry some other type of
designation.

Find out more about the Heritage Paths project at http://www.heritagepaths.co.uk

Where any Heritage Paths pass through or close to the wind farm application site a
map will be provided showing them.

What is a Scottish Hill Track?

First published in 1924, our book Scottish Hill Tracks is a record of the network of
paths, old roads and rights of way which criss-cross Scotland’s hill country, from the
Borders to Caithness.

The Scottish Rights of Way and Access Society, 24 Annandale Street, Edinburgh EH7 4AN (Registered Office)
0131 558 1222 info@scotways.com www.scotways.com

ScotWays is a registered trade mark of the Scottish Rights of Way and Access Society, a company limited by guarantee.
Registered Company Number: SC024243. Scottish Charity Number: SC015460.
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These publicised routes may or may not be rights of way, core paths or carry some
other type of designation.

Copies of our book Scottish Hill Tracks can be purchased from the ScotWays
webshop: https://www.scotways.com/shop

Where any Scottish Hill Tracks routes pass through or close to the wind farm
application site a map will be provided showing them.

Disclaimer

The routes shown on the CROW maps provided have been prepared from information
contained in the records of ScotWays, local authorities, judicial and other records. The
inclusion of a route in CROW is not in itself definitive of its legal status.

Other Public Access Information

You should be aware that other forms of public access to land may affect the wind
farm application site.

Unrecorded Rights of Way

Our records only show the rights of way that we are aware of. Scots law does not
require a right of way to be recorded in a specific document or register. Any route that
meets the following criteria will be a right of way. This could include any paths, tracks
or desire lines within your area of interest. A right of way:

1. Connects public places.

2. Has been used for at least 20 years.

3. Follows a more or less defined route.

4. Has been used by the public without judicial interruption or the landowner’s
permission.

Core Paths

The Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003 requires all access authorities to create a
system of routes within their area. These are known as core paths and are recorded
in the authority’s core paths plan. It is anticipated that applicants will have consulted
the relevant access authority’s core paths plan to check whether any core paths cross
or are close to the wind farm application site, and will also have consulted the
authority’s access team.

The General Right of Access

Irrespective of the presence or absence of rights of way and core paths, the land in
question may be subject to the access rights created by Section 1 of the Land Reform
(Scotland) Act 2003. Unless the land falls into one of the excluded categories in
Section 6 of this Act, the public has a right of access to the land, and land
owners/managers have a duty under the Act’'s Section 3 to consider this in any
decisions made about the use/management of the land.

Other Promoted Routes

There may be a promoted route running through or close to any wind farm application
site. Such routes will usually be clearly marked with signposts or waymarking and may
feature in guidebooks, leaflets, on local information boards and on websites. The two
main types of nationally promoted routes are:

Scotland’s Great Trails: https://www.scotlandsgreattrails.com
National Cycle Network: https://www.sustrans.org.uk/map-ncn
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Public and Private Roads

The Roads (Scotland) Act 1984 created the terms ‘public road’ and ‘private road’.
Public roads are those roads which are on the List of Public Roads and which,
importantly, the roads authority is required to manage and maintain. Private roads are
those roads which are not on the List of Public Roads and thus there is no duty on the
roads authority to manage or maintain them. There is a public right of passage over
these roads and the owner(s) of a private road may not restrict or prevent the public’s
right of passage over the road.

If required, the local roads authority should be contacted by the applicant for more
information on public and private roads that may cross or pass close to the application
site.

More Information on Outdoor Access Law

If you would like to know more about outdoor access law, visit our website
(https://scotways.com/outdoor-access/) or get a copy of our book “The ScotWays
Guide to the Law of Access to Land in Scotland” by Malcom M Combe
(https://www.scotways.com/shop).

Development and Planning Applications

When proposing to develop a site, it is advisable that the applicant reviews the current
amount and type of public access across it and presents this as an access
management plan as part of their application. This should include rights of way, core
paths, other paths and tracks, and take account of how the statutory right of access
currently affects the site.

The plan should then set out the effect that the proposed works, both during
construction and upon completion, would have on the patterns of public access
identified. Any good practice guidance associated with the proposed type of
development should be considered, e.g. for windfarms the NatureScot “Good Practice
during Wind Farm Construction, Part 8 Recreation and Access” and “Siting and
Designing Wind Farms in the Landscape”, and the policies contained within any local
statutory plans.

Depending upon the proposals, there may be specific legal processes that must be
followed to divert any paths or tracks whether temporarily or permanently. These will
be in addition to getting planning consent for the proposal. We recommend that
applicants contact the access team at the relevant access authority for advice in this
regard.



Heritage Paths
Heritage Paths

The routes shown on the map have been prepared from
information contained in the records of ScotWays, in
those of local authorities and in judicial and other
records. The representation of any particular route infers
no claim on the part of ScotWays as to its legal status.
Many are believed to be public rights of way but not all
rights of way are shown.

Rights of way © copyright ScotWays/SNH. All rights
reserved.

Scottish Hill Tracks and Heritage Paths information
© copyright ScotWays. All rights reserved.

Base map © Crown copyright and database rights 2019
Ordnance Survey AL 100011826. You are permitted to use
this data solely to enable you to respond to, or interact
with, the organisation that provided you with the data.

You are not permitted to copy, sub-licence, distribute or
sell any of this data to third parties in any form.

ScotWays, 24 Annandale Street, Edinburgh EH7 4AN
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Recorded Rights of Way
s Recorded Rights of Way

The routes shown on the map have been prepared from
information contained in the records of ScotWays, in those
of local authorities and in judicial and other records. The
representation of any particular route infers no claim on
the part of ScotWays as to its legal status. Many are
believed to be public rights of way but not all rights of way
are shown.

Rights of way © copyright ScotWays/SNH. All rights
reserved.

Scottish Hill Tracks and Heritage Paths information
© copyright ScotWays. All rights reserved.

Base map © Crown copyright and database rights 2019
Ordnance Survey AL 100011826. You are permitted to use
this data solely to enable you to respond to, or interact
with, the organisation that provided you with the data.

You are not permitted to copy, sub-licence, distribute or
sell any of this data to third parties in any form.

ScotWays, 24 Annandale Street, Edinburgh EH7 4AN
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Scottish Hill Tracks
Scottish Hill Tracks 6th Ed

The routes shown on the map have been prepared from
information contained in the records of ScotWays, in those
of local authorities and in judicial and other records. The
representation of any particular route infers no claim on
the part of ScotWays as to its legal status. Many are
believed to be public rights of way but not all rights of way
are shown.

Rights of way © copyright ScotWays/SNH. All rights
reserved.

Scottish Hill Tracks and Heritage Paths information
© copyright ScotWays. All rights reserved.

Base map © Crown copyright and database rights 2019
Ordnance Survey AL 100011826. You are permitted to use
this data solely to enable you to respond to, or interact

with, the organisation that provided you with the data.

You are not permitted to copy, sub-licence, distribute or
sell any of this data to third parties in any form.

ScotWays, 24 Annandale Street, Edinburgh EH7 4AN
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Development
Management

West Lothian Civic Centre
Howden South Road
Howden

Livingston

EH54 6FF

Our Ref: 0646/EXC/25 Tel: 01506 280000
Direct Dial No: 07880502148

Email: tony.irving@westlothian.gov.uk

14 August 2025

FAO Addressee Only

Ross McCleary
Scottish Government
5 Atlantic Quay

150 Broomielaw
Glasgow

G2 8LU

Dear Mr McCleary

Consultation from Scottish Government on EIA scoping opinion for up to 8 wind turbines
with a maximum blade tip height of 200 metres, approximately 30 MW of solar photovoltaic
(PV) energy generation, approximately 50 MW of long duration electricity storage (LDES),
and associated infrastructure (total generating capacity approximately 138 MW) at
Hagshaw Hill lll Wind Farm, Douglas, South Lanarkshire

| refer to your consultation of 23 July 2025.

| have assessed the submitted documents note that the application site is some 25km from the
south western edge of the West Lothian boundary.

It is considered that the proposal would have negligible impact on the interests of West Lothian
and thus | have no comments to make on the EIA scoping report.

Yours sincerely

Tony Irving
Principal Planning Officer



ANNEX B

Marine Directorate — Science Evidence Data and Digital (MD-SEDD)
advice on freshwater and diadromous fish and fisheries in relation
to onshore wind farm developments.

July 2020 updated September 2023

Marine Directorate — Science Evidence Data and Digital (MD-SEDD) provides
internal, non-statutory, advice in relation to freshwater and diadromous fish and
fisheries to the Scottish Government’s Energy Consents Unit (ECU) for onshore
wind farm developments in Scotland.

Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar), sea trout and brown trout (Salmo trutta) are of high
economic value and conservation interest in Scotland and for which MD-SEDD has
in- house expertise. Onshore wind farms are often located in upland areas where
salmon and trout spawning and rearing grounds may also be found. MD-SEDD aims,
through our provision of advice to ECU, to ensure that the construction and operation
of these onshore developments do not have a detrimental impact on the freshwater
life stages of these fish populations.

The Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (EIA) (Scotland)
Regulations (2017) state that the EIA must assess the direct and indirect significant
effects of the proposed development on water and biodiversity, and in particular
species (such as Atlantic salmon) and habitats protected under the EU Habitats
Directive. Salmon and trout are listed as priority species of high conservation interest
in the Scottish Biodiversity Index and support valuable recreational fisheries.

A good working relationship has been developed over the years between ECU and
MD-SEDD, which ensures that these fish species are considered by ECU during all
stages of the application process of onshore wind farm developments and are
similarly considered during the construction and operation of future onshore wind
farms. It is important that matters relating to freshwater and diadromous fish and
fisheries, particularly salmon and trout, continue to be considered during the
construction and operation of future onshore wind farms.

In the current document, MD-SEDD sets out a revised, more efficient approach to
the provision of our advice, which utilises our generic scoping and monitoring
programme guidelines (https://www?2.gov.scot/Topics/marine/Salmon-Trout-
Coarse/Freshwater/Research/onshoreren). This standing advice provides regulators
(e.g. ECU, local planning authorities), developers and consultants with the
information required at all stages of the application process for onshore wind farm
developments, such that matters relating to freshwater and diadromous fish and
fisheries are addressed in the same rigorous manner as is currently being carried out
and continue to be fully in line with EIA regulations. At the request of ECU, MD-
SEDD will still be able to provide further and/or bespoke advice relevant to
freshwater and diadromous fish and fisheries e.g. site specific advice, at any stage of
the application process for a proposed development, particularly where a
development may be considered sensitive or contentious in nature.

MD-SEDD will continue undertaking research, identifying additional research

requirements, and keep up to date with the latest published knowledge relating to the
1
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impacts of onshore wind farms on freshwater and diadromous fish populations. This

will be used to ensure that our guidelines and standing advice are based on the best
available evidence and also to continue the publication of the relevant findings and
knowledge to all stakeholders including regulators, developers and consultants.

MD-SEDD provision of advice to ECU

¢ MD-SEDD should not be asked for advice on pre application and
application consultations (including screening, scoping, gate checks and
EIA applications). Instead, the MD-SEDD scoping guidelines and
standing advice (outlined below) should be provided to the developer as
they set out what information should be included in the EIA report;

¢ if new issues arise which are not dealt with in our guidance or in our previous
responses relating to respective developments, MD-SEDD can be asked to
provide advice in relation to proposed mitigation measures and monitoring
programmes which should be outlined in the EIA Report (further details
below);

e if new issues arise which are not dealt with in our guidance or in our previous
responses, MD-SEDD can be asked to provide advice on suitable wording,
within a planning condition, to secure proposed monitoring programmes,
should the development be granted consent;

¢ MD-SEDD cannot provide advice to developers or consultants, our
advice is to ECU and/or other regulatory bodies.

o if ECU has identified specific issues during any part of the application process
that the standing advice does not address, MD-SEDD should be contacted.

MD-SEDD Standing Advice for each stage of the EIA process

Scoping

MD-SEDD issued generic scoping guidelines
(https://www?2.gov.scot/Topics/marine/Salmon-Trout-
Coarse/Freshwater/Research/onshoreren) which outline how fish populations can be
impacted during the construction, operation and decommissioning of a wind farm
development and informs developers as to what should be considered, in relation to
freshwater and diadromous fish and fisheries, during the EIA process.

In addition to identifying the main watercourses and waterbodies within and
downstream of the proposed development area, developers should identify and
consider, at this early stage, any areas of Special Areas of Conservation where fish
are a qualifying feature and proposed felling operations particularly in acid sensitive
areas.

If a developer identifies new issues or has a technical query in respect of MD-SEDD
generic scoping guidelines then ECU should be informed who will then co-ordinate a
response from MD-SEDD.
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Gate check

The detail within the generic scoping guidelines already provides sufficient
information relating to water quality and salmon and trout populations for developers
at this stage of the application.

Developers will be required to provide a gate check checklist (annex 1) in advance of
their application submission which should signpost ECU to where all matters relevant
to freshwater and diadromous fish and fisheries have been presented in the EIA
report. Where matters have not been addressed or a different approach, to that
specified in the advice, has been adopted the developer will be required to set out
why.

EIA Report

MD-SEDD will focus on those developments which may be more sensitive and/or
where there are known existing pressures on fish  populations
(https://www2.gov.scot/Topics/marine/Salmon-Trout-
Coarse/fishreform/licence/status/Pressures). The generic scoping guidelines should
ensure that the developer has addressed all matters relevant to freshwater and
diadromous fish and fisheries and presented them in the appropriate chapters of the
EIA report. Use of the gate check checklist should ensure that the EIA report
contains the required information; the absence of such information may necessitate
requesting additional information which may delay the process:

Developers should specifically discuss and assess potential impacts and appropriate
mitigation measures associated with the following:

e any designated area, for which fish is a qualifying feature, within and/or
downstream of the proposed development area;

e the presence of a large density of watercourses;

e the presence of large areas of deep peat deposits;

e known acidification problems and/or other existing pressures on fish
populations in the area; and

e proposed felling operations..

Post-Consent Monitoring

MD-SEDD recommends that a water quality and fish population monitoring
programme is carried out to ensure that the proposed mitigation measures are
effective. A robust, strategically designed and site specific monitoring programme
conducted before, during and after construction can help to identify any changes,
should they occur, and assist in implementing rapid remediation before long term
ecological impacts occur.

MD-SEDD has published guidance on survey/monitoring programmes
associated with onshore wind farm developments
(https://www2.gov.scot/Topics/marine/Salmon- Trout-
Coarse/Freshwater/Research/onshoreren) which developers should follow when
drawing up survey and/or monitoring programmes.
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If a developer considers that such a monitoring programme is not required then a
clear justification should be provided.

Planning Conditions

MD-SEDD advises that planning conditions are drawn up to ensure appropriate
provision for mitigation measures and monitoring programmes, should the
development be given consent. We recommend, where required, that a Water
Quality Monitoring Programme, Fisheries Monitoring Programme and the
appointment of an Ecological Clerk of Works, specifically in overseeing the above
monitoring programmes, is outlined within these conditions and that MD-SEDD is
consulted on these programmes.

Wording suggested by MD-SEDD in relation to water quality, fish populations and
fisheries for incorporation into planning consents:

1. No development shall commence unless a Water Quality and Fish

Monitoring Plan (WQFMP) has been submitted to and approved in writing by

the Planning Authority in consultation with Marine Directorate — Science
Evidence Data and Digital (MD-SEDD) and any such other advisors or
organisations.

2. The WQFMP must take account of the Scottish Government’s MD-
SEDD guidelines and standing advice and shallinclude:

a. water quality sampling should be carried out at least 12 months prior
to construction commencing, during construction and for at least 12
months after construction is complete. The water quality monitoring
plan should include key hydrochemical parameters, turbidity, and
flow data, the identification of sampling locations (including control
sites), frequency of sampling, sampling methodology, data analysis
and reporting etc.;

b. the fish monitoring plan should include fully quantitative
electrofishing surveys at sites potentially impacted and at control
sites for at least 12 months before construction commences, during
construction and for at least 12 months after construction is
completed to detect any changes in fish populations; and

c. appropriate site specific mitigation measures detailed in the
Environmental Impact Assessment and in agreement with the
Planning Authority and MD-SEDD.

3. Thereafter, the WQFMP shall be implemented within the timescales set out to
the satisfaction of the Planning Authority in consultation with MD- SEDD and
the results of such monitoring shall be submitted to the Planning Authority on
a 6 monthly basis or onrequest.

Reason: To ensure no deterioration of water quality and to protect fish populations
within and downstream of the development area.

4



Sources of further information

NatureScot (previously “SNH”) guidance on wind farm developments -
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/planning-and-
development/advice- planners-and-developers/renewable-energy-
development/onshore-wind- energy/advice-wind-farm

Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) guidance on wind farm
developments —
https://www.sepa.org.uk/environment/energy/renewable/#wind

A joint publication by Scottish Renewables, NatureScot, SEPA, Forestry
Commission Scotland, Historic Environment Scotland, Marine Scotland
Science (now MD-SEDD) and Association of Environmental and Ecological
Clerks of Works (2019) Good Practice during Wind Farm Construction -
https://www.nature.scot/guidance- good-practice- during-wind-farm-
construction.
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Annex 1 (revised September 2023)

Marine Directorate — Science Evidence Data and Digital (MD-SEDD) — EIA Checklist

The generic scoping guidelines should ensure that all matters relevant to freshwater and diadromous fish and fisheries have been addressed
and presented in the appropriate chapters of the EIA report. Use of the checklist below should ensure that the EIA report contains the
following information; the absence of such information may necessitate requesting additional information which could delay the process:

MD-SEDD Standard EIA
Report Requirements

Provided in
application
YES/NO

If YES — please signpost to
relevant chapter of EIA
Report

If not provided or provided different to MD-SEDD advice,
please set out reasons.

location of:
o)
o)

0]
0]

1. A map outlining the proposed
development area and the proposed

the turbines,
associated crane hard
standing areas,
borrow pits,
permanent
meteorological masts,
access tracks including
watercourse crossings,
all buildings including
substation, battery
storage;

permanent and
temporary construction
compounds;

all watercourses; and

contour lines;




2. A description and results of the site
characterisation surveys for fish
(including fully quantitative
electrofishing surveys) and water
quality including the location of the
electrofishing and fish habitat survey
sites and water quality sampling sites
on the map outlining the proposed
turbines and associated infrastructure.

This should be carried out where a
Special Area of Conservation (SAC)
is present and where salmon are a
qualifying feature, and in
exceptional cases when required in
the scoping advice for other
reasons. In other cases, developers
can assume that fish populations
are present;

3. An outline of the potential impacts
on fish populations and water quality
within and downstream of the
proposed development area;

4. Any potential cumulative impacts on
the water quality and fish populations
associated with adjacent (operational
and consented) developments
including wind farms, hydro schemes,
aquaculture and mining;




5. Any proposed site specific
mitigation measures as outlined in
MD-SEDD generic scoping
guidelines and the joint publication
“Good Practice during Wind Farm
Construction”
(https://www.nature.scot/quidance-
good-practice-during-wind-farm-
construction);

6. Full details of proposed monitoring
programmes using guidelines issued
by MD-SEDD and accompanied by a
map outlining the proposed sampling
and control sites in addition to the
location of all turbines and associated
infrastructure.

At least 12 months of baseline pre-
construction data should be
included. The monitoring
programme can be secured using
suitable wording in a condition.

7. A decommissioning and restoration
plan outlining proposed
mitigation/monitoring for water quality
and fish populations.

This can be secured using suitable
wording in a condition.
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Developers should specifically discuss
and assess potential impacts and
appropriate mitigation measures
associated with the following:

Provided in
application
YES/NO

If YES — please signpost
to relevant chapter of EIA
Report

If not provided or provided different to MD-SEDD advice,
please set out reasons.

1. Any designated area (e.g. SAC), for
which fish is a qualifying feature, within
and/or downstream of the proposed
development area;

2. The presence of a large density of
watercourses;

3. The presence of large areas of deep
peat deposits;

4. Known acidification problems and/or
other existing pressures on fish
populations in the area; and

5. Proposed felling operations.
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	5. Conclusion
	5.1 This scoping opinion is based on information contained in the applicant’s written request for a scoping opinion and information available at the date of this scoping opinion. The adoption of this scoping opinion by the Scottish Ministers does not ...
	5.2 This scoping opinion will not prevent the Scottish Ministers from seeking additional information at application stage, for example to include cumulative impacts of additional developments which enter the planning process after the date of this opi...
	5.3 Without prejudice to that generality, it is recommended that advice regarding the requirement for an additional scoping opinion be sought from Scottish Ministers in the event that no application has been submitted within 12 months of the date of t...
	5.4 It is acknowledged that the environmental impact assessment process is iterative and should inform the final layout and design of proposed developments.   Scottish Ministers note that further engagement between relevant parties in relation to the ...
	5.5 Applicants are encouraged to engage with officials at the Scottish Government’s Energy Consents Unit at the pre-application stage and before proposals reach design freeze.
	5.6 When finalising the EIA report, applicants are asked to provide a summary in tabular form of where within the EIA report each of the specific matters raised in this scoping opinion has been addressed.
	5.7 It should be noted that to facilitate uploading to the Energy Consents portal, the EIA report and its associated documentation should be divided into appropriately named separate files of sizes no more than 10 megabytes (MB).
	Ross McCleary
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