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1. Introduction 

1.1 Application Details 

1 This Planning Statement (PS) accompanies a planning application by CleanEarth (The Applicant) 

to South Lanarkshire Council for full planning permission to develop three wind turbines, with 

a tip height of up to 149.9m, at Land at Hallsburn Farm, Drumclog, Strathaven, ML10 6RG. 

 

2 The Applicant looks to develop sites that have a reduced environmental impact by considering 

proximity and visual amenity to ‘sensitive receptors’ (residential dwellings), noise, ecological 

constraints, existing infrastructure including wind turbines, and locally designated areas and 

features. By providing a clean supply of electricity to the grid, it helps to transition the UK to a 

renewable energy future, meet renewable generation targets and reduce the carbon footprint 

and the national energy mix.  

 

3 The proposed Hallsburn Farm Wind Farm will comprise of: 

‘Three wind turbines up to a tip height of 149.9m, along with associated infrastructure including 

a crane pad, access track, and electrical housing’.  

 

4 This proposal responds to International, European, National, and Regional policy by contributing 

to a reduction in carbon emissions and subsequent attainment of renewable energy targets. 

 

5 This Planning Statement and accompanying technical appendices, report the work undertaken 

in the identification, assessment, and mitigation of the likely effects of this proposed scheme. 

The contributors to each section are identified in Table 1. It is important to note that all the 

supporting surveys, documents and assessments have been specifically completed for this 

proposal.  

Table 1: Contributors to this Planning Statement 

Section and Topic Contributor(s) 

Planning Statement CleanEarth 

Chapter 1 – Introduction CleanEarth 
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Chapter 2 – The Proposal CleanEarth 

Chapter 3 – EIA Screening South Lanarkshire Council 

Chapter 4 - Energy & Planning Policy CleanEarth 

Chapter 5 - Landscape & Visual Impact Mabbett & Associates LTD 

Chapter 6 – Ecology Starling Learning 

Chapter 7 – Archaeological & Historic Environment AOC Archaeology Group 

Chapter 8 – Noise Wardell Armstrong 

Chapter 9 – Hydrology Fluid Consulting 

Chapter 10 - Aviation & Telecoms Straten CSL, MoD, JRC, Ofcom & Atkins 

Chapter 11 – Shadow Flicker CleanEarth 

Chapter 12 – Transport CleanEarth 

Chapter 13 – Public Consultation CleanEarth 

Chapter 14 - Conclusion CleanEarth 

Chapter 15 - Appendices CleanEarth 

 

1.2 Site Location 

6 The proposed site location is within an agricultural field. The turbine locations are outlined 

within the table below and at base elevations of approximately 271m, 278m and 302m AOD 

(Above Ordnance Datum). 
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 Table 2 – Turbine Locations 

 

7 The site is located within the Clyde and Ayrshire Basin Moorlands Landscape Character Area 

approximately 8.3km southwest of Strathaven and 3.3km east of Drumclog. The location 

allows the turbines to be sited and designed to blend into the existing wind farm landscape, 

which comprises of several wind developments but most notably - Dungavel (8 x 101m and 5 x 

121m turbines - EK/06/0072), Kype Muir (26 x 130m turbines - P/18/1013) and the permitted 

Kype Muir Extension (EK/14/0301) which will consist of 15 turbines with tip heights 150 – 

220m. The closest operational turbine associated with the Dungavel development is located 

approximately 278m southeast of the proposed T1 location.  

  

8 There will be no significant flood risk on site as the proposed location falls clearly outside any 

surface water flood risk zones. Further details are provided within Chapter 9. 

 

9 The location of the proposed turbines has been selected to minimise all negative impacts on 

the locality; situating them as far from residential properties as possible and locating them close 

to the operational wind turbines already in situ, such that they are viewed as an addition to the 

existing turbine landscape. Furthermore, this proposal is on land which has previously been 

considered acceptable for wind turbine development – through the approved Hallsburn wind 

turbine (Planning Ref: P/19/1059).   

 

10 It should be noted that the proposal is for a fixed term of 35 years, at the end of which the 

development will be removed and the land reinstated back to its original condition, or a 

condition agreed with the Local Planning Authority (LPA). 

 

Turbine Easting Northing 

Turbine 1 (T1) 266705 636802 

Turbine 2 (T2) 266338 636953 

Turbine 3 (T3) 266308 636630 
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2. The Proposed Development  

2.1 The Proposal 

11 The applicant proposes to install three wind turbines with a maximum blade tip height of up to 

149.9m with a 3-bladed rotor design; and associated infrastructure including a crane pad, access 

track, and electrical housing. Supplementary elements include three permanent switchgear 

housing units (approx. 4m x 4m x 3m), underground cabling, access track, and temporary crane 

hard standing area (approx. 45m × 35m). For a detailed elevational drawing of the candidate 

turbine, please refer to Appendix C. 

 

12 The three proposed turbines are centred on National Grid References X: 266705, Y: 636802 (T1); 

X: 266338, Y: 636953 (T2) and X: 266308, Y: 636630 (T3). 

 

13 The proposed wind farm will generate electricity from a renewable source. This site has a viable 

wind speed – resulting in an estimated annual yield of 36.9GWh per year, enough to power the 

equivalent of over 9,400 South Lanarkshire homes. 

2.2 Site Background 

14 As laid out in Section 2 Schedule 4 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact 

Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017, an environmental statement should include an 

outline of the alternatives considered and indicate the main reasons for the chosen option 

considering the environmental effects. 

 

15 The proposed site is within an area of operational wind farms - the proposed turbines have been 

sited so that they can be viewed in conjunction with existing schemes. This minimises additional 

visual and cumulative impacts. This area has been previously deemed appropriate for wind 

turbine development, evident through the council’s acceptance of the extant permission 

(P/19/1059) and other substantial schemes in the area including Dungavel (8 x 101m and 5 x 

121m turbines - EK/06/0072), Kype Muir (26 x 130m turbines - P/18/1013) and the permitted 

Kype Muir Extension (EK/14/0301) which will consist of 15 turbines with tip heights 150 – 220m. 

 

16 Relevant landscape capacity studies, undertaken by SLC, have identified the Clyde and Ayrshire 

Basin Moorlands Landscape Character Area as having a medium landscape capacity for turbines 

between 150m – 250m. Careful consideration of the existing turbine developments and the 
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South Lanarkshire Capacity guidance led to the positioning and scaling of this particular scheme. 

A process of elimination was used to identify the best turbine locations, with the least amount 

of environmental and visual impact. Figure 1 displays the proposed turbine locations within the 

site.  

 

17 It has been stated that the proposed site can accommodate the proposed scale of turbines when 

considered with the existing turbines in the landscape and will maintain amenity to receptors 

in the area 1. Furthermore, the site was selected due to the high availability of wind resource, a 

viable grid connection and the ability of the site to accommodate a three-wind turbine 

development.  

 

Figure 1. The Proposed Development Location. 

 

 

 

1
https://www.southlanarkshire.gov.uk/downloads/file/13239/tall_wind_turbines_landscape_capacity_siting_and_design_guidance 

        Turbine Location 
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2.3 Outlined Construction Phase 

18 The development construction will be carried out over a 12-month period with the main turbine 

construction phase lasting approximately two weeks. Details of this construction period may be 

subject to modifications at a later stage during the development, however, this phase will 

commonly involve the following stages: 

 

• Setting out and groundwork preparation. 

• Laying steel reinforced concrete base to prepare for turbine foundation anchor. 

• Foundation concrete pour and curing. 

• Arrival of two telescopic cranes. 

• Turbine component delivery on heavy goods vehicles including tower foundation, four tower 

sections, three blades, nacelle, hub, and generator. 

• On-site assembly of the turbine into the foundation. 

• Installation of earthing and electrical connection, and commissioning.  

 

19 The erection of each turbine will typically last 2-3 days. Within this period, two cranes will be 

taken to and from each turbine location with the turbine components being delivered via heavy 

goods vehicles (HGVs); the turbine will then be assembled. The proposed route follows existing 

public highways to the site boundary, with a constructed track from the site boundary to the 

turbine locations. The base of each of the operational turbines will occupy and area of 

approximately 20m in diameter. A 33kV electrical connection will be installed onto site to 

facilitate the export of the generated electricity into the grid.  

 

20 Three permanent hardstanding areas each measuring 1,575m2, will be required for the tower, 

nacelle, hub, generator, and blade installation. The proposed development areas are illustrated 

in Appendix B – Block Plan and Appendix B – Location Plan. 

 

21 As is common for wind turbine proposals, further ground and site investigations that occur after 

the planning consideration period may identify that a slight variance is required in the final 

location of the proposed turbines. Subject to environmental constraints and ground conditions, 

an allowance for potential micro-siting of infrastructure by up to 25m from each turbine is 

requested as part of this planning application. 
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22 The transformer, switchgear and import/export meter required to connect the turbines to the 

grid and to monitor operation, will be contained within the weatherproof switchgear housing 

units that will be positioned adjacent to the towers. These units will be fabricated from 

composite GRP, with the cladding coloured agricultural green (RAL No. 6005). All cabling will be 

underground. 

 

23 An initial assessment by the applicant has been completed in relation to the number of vehicle 

movements and subsequent timescale for the transport proposed, further clarity is provided 

within Appendix K. Once planning consent has been granted further detail will be provided to 

South Lanarkshire Council’s Roads Department. Care will be taken when programming the route 

to avoid peak traffic flow periods during the mornings and evenings. Temporary traffic 

management will be required during transportation on existing highways. 

 

24 The operational lifespan of the turbines are 35 years, after which the turbines will be 

decommissioned. The site will then be reinstated to its former state, or a condition agreed with 

South Lanarkshire Council. There is also the option to extend planning permission for the 

turbines beyond this 35-year period, however, this will be subject to a full re-application or 

extension of time request, to be considered and approved by South Lanarkshire Council at a 

later date. 

 

3. EIA Screening and Scoping 

25 Schedule 2 of The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) 

Regulations 2017 requires developments that may have a significant impact on the environment 

to be screened by the Local Planning Authority prior to application, in order to assess the need 

for an Environmental Impact Assessment. 

 

26 A formal screening opinion request was submitted to South Lanarkshire Council on the 9th of 

February 2022. The screening opinion dated on the 17th of March 2022 (ref: P/22/0196), 

deemed that the proposal would not constitute an EIA development.  

 

27 The screening response can be found in Appendix A. 
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4. Energy and Planning Policy Appraisal  

4.1 Introduction 

28 The National Policy context relating to the planning application for a proposed wind farm at 

Hallsburn Farm is described below. Other specific legislation and planning policy pertinent to 

the environmental studies required by South Lanarkshire Council to accompany and inform this 

supporting statement (noise, electro-magnetic interference, shadow flicker etc.) are provided 

in the respective technical sections of this document. 

 

29 It has been the policy of successive governments since 1991 to stimulate the exploitation and 

development of renewable energy sources wherever they have prospects of being economically 

attractive and environmentally acceptable. Whilst this policy has its foundations in 

environmental imperatives, and in particular concerns about carbon dioxide emissions and 

climate change, more recently concerns about the security and diversity of national energy 

supply, and the need for sustainable development, have endorsed this policy. 

 

30 At a European level, the 2009 Renewables Directive places an obligation on the UK to generate 

15% of its total energy requirements (i.e., not just electricity) from renewable energy by 2020. 

In the UK, the Climate Change Act 2008 establishes a framework to place the UK on an 

economically credible path to achieving a reduction in CO2 levels to 80% of 1990 levels by 2050. 

Following this, the Low Carbon Transition Plan was launched in 2009, setting out how the UK 

will meet these target reductions of 34% in carbon emissions by 2020, and detailing actions for 

individual sectors of the economy, including the target of 40% of electricity to be supplied by 

low carbon sources including renewables. In addition, the 2007 Energy and Planning White 

Papers, and subsequent implementation of the 2008 Energy and Planning Acts developed 

frameworks and mechanisms to facilitate the consenting of national infrastructure projects that 

will contribute to the supply of energy from renewable sources. 

 

31 However, in November 2015, it was revealed that the UK is predicted to fall short of these legally 

binding EU obligations. This, therefore, brings a greater sense of urgency in implementing 

renewable energy developments to meet these targets. Some policies have been improved to 

reach these net-zero targets across Europe by 2050, but progress has likely slowed due to the 

COVID-19 pandemic. Moreover, our proposal will contribute to reaching those targets, both 

locally and nationally, with an estimated annual yield in carbon savings of 7838 metric tons – 
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resulting in over 274,000 tonnes of carbon being saved throughout the lifetime of the project. 

This will be achieved through providing 36.9GWh of energy annually, powering the equivalent 

of over 9,400 South Lanarkshire homes. 

 

32 In addition, the UK Government recently took a large and progressive step in committing to 

reduce emissions following the 2015 global climate agreement struck at the United Nations 

Conference on Climate Change in Paris, ratifying the agreement in November 2016. This sets 

out a clear long-term goal of net-zero emissions by the end of the century, where advancement 

was independently assessed in 2018 and five years thereafter. This long-term goal sends a 

strong signal to investors, businesses, and policymakers about shifting to a low carbon 

economy. To date, 196 countries2 have signed and 189 countries have ratified the Agreement, 

only emphasising the global movement towards climate action. 

 

33 Following this, as of 20th April 2021 in the sixth Carbon Budget, the UK government declared the 

world’s most ambitious climate change target of cutting emissions by 78% by 2035 compared 

to 1990 levels3 which was set in law at the end of June 2021. This showcased a landmark 

declaration that would bring the UK more than three quarters of the way to net-zero by 2050.  

 

34 Furthermore, the planning policy appraisal thus sets out the current legislation and guidance 

that is relevant to the three-turbine wind farm proposal at Hallsburn Farm. The policy includes: 

• Climate Change (Scotland) Act 20194. 

• Climate Change Plan 2018-2032 - Update5. 

• Scottish Energy Strategy 2017 (Position Statement 2021)6. 

• 2020 Route map for Renewable Energy – 2015 Update7. 

• Onshore Wind Policy Statement 20178. 

• UN Climate Change Conference and The First Minister’s speech. 

• National Planning Framework for Scotland (NPF3) 20149 

• Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) 201410 

• Regional Planning Policy and Guidance 

 
2United Nations Climate Change – The Paris Agreement, Accessed via: https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/the-paris-agreement/the-paris-agreement (Accessed 3rd February 2022) 
3 Government Site: UK enshrines new target in law to slash emissions by 78% by 2035, Accessed via: UK enshrines new target in law to slash emissions by 78% by 2035 - GOV.UK 
(www.gov.uk) (Accessed 3rd February 2022) 
4 https://www.gov.scot/policies/climate-change/reducing-emissions/ 
5 https://www.gov.scot/publications/securing-green-recovery-path-net-zero-update-climate-change-plan-20182032/ 
6 https://www.gov.scot/publications/scotlands-energy-strategy-position-statement/ 
7 https://www.webarchive.org.uk/wayback/archive/20170104162211/http://www.gov.scot/Topics/Business-Industry/Energy/RoutemapUpdate2015 
8 https://www.gov.scot/publications/onshore-wind-policy-statement-9781788515283/ 
9 https://www.gov.scot/publications/national-planning-framework-3/ 
10 https://www.gov.scot/publications/scottish-planning-policy/ 

https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/the-paris-agreement/the-paris-agreement
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/uk-enshrines-new-target-in-law-to-slash-emissions-by-78-by-2035
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/uk-enshrines-new-target-in-law-to-slash-emissions-by-78-by-2035
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• Strategic Development Plan 2017 – Clydeplan11. 

• South Lanarkshire Council, Landscape Character Assessment, November 201012. 

• South Lanarkshire Landscape Capacity Study, 201613. 

• South Lanarkshire Council, Tall Wind Turbines: Landscape Capacity, Siting and Design 

Guidance: Addendum to Landscape Capacity Study for Wind Energy, 201614. 

• South Lanarkshire Local Development Plan 2 – Volume 1 201815. 

• South Lanarkshire Local Development Plan 2 - Volume 2 202116. 

• South Lanarkshire Local Development Plan 2 - Supporting Planning Guidance 202117. 

• Renewable Energy in the Context of the Application and Energy Balance. 

 

4.2 Policy Summary 

Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2019 

35 The Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2019 - a revision to Act 2009 - sets the strategic long term 

aims of the Scottish Government for climate change adaption and mitigation, creating the 

necessary legislative framework to pursue those aims. It obligates Scottish Ministers to ensure 

that the Scottish emissions for 2045 is net-zero. In addition, it sets interim level reduction than 

the 1990 baseline with the reach of 56% by 2020, 75% by 2030, and 90% by 2040. The act also 

incorporates yearly targets to net-zero in secondary legislation for Scottish emissions from 2018 

to 2045. 

Climate Change Plan 2018 – 2032 – Update 

36 As part of the Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2019, Scottish Ministers are obligated to set annual 

targets and publish reports setting out policies and proposals for meeting those targets. The 

Climate Change Plan was revised in 2020 and sets out Scottish Government’s pathway to the 

new ambitious emission reduction targets in the period 2018 to 2032. 

 

37 The Climate Change Plan reinforces the Scottish Government’s commitment of a transition to a 

low carbon society; believing this is an essential investment for the future welfare of the people 

of Scotland, the economy, the environment, and future generations. 

 
11 https://www.clydeplan-sdpa.gov.uk/strategic-development-plan/current-plan/current-strategic-development-plan-july-2017 
12 https://www.southlanarkshire.gov.uk/downloads/file/4146/landscape_character_assessment_-_final_report_november_2010 
13https://www.southlanarkshire.gov.uk/downloads/file/10362/part_1_sl_landscape_capacity_study_for_wind_turbines_february_2016 
14https://www.southlanarkshire.gov.uk/downloads/file/13239/tall_wind_turbines_landscape_capacity_siting_and_design_guidance 
15 https://www.southlanarkshire.gov.uk/downloads/file/14534/ldp2_volume_1_document 
16 https://www.southlanarkshire.gov.uk/downloads/file/14535/ldp2_volume_2_document 
17 https://www.southlanarkshire.gov.uk/downloads/download/868/renewable_energy_supplementary_guidance 
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38 In 2015, 17.8% of total Scottish energy consumption came from renewable sources – more than 

double compared to 2009 figures. In addition, in 2016, 42.9% of Scotland’s electricity was 

generated by renewables, predominantly onshore wind. Renewables generated an equivalent 

of 54% of Scottish electricity demand in 2016, from just over 12% in 2000, which implies the 

interim target of 50% by2030 has been exceeded. 

 

39 However, the ‘Reducing emissions in Scotland Progress Report to Parliament’ stated in October 

2020:  

 

‘Scotland missed its annual emissions target in 2018, and prior to the COVID-19 pandemic it was 

not clear that Scotland was on track to meet its legislated target for emissions reductions in 

2020. The impact of the lockdown means that the 2020 target will almost certainly be met, but 

the key structural changes that will drive emissions reductions in sectors outside of electricity 

generation have not yet been achieved 18.’ 

 

40 The Plan acknowledges the impact of climate change, where average temperatures are already 

warmer than any other decade since records began in 1910. Therefore, it sets out Scottish 

Government’s aims to mitigate vulnerabilities caused by future changes, protect Scotland 

against emerging environmental risk, and improve the country’s resilience by transitioning to a 

low carbon economy. 

 

41 The Plan clarifies that the UK Brexit pull-out from the EU membership will not alter Scotland’s 

climate policy. Post-Brexit, Scotland’s key climate interests are maintained and not limited to 

replacing the reserved Carbon Emission Tax with a UK Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS) common 

framework linked to the EU ETS. Another call to action within the plan is Scottish Government 

support and trade deals for sustaining high agricultural and environmental standards delivered 

by Scottish farmers in the face of financial uncertainty caused by Brexit. 

 

42 The Plan also references that COVID-19 does not change the climate ambition and has 

implemented the Green Recovery plan in response to a just transition to net-zero. The core 

approach has been to embed resilience and adaptation into the creation of green jobs. The 

 

18 https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-emissions-in-scotland-2020-progress-report-to-parliament/ 
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Climate Change Plan details the Inward Investment Plan that identifies Energy Transition and 

Decarbonisation of Transport as two areas of competitive strengths in Scotland. 

 

Scottish Energy Strategy 2017 (Position Statement 2021) 

43 The Scottish Energy Strategy sets out the Scottish Government’s long-term vision for the future 

energy system in Scotland. The Strategy describes how the Scottish Government will strengthen 

the development of local energy, protect and empower consumers, and support Scotland’s 

climate change ambitions while tackling inadequate energy provision. This is intended to guide 

the Scottish Government's decisions, and its partner organisations will need to make over the 

coming decades. 

 

44 The 2050 vision for energy in Scotland is: 

 

‘A flourishing, competitive local and national energy sector, delivering secure, affordable, clean 

energy for Scotland’s households, communities and businesses.’ 

 

45 It is considered that realising this Strategy’s vision will create opportunities for suppliers and 

consumers of energy. It will support work already planned or underway to achieve Scotland’s 

long-term climate change targets, and to address the impact of poor energy provision. 

 

46 The Strategy sets two new targets for the Scottish energy system by 2030: 

 

• The equivalent of 50% of the energy for Scotland’s heat, transport, and electricity 

consumption to be supplied from renewable sources; and 

• An increase by 30% in the productivity of energy use across the Scottish economy. 

 

47 The Strategy’s vision for 2050 is built around 6 priorities: 

 

• Consumer engagement and protection;  

• Energy efficiency; 

• System security and flexibility;  

• Innovative local energy systems;  
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• Renewable and low carbon solutions; and  

• Oil and gas industry strengths. 

 

48 Of the above, it is essential to note that the Strategy emphasises the need for Scotland to 

‘continue to champion and explore the potential of Scotland’s huge renewable energy resource, 

helping to achieve Scotland’s ambitious emissions reduction targets. 

 

49 It was stated in the Scottish Energy Strategy 2017 that 77% of electricity generation in 2015 

came from zero or low carbon sources, with 27% from wind energy alone. The share of 

renewable energy as a proportion of the energy generated and consumed has increased 

considerably over the past decade. In 2019, Scotland’s renewable electricity generation reached 

an astounding equivalent of 90% of Scotland’s gross electricity consumption. The growth of 

renewable generation is due to the expansion of onshore wind; likened to the post-war growth 

in large-scale hydro. 

 

50 The Strategy therefore lays out Scotland’s long-term climate change targets which will require 

the near complete decarbonisation of its energy system by 2050, with renewable energy 

meeting a significant share of Scotland’s needs. In 2009 the Scottish Government established a 

target equivalent to 30% of Scotland’s heat, transport, and electricity consumption to be 

supplied from renewable sources. 17.8% was met by renewable sources in 2015. 

 

51 The Strategy acknowledges that reaching 50% by 2030 will be challenging, particularly in more 

uncertain market conditions than those in the preceding decade. However, the target 

demonstrates the Scottish Government’s commitment to a low carbon energy system and the 

continued growth of the renewable energy sector in Scotland. 

 

52 It states that renewable and low carbon energy will provide the foundation of Scotland’s future 

energy system, offering a massive opportunity for economic and industrial growth. Scotland’s 

resources have a value that extends beyond Scotland and can help decarbonise the wider-GB 

and European energy system. Scottish renewable electricity displaced an estimated 9.4 million 

tonnes of CO2 across the GB system in 2016. 

 

53 The Strategy calls on developers to continue to offer meaningful community benefits, even as 

support mechanisms and investment conditions for new renewables projects have changed 
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considerably. In line with this and other of the applicant’s projects, CE commits to an annual 

community benefit payment administered within the local community. 

 

54 Specific to onshore wind, it is asserted that the Scottish Government will push for UK-wide 

policy support, taking national action to prioritise and deliver a route to market through a Land 

Use Planning approach that supports development whilst protecting landscapes. The Strategy 

acknowledges that onshore wind is now amongst the lowest cost forms of power generation of 

any kind. It must continue to play a vital role in Scotland’s future and meet its energy and climate 

change goals. 

 

2020 Route map for Renewable Energy – 2015 Update 

55 The 2020 Route map for Renewable Energy in Scotland, first published in 2011, set out the 

collective actions needed to achieve the industry’s potential. The 2015 update revealed that 

significant progress occurred in the first half of 2014; renewables overtook nuclear as Scotland’s 

single largest source of electricity for the first time. It acknowledges that onshore wind is the 

cheapest way of producing large-scale renewable electricity in the UK, and therefore provides 

the best value for consumers. 

 

56 Concern was shown regarding the then-announcements on the closure of the Renewable 

Obligation, and uncertainty surrounding the Contracts for Difference scheme and other subsidy 

schemes, which was seen as one of the biggest challenges the onshore wind industry would 

face. The falling costs of onshore wind and improvements in technology have since allowed 

onshore wind developments such as this proposal to be developed completely subsidy-free; 

only emphasising onshore wind’s crucial role in delivering renewable targets. 

 

Onshore Wind Policy Statement 2017 

57 The Onshore Wind Policy Statement is focused on the dominant and hugely valuable role played 

by onshore wind; in helping Scotland meet its energy targets. This means that the Scottish 

Government must support development in the right places and ensure there is a route to 

market for the electricity generated. The Statement aims to include proposals designed to 

maintain the contribution of onshore wind to current energy targets, where the Scottish 
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Government expects onshore wind to ‘remain at the heart of a clean, reliable and low carbon 

energy future in Scotland’. 

 

58 It is again acknowledged in the Statement that onshore wind is a mature and established 

technology and is now amongst the lowest cost forms of generating electricity, renewable or 

otherwise. It states that ‘in order for onshore wind to play its vital role in meeting Scotland’s 

energy needs, and a material role in growing our economy, its contribution must continue to 

grow. This means that Scotland will continue to need more onshore wind development and 

capacity’. 

 

59 It asserts that new onshore wind projects can and must be developed at a subsidy-free cost to 

consumers, ensuring consumer benefit from the low-cost contribution of wind energy to a 

decarbonised future – with no additional cost to their energy bills. To reiterate, the three wind 

turbines at Hallsburn Farm will be developed completely subsidy-free; hence accords with this 

aim. 

 

UN Climate Change Conference and The First Minister’s speech 

60 The First Minister, Nicola Sturgeon spoke at a High-Level Plenary session of COP23 on behalf of 

states, regions, and devolved governments around the world at the Marrakech Partnership for 

Global Climate Action closing event. The First Minister spoke about the commitments made in 

Paris, and not just the global obligation to turn the ambitions of Paris into reality, but for an 

even bigger push for urgent action over the following two years. 

 

61 The First Minister echoed Scotland’s determination to lead by example in tackling climate 

change. It was emphasised that it is an ‘overwhelming moral obligation that we owe to this and 

future generations’, where ‘our ambitions must live up to the scale of the challenge, and our 

actions must live up to our ambitions’. 

 

62 Last year, Scotland had the chance to showcase their fight against climate change when it 

hosted the COP26 – Glasgow in November. The Glasgow Climate Pact states the following in 

regard to the importance clean energy systems and calls upon Parties to: 
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‘Accelerate the development, deployment and dissemination of technologies, and the adoption 

of policies, to transition towards low-emission energy systems, including by rapidly scaling up 

the deployment of clean power generation and energy efficiency measures, including 

accelerating efforts towards the phasedown of unabated coal power and phase-out of inefficient 

fossil fuel subsidies19.’ 

 

63 Scotland revised its December 2020 preliminary iteration and full Climate Change Plan through 

further policy development in March 2021. These policies adhere to the global climate 

agreement struck at the United Nations Conference in Paris.  Future actions are reflected in the 

Climate Change Plan 2018 – 2032 update document20. 

 

National Planning Framework for Scotland (NPF3) 2014 

64 The NPF is a long-term strategy for the spatial development of Scotland until 2030. NPF3 brings 

together the Scottish Government’s plans and strategies in economic development, 

regeneration, energy, environment, climate change, transport, and digital infrastructure to 

provide a coherent vision of how Scotland should evolve over the next 20 to 30 years. Amongst 

the NPF’s wide-ranging advice, it sets out the need for a strategy to reduce reliance on fossil 

fuels and emphasises not just the challenges in embracing a renewable and low carbon 

economy as well as the wider benefits that they provide. 

 

65 One of the four outcomes for planning is stated as making Scotland a low-carbon place, reducing 

its carbon emissions, and adapting to climate change. 

 

66 Section 3 reiterates Scotland’s aim to achieve at least an 80% reduction in greenhouse gas 

emissions by 2050, where planning will play a key role in delivering on these commitments. 

Paragraph 3.4 states that Scotland has a significant wind resource, with electricity generation 

from both onshore and offshore wind set to rise. Paragraph 3.8 sets out the aim to meet at least 

30% of overall energy demand from renewables by 2020, with an interim target of 50% by 2015, 

and Paragraph 3.9 mentions that Scotland’s wind resource needs to continue to be capitalised 

on. 

 

 
19 https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cop26_auv_2f_cover_decision.pdf   
20 https://www.gov.scot/publications/securing-green-recovery-path-net-zero-update-climate-change-plan-20182032/documents/  

https://www.gov.scot/publications/securing-green-recovery-path-net-zero-update-climate-change-plan-20182032/documents/
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67 Work on the NPF 4 is currently underway and consultation of the draft document closed on the 

31st March 2022. The NPF 4 will notably ‘provide a spatial planning response to the Global 

climate emergency’ and ‘will help to radically accelerate reduction of emissions21.’ It’s 

anticipated to re-enforce and support Scotland’s position as a global leader in renewable energy 

generation. 

Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) 2014 

68 The purpose of the SPP is to set out national planning policies which reflect Scottish Ministers’ 

priorities for the operation of the planning system and for the development and use of land. 

 

69 Paragraph 17 of the SPP sets out that the planning system should ‘facilitate the transition to a 

low carbon economy, particularly by supporting diversification of the energy sector. The spatial 

strategy as a whole aim to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and facilitate adaptation to climate 

change.’ 

 

70 Specific to Scotland’s low carbon aims, Paragraph 154 states: 

 

‘The planning system should: 

 

• support the transformational change to a low carbon economy, consistent with national 

objectives and targets, including deriving:  

• 30% of overall energy demand from renewable sources by 2020;  

• 11% of heat demand from renewable sources by 2020; and  

• the equivalent of 100% of electricity demand from renewable sources by 2020;  

• support the development of a diverse range of electricity generation from renewable 

energy technologies – including the expansion of renewable energy generation capacity 

– and the development of heat networks; and  

• guide development to appropriate locations and advise on the issues that will be 

considered when specific proposals are being assessed.’ 

 

 

21 https://www.gov.scot/publications/scotlands-fourth-national-planning-framework-position-statement/ 
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71 The SPP introduces a presumption in favour of development that contributes to sustainable 

development, where the planning system should support economically, environmentally, and 

socially sustainable places by enabling development that balances the costs and benefits of a 

proposal over the longer term. In line with this, the applicant will provide a local community 

benefit supporting the local economy and generate a total of 36.9GWh of renewable energy to 

over 9,416 South Lanarkshire homes, in turn saving 7,838 metric tonnes of carbon each year. 

Therefore, demonstrating large scale economic, socially sustainable, and environmental 

benefits. 

 

Strategic Development Plan 2017 – Clydeplan 

72 The Clydeplan 2017 is the overarching Strategic Development Plan (SDP) for South Lanarkshire 

and was approved by Scottish Ministers on 24 July 2017. The SDP encompasses a total of eight 

local authorities, including: 

 

• Inverclyde 

• Glasgow City 

• East Renfrewshire 

• East Dunbartonshire 

• North Lanarkshire  

• Renfrewshire  

• West Dunbartonshire  

• South Lanarkshire 

 

73 The SDP directs Local Development Plan (LDP) of local authorities to finalise detailed spatial 

frameworks for onshore wind for their areas in accordance with SPP. 

 

74 South Lanarkshire have embraced Scottish National Policy and have provided extensive 

landscape capacity studies for wind turbines up to 250m. 

 

75 These studies include: 

 

• South Lanarkshire Council, Landscape Character Assessment, November 2010;  

• South Lanarkshire Landscape Capacity Study, 2016;  
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• South Lanarkshire Council, Tall Wind Turbines: Landscape Capacity, Siting and Design 

Guidance: Addendum to Landscape Capacity Study for Wind Energy, 2016; and  

• South Lanarkshire Local Development Plan 2- Supporting Planning Guidance (2019). 

 

South Lanarkshire Local Development Plan 2 – Volume 1 

76 South Lanarkshire Local Development Plan 2 (LDP2) was approved and adopted on 9th April 

2021. The plan and its associated documents have been submitted to Scottish Ministers. Unless 

Scottish Ministers state otherwise, the plan will replace the South Lanarkshire Local 

Development Plan (2015) and the South Lanarkshire Minerals Local Development Plan and form 

the development plan for South Lanarkshire alongside the Strategic Development Plan - 

Clydeplan 2017. 

 

77 The LDP2 is separated into two volumes; 

 

- Volume 1 (V1); contains the main strategy and policies and in  

- Volume 2 (V2); in place of supplementary guidance documents, a number of detailed policies 

have been compiled which provide guidance on a range of topics in support of the main 

policies in V1, providing further guidance for developers and applicants. 

 

78 The overall strategic vision of the plan is to promote growth and regeneration by seeking 

sustainable, economic, and social development within a low carbon economy. Assessment of 

development proposals should take account of the future climate change impacts and allow 

flexibility and scope for adjustment, with one of the main aims of council policy being to support 

the use of renewable, low and zero carbon energy generating technologies and reduce the 

counties reliance on fossil fuels. 

 

79 The following policies noted in Volume 1 have been considered of particular relevance to the 

proposal: 

 

Policy 1: Spatial Strategy 

 

80 The spatial strategy of LDP2 will encourage sustainable economic growth and regeneration, 

move towards a low carbon economy, protect the natural and historic environment, and 
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mitigate against the impacts of climate change. Those deemed relevant to the proposed 

development include: 

 

• support proposals and initiatives relating to the Local Outcomes Improvement Plan 

(through community benefit),  

• ensure that proposals for new development seek to minimise and mitigate against the 

effects of climate change, including flood risk, and  

• support renewable energy developments in appropriate locations. 

Policy 2: Climate Change 

81 This Policy states that to achieve the plans overall strategic vision and to meet Scottish 

Governments targets relating to climate change and the reduction of greenhouse gases, any 

new development proposals should seek to minimise and mitigate against such effects by 

ensuring that they: 

 

• are sustainably located;  

• where appropriate involve the reuse of vacant and derelict land;  

• utilise renewable energy sources;  

• avoid areas of medium to high flood risk;  

• ensure no significant adverse impacts on the water and soil environment, air quality, 

biodiversity and blue/green networks, including Natura 2000 and protected species 

and; 

• avoid or minimise disturbance of carbon-rich soils and, where appropriate, include 

provision for restoration of damaged peatlands. 

Policy 5: Development Management and Placemaking 

82 The relevant criteria of Policy 5 states that the Council will ensure that: 

 

• There are no significant adverse impacts on adjacent buildings or streetscape in terms 

of layout, scale, massing design, external materials, or amenity.  

• The development shall not have a significant adverse impact on the amenity of any 

nearby residential properties in terms of overshadowing, overlooking or loss of 



27 
 

residential amenity as a result of light, noise, odours, dust or particulates or other 

emissions.  

• Sustainability issues are addressed through carbon reduction measures and energy 

efficient design, layout, site orientation and building practises.  

• Risks to new development from unstable land resulting from past mining activities and, 

where necessary, mitigated prior to development. 

• The development will have no unacceptable significant impact on the natural or historic 

environment and no adverse effect on the integrity of any Natura 2000 sites.  

• The development does not result in, or can mitigate against, any significant adverse 

impact on quiet areas, the water environment, air quality or soil quality.  

• The proposal includes utility and roads infrastructure, open space, green infrastructure 

and landscape provision, and water management and Sustainable Drainage Systems 

(SuDs). 

 

Policy 13: Green Network and Greenspace 

83 Protecting and enhancing green networks, priority greenspace and green infrastructure along 

with mitigating greenhouse gases and adapting to the impacts of climate change is a key 

objective of LDP2. 

 

Policy 14: Natural and Historic Environment (NHE) 

84 Protecting and enhancing the natural and historic environment is a key objective. The policy 

states that in determining applications, the council will assess all development proposals in 

terms of their impact on the natural and historic environment, including biodiversity, 

geodiversity, landscape, and townscape. The council will seek to protect important natural and 

historical sites and features. Any significant effects of development upon the area must be 

proven to be outweighed by the potential economic and social benefits of national importance. 

 

85 Development affecting protected species will not be permitted unless it can be justified in 

accordance with the relevant protected species legislation. Development proposals should seek 

to manage, protect, and enhance existing trees and woodland, in accordance with the council’s 
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tree strategy. In addition, development proposals should consider the guidance in the South 

Lanarkshire landscape Character Assessment 2010, Landscape Capacity Study for Wind Energy 

2016 and its addendum Tall Wind Turbines Landscape Capacity, Siting and Design Guidance 

2019. 

 

Policy 15: Transport and travel 

 

86 This policy states that the development proposal should consider the effects of transport and 

travel to the development proposal. 

 

Policy 16: Water Environment and Flooding 

87 This policy states that proposals that will have an unacceptable impact on the water 

environment will not be permitted. It aims to consider water levels, flows quality, features, 

flood risk and biodiversity within the water environment. The plan takes a precautionary 

approach to manage impact on hydrology, the water environment and flood risk by considering 

flooding from all sources and working towards sustainable flood management and mitigation 

measures required. 

 

Policy 18: Renewable Energy (RE) 

 

88 Policy 18 states that applications for renewable energy infrastructure developments will be 

supported, subject to an assessment against the principles set out in the SPP, in particular, the 

considerations set out in paragraph 169 - international, national, and locally designated areas 

and sites should be identified and afforded the appropriate level of protection in development 

plans. The policy aims to assess all renewable energy proposals against the relevant criteria and 

requirements set out in the checklist for renewable energy proposals in volume 2 of the LDP2. 

 

89 This policy sets out the overall approach to the assessment of the proposed renewable energy 

infrastructure developments and includes the Spatial Framework for wind energy 

developments. Further policies and requirements for all renewable energy developments, 

including onshore wind are set out in LDP2 Volume 2, and detailed guidance is contained in 

supporting planning guidance on renewable energy. Wind energy development must also take 
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account of the guidance in the landscape capacity, sitting and design Guidance, which are 

material planning considerations. 

 

South Lanarkshire Local Development Plan 2 - Volume 2 

90 As noted previously in paragraph 79, LDP2 is split into two volumes. Volume 2 contains 

additional policies intended to provide further guidance that will be used when assessing 

planning applications. These two chapters contain further policy guidance applicable to this 

development proposal: 

 

• Sustainable Development and Climate Change  

• Natural and Historic Environment (NHE)  

• Renewable Energy (RE) 

 

91 Importantly policy RE1 Renewable Energy states that the applications for renewable energy 

development will only be acceptable if they accord with the relevant requirements and 

guidance set out in: 

 

• Volume 2 Appendix 1 Assessment Checklist for Renewable Energy Proposals  

• Supporting Planning Guidance on Renewable Energy  

• Landscape Capacity Study for Wind Energy 2016 (as amended by the draft Tall Wind 

Turbine Guidance 2019)  

• Other relevant policies in LDP2. 

 

Renewable Energy Maps 

92 There are two maps (Renewable Energy Maps 1 & 2) which are designed to provide the spatial 

framework for onshore wind within South Lanarkshire. They contain development management 

considerations for renewable energy development and highlight areas offered specific 

protection. 

 

• Supporting Planning Guidance: Renewable Energy Jan 2021 
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93 This document supplements the renewable energy policies in LDP2, by providing detailed advice 

and requirements for wind energy and other renewable energy developments. Policy 18 in 

Volume 1 of LDP sets out the general policy relating to renewable energy, including the Spatial 

Framework for Wind Energy, as required by Scottish Planning Policy (SPP). Policy RE1 in Volume 

2 relates to the assessment of proposals for renewable energy developments. In particular, the 

assessment checklist for renewable energy developments in Appendix 1 of LDP2, which forms 

part of the development plan, contains criteria which requires developers to follow the 

guidance contained in the relevant sections. Together, the LDP policies, the Assessment 

checklist, this document, and the associated technical guidance form the basis for the 

consideration of proposals for renewable energy developments. 

 

• South Lanarkshire Landscape Capacity Study for Wind Turbines 2016 

 

94 This document aims to consider the capacity of the South Lanarkshire landscape to 

accommodate increasing levels of wind energy development. The study is based on an 

assessment of landscape sensitivity and value of the different landscape character types and 

areas in South Lanarkshire. The guidance has been prepared in line with the requirements of 

SPP 2014 and SNH Guidance. 

 

95 As shown in Figure 2, the proposed development falls within an area identified as having 

medium capacity for large wind development (120m – 150m), within an area with the same 

scope as the approved adjacent Dungavel and Kype Muir Extension wind developments. 
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Figure 2: SLC LCS identifying areas with scope for turbines 120m – 150m. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

South Lanarkshire Council Tall Wind Turbines Landscape Capacity, Siting and Design Guidance 

96 This report was created in 2019 as an addendum to the South Lanarkshire Council Landscape 

Capacity study detailed above. The document identifies areas which have scope for tall turbines 

up to and exceeding 150m and assesses the ability of the landscape to accommodate such 

development. It should be read in accordance with the 2016 capacity study and the Councils 

2021 guidance on Renewable Energy SPG document. As shown in Figure 3, the proposed 

development is within an area categorized as having Medium capacity for turbines between 

150-250m. 
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Figure 3 - SLC Tall Turbines Guidance Capacity Study identifying areas with scope for turbines 150m+. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

97 This chapter has identified the relevant energy, and national and local planning policy 

framework relevant to the development as defined, highlighting the key policies which support 

the development proposal at Hallsburn Farm. The following chapters consider all material 

considerations identified within policy and examines how this proposal complies with it. 

 

Renewable Energy in the Context of the Application 

 

98 The applicant expects that the proposed wind turbine development will make the following 

contributions to national energy and environmental policies: 

 

• The proposed wind farm at Hallsburn Farm will save over 7,800 metric tonnes of carbon 

each year, compared to the equivalent fossil fuel production (depending on the UK 

energy mix at any one time);  

Proposed Hallsburn Wind 
Farm Development 

Dungavel & Kype Muir 
Extension Wind Farms 

Proposed Hallsburn Wind 
Farm Development 
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• The wind farm is expected to generate in excess of 36,900,000 kWh per year. This is 

enough electricity generation to power over 9,400 South Lanarkshire homes22.  

• The Hallsburn Wind Farm, will contribute to legally binding government targets for 

renewable electricity generation and emissions reductions; and  

• The generation of renewable energy will contribute to the diversity and security of the 

UK’s electricity supply.  

Energy Balance 

99 An estimate of the energy payback for modern wind turbines is 3-10 months, depending upon 

the site wind speed and turbine model. Over a 35-year lifetime, a wind turbine would therefore 

generate at least 32 times the energy that was used in its manufacture and installation23. 

 

5. Landscape and Visual Impact  

5.1 Introduction 

100 Impact on the landscape and visual receptors is one of the facets of wind turbine development 

that most affects people in the local and wider landscape area. To assess the potential impact 

of the proposed development a landscape and visual impact assessment (LVIA) was prepared 

by Mabbett & Associates Ltd. This chapter summarises the findings of the LVIA, relating to any 

anticipated effects upon the landscape character and visual amenity of the study area, as a 

result of the proposal. The full report and associated figures can be found in Appendix D.  

 

101 The purpose of the LVIA is to identify and outline the existing landscape character and visual 

amenity receptors within the study area, including their sensitivity to change and to assess the 

potential magnitude of impact and level of effect, including their significance, on these 

receptors as a result of the proposed development. The LVIA considers the cumulative effects 

of the proposed development - operational and consented wind energy schemes were 

considered as part of the baseline assessment.   

 

 
22https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/regional-and-local-authority-electricity-consumption-statistics  
23https://www.vestas.com/content/dam/vestas-com/global/en/sustainability/reports-and-ratings/lcas/V1363%2045MW_Mk3a_ISO_LCA_Final_31072017.pdf.coredownload.inline.pdf 
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102 The completed assessment has been prepared with reference to the current recommended 

guidelines notably the Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment Third Edition 

(GLVIA) published by the Landscape Institute and the Institute of Environmental Assessment in 

2013. 

 

103 Wireframe diagrams and photomontages from viewpoint receptors have also been used as a 

tool to aid assessment. Further details regarding the methodology used within the LVIA can be 

found within Appendix D. 

 

104 Visual representations accompanying this LVIA have been prepared, with all seven viewpoints 

(VPs) agreed with the LPA. 

 

5.2 The Study Area 

105 The application site covers approximately 41.2 hectares of undulating moorland grass, which is 

intersected by Halls Burn and associated tributary watercourses. 

 

106 The current mosaic of coniferous forestry plantations in vicinity of the application site influences 

the locale. For the purposes of this assessment, felling cycles have been excluded, as whilst 

localised visual effects may be altered, the wider pattern would remain relatively constant 

across the lifetime of the proposed development, with forestry providing a continual and 

considerable level of influence. 

 

107 According to NatureScot, the application site lies in LCT 213: Plateau Moorlands – Glasgow & 

Clyde Valley. 

 

108 The potential impacts on likely landscape receptors and visual receptors were initially appraised 

within a study area with a radius of 15km - beyond this area, impacts are expected to be limited. 

Landscape Character Types (LCTs), landscape designations and recreational routes are shown 

within Figures 6a – 7b, Appendix D. 

 

109 Cumulative developments have been considered to an outer study area of 40km to illustrate 

potential cumulative effects from linear transport and recreational routes (Figure 4, Appendix 

D). 
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5.3 Methodologies  

Pre-Application Engagement Letter 

110 Mabbett sought a pre-application engagement response from South Lanarkshire Council prior 

to conducting the LVIA assessment to fully understand the scope and extend of assessment 

required.  

Desk Study 

111 As a starting point for the assessment, a desk study of the application site and the LVIA study 

area was undertaken. This desk study was used to identify aspects of the landscape and visual 

resource to be considered in the LVIA. Initial computer-generated Zone of Theoretical (ZTV) 

maps and wirelines were produced to provide an indication of landscape and visual receptors 

likely to experience views of the proposed development. 

Field Survey 

112 To inform the LVIA and layout design process, field surveys were undertaken in March and April 

2022. Viewpoint photography was captured during these field survey visits in periods of good 

visibility. Field surveys were carried out throughout the study area to consider potential effects 

(including cumulative) and included a walkover of the application site, travel around the study 

area, visits to viewpoints and surveys of visual amenity.  

Viewpoints 

113 The viewpoints used in the assessment have been selected to cover points of specific 

importance such as recognised viewpoints, landscape character, settlement, key 

transport/recreational routes, and to inform the definition of the likely extent of significant 

visual effects arising from the proposed development.  6 viewpoints were selected to match 

those used for the existing permission on site (Ref: P/19/1059), with the addition of a viewpoint 

located at the junction of the B743 and B745 (Viewpoint 1) to account for the increased number 

of turbines on site and tip height. Viewpoints are presented in Table 3 below. 
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Table 3 – Representative Viewpoints for Visual Assessment 

 

114 Landscape sensitivity to change, magnitude of change, degree of significance, receptor 

sensitivity, and cumulative effects were among factors assessed for all viewpoints. Further 

details can be found in Appendix D.  

 

5.4 Baseline Study 

115 The landscape and visual baseline study identifies aspects of the landscape and visual resource 

that may be significantly affected by the proposed development and provides a description of 

the existing landscape and visual conditions in the area that may be affected. 

 

116 A landscape assessment considered the effect of the proposed development on the landscape 

typologies covering the application site and the surrounding area. The landscape character 

typologies found in the inner study area are as shown on Figure 6a, with Figure 6b of Appendix 

D illustrating the blade tip ZTV for the proposed development overlaid over the LCTs. ZTV’s 

were compiled to understand ‘worst case’ visibility of the proposed development in the 

surrounding landscape. (Figure 2a – 3b – Appendix D). 

 

Viewpoint 
No. 

Name/Location Grid Ref Approx. Distance 
& Direction to 

Nearest Turbine 

Reasons for Inclusion 

1 B743/B745 
Junction 

E265333 
N637028 

1.0km/101° Representative of views as experienced 
by motorists on the B745 

2 Drumclog E264010 
N638859 

3.0km/128° Representative of views from local 
residencies and as experienced by road 
users on the B745 

3 Gilmourton E265853 
N640118 

3.2km/169° Representative of views from local 
residencies and as experienced by road 
users on local road network 

4 B743 E268390 
N641409 

4.9km/204° Representative of views as experienced 
by road users on the B743 

5 Loudoun Hill E260889 
N637899 

5.5km/102° Representative of views as experienced 
by recreational visitors 

6 A71 at 
Strathaven 

E269145 
N644038 

7.6km/198° Representative of views from local 
residencies and as experienced by road 
users on the A71 

7 Auchenlongford 
Hill 

E259800 
N629668 

9.5km/043° Representative of views as experienced 
by recreational visitors 
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117 The ZTV’s show that the proposed development will likely be visible from the immediate 

vicinity with some long-range views protruding mostly in a northeast, westerly and southernly 

direction.  

 

118 According to the bare ground blade tip height ZTV pattern, it can be determined that the 

topography of the Ayrshire Hills, Lanarkshire Hills, and Southern Uplands/Lowther Hills 

considerably limits potential visibility of the proposed development across wider parts of the 

study area. 

 

119 The number of hubs visible within areas of theoretical visibility is far fewer than blades. 

 

120 Identification of nearby settlements, roads, recreational routes, pathways and visitor 

attractions for consideration are included within Section 4 of Appendix D. 

 

5.5 Mitigation 

121 The proposed turbines were placed strategically to reduce the prominence of the development 

in views from surrounding settlements and the closest linear travel routes. The turbine layout 

also considered the proximity of locally designated sites, taking cognisance of intervening 

landform, coniferous forestry and woodland to minimise the risk of significant, adverse effects 

to the landscape.  

 

122 The height of the proposed turbines has been set to accord with the scale of the existing pattern 

of windfarm development and to be aligned with South Lanarkshire Council turbine siting 

guidance; whilst acknowledging the presence of existing infrastructural features including 

electricity poles and overhead lines, to limit the risk of visual clutter, limit the risk of relatively 

large gaps between large-scale built form, and to limit the visual prominence of the proposed 

development. 
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5.6 Summary of Effects 

123 The proposed development has the potential to impact landscape features on the application 

site; affect the local landscape character; as well as influence the visual amenity of receptors 

within vicinity. 

 

5.6.1 Landscape Character Effects 

124 LCT 213, as the most affected LCT, in conjunction with LCT 207: Upland River Valley – Glasgow 

& Clyde Valley (within close proximity to the development site), have been identified as areas 

where a detailed assessment should be carried out as a result of potential effects from the 

proposed development. Details of the methods used to fully assess these LCT’s and the 

associated outcomes are detailed within Appendix D and summarised below. 

LCT 213 - Plateau Moorlands – Glasgow & Clyde Valley (South Lanarkshire/Ayrshire Rim Landscape 

LCU) 

125 The detailed assessment concluded that the majority of this LCT has been modified by human 

intervention either through intensive farming practices or to accommodate large-scale 

coniferous forestry plantations and operational windfarms. 

 

126 LCU South Lanarkshire/Ayshire Rim has been identified by the preliminary assessment as the 

only susceptible LCU of the LCT to the proposed development. The LCU is not covered by any 

international, national or local landscape designation and is largely absent of modern 

development, aside from windfarms. The LCU provides for recreational outdoor pursuits and 

provides a sense of remoteness. On balance, the landscape value is considered to be medium.  

 

127 The LCU has a medium susceptibility to change and sensitivity rating.   

 

128 The magnitude of change rating is considered to be high locally (up to approximately 2km-3km 

from the application site boundary), with the predicted magnitude of change continually falling 

with increased distance from the application site boundary. 

 

129 West Dykes and Bankend Rig extension wind farm will be located in this LCT, as would 

Cumberhead West, Dalquhandy, Douglas West extension, and Hagshaw Hill Repower. The 
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separation distance between the Hallsburn and these approved applications would 

considerably diminish the degree of potential change experienced from the LCU. Cumulative 

effect is therefore considered to be minimal and not significant.  

 

130 The proposed development would lead to an intensification of windfarm development in the 

immediately surrounding landscape context, increasing the extent of a 'landscape with 

windfarms' characteristic immediately surrounding the application site boundary. 

 

131 It can be concluded that the effect of the proposed development on the landscape character 

of all other parts of this LCT are assessed as not significant. 

LCT 207: Upland River Valley - Glasgow & Clyde Valley (Avon Water Valley LCU) 

132 The proposed development would be located east of this LCU. Much of this LCU has been 

modified by human intervention either through intensive farming practices or to accommodate 

built-form. 

 

133 The LCU is not covered by any international or national designations, and is largely absent of 

modern development. 

 

134 The LCU provides for recreational outdoor pursuits and provides a sense of remoteness that is 

often absent from neighbouring landscapes. As a result, the landscape value is considered to be 

high-medium. 

 

135 Whilst the proposed development would not be located within the LCU, it would be susceptible 

to change given its proximity. As wind turbines are not an uncharacteristic feature in the 

landscape, the LCU is considered to be an appropriate receiving landscape for wind energy 

development. On balance, susceptibility is considered to be high-medium. 

 

136 The combination of the value of the landscape and its susceptibility to the proposed 

development leads to an overall sensitivity rating of high-medium. 

 

137 ZTVs show that visual screening would diminish the potential for significant effects from a lot 

of the landscape, including from the valley floor. As the proposed development will be viewed 
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within a context of operational turbines; and will not introduce uncharacteristic features, the 

magnitude of change rating is considered to be low. 

 

138 Whilst there are no consented developments in the LCU, West Dykes, the Bankend Rig 

extension and the developments at Cumberhead West, Dalquhandy, Douglas West extension 

and Hagshaw Hill Repower have potential to influence the extent of cumulative effects. 

Cumulative effect is therefore considered to have a medium magnitude and an effect level of 

not significant.  

 

139 It can be concluded that the effect of the proposed development on the landscape character of 

all other parts of this LCT are assessed as not significant. 

 

5.6.2 Preliminary and Detailed Assessment of Effects 

140 A preliminary assessment was carried out to identify settlements, transportation routes, and 

recreational routes that would be most effected by the proposed development. Those most 

impacted were selected for a follow-up detailed assessment. Details of the preliminary 

assessment results are presented in Tables 5, 6 and 7 of Appendix D and are summarised 

below. 

 

141 The preliminary assessment identified that a detailed assessment should be carried out for 

none of the identified settlements or recreational routes, and the following transportation 

routes: 

• B743; 

• B745; and 

• Loudoun Hill (Viewpoint 5, detailed within section 5.4.3 below) 

 

B743 Transportation Route 

142 The bare ground ZTV maps show concentrated theoretical visibility of the proposed 

development from most of the route between Dungavel Hill and Strathaven, with more 

fragmented patches and/or voids largely only occurring when in vicinity of Strathaven. The key 

visible windfarm in the observer’s view towards the application site is considered to be 

Dungavel. 
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143 The portion of the B743 covered by this assessment is not located within any international, 

national or local landscape-related planning designations, and is not recognised as forming part 

of a scenic driving route. Views from the B743 are considered to be of medium value. 

 

144 The route would be susceptible to change given its proximity to the proposed development. 

However, when within close proximity to existing windfarm development, the susceptibility is 

considered to be low. 

 

145 On the overall section of the B743 assessed, the magnitude of change would vary depending 

on the level of visual screening provided. A higher magnitude of change is predicted across the 

closest part of the route to the proposed development where screening is minimal. Sequential 

magnitude of change ratings across other sections of the route are assessed as lower, ranging 

from medium-low to negligible. 

 

146 The proposed development is considered to have a very localised significant sequential effect 

as the B743 passes the application site. The significant visual effects are therefore predicted to 

be extremely isolated.  

 

B745 Transportation Route 

147 The B745 is not located within any international, national or local landscape-related planning 

designations, and is also not recognised as forming part of a scenic driving route. The value of 

views from the B745 is considered to be medium. 

 

148 Views from the route would be susceptible to change given the proximity to the proposed 

development. The susceptibility of this route is considered to be medium overall; although, 

when within close proximity to existing windfarm development, the susceptibility is considered 

to be lower. 

 

149 Results show a range of sensitivity which varies from medium in more enclosed parts of the 

route assessed (at Drumclog) to medium-low for the section assessed between the settlement 

extents of Drumclog and the T-junction with the B743 opposite Dungavel. 
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150 Where visibility of the proposed development is afforded, this would not be to a significant 

degree. The corresponding sequential magnitude of change rating for this section of the B745 

is therefore considered to be low-negligible.  

 

151 The proposed development is considered to have a very localised significant sequential effect 

on the approach to the T-junction with the B743 opposite Dungavel (approximately 500m), 

which amounts to approximately 14% of the section of route assessed.  

 

5.4.3 Viewpoint Effects Summary 

152 The effects of the proposed development on the seven selected viewpoints are summarised 

below and are further detailed in Appendix D.  

 

153 All viewpoints bar Viewpoint 5 – Loudoun Hill and Viewpoint 7 - Auchenlongford Hill (local 

visitor attractions), are not located within any international, national, or local scenic 

designations or recognised scenic views. 

 

154 Viewpoint visual susceptibility to the proposed development is mostly considered as medium 

– low. The susceptibility of residents at Drumclog – Viewpoint 2 is considered to be high-

medium as the proposed turbines would increase the presence of built development. 

Viewpoint 6 from the A71 at Strathaven denotes a low susceptibility for road users and a high-

medium susceptibility for residents. However, in both instances, the integration of the adjacent 

Dungavel development would significantly decrease susceptibility. 

 

155 An overall sensitivity to change rating over medium is only achieved at Viewpoints 2, 5 and 7. 

 

156 Although individual viewpoint assessments denote a range of magnitude of effect levels, the 

cumulative magnitude of change from the proposed development is considered to be 

negligible and not significant in all instances.  

 

157 The viewpoint effect summary concludes that the landscape can accommodate the proposed 

development. 
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5.5 Conclusions 

158 This LVIA has assessed the potential for significant landscape and visual effects across an area 

of 40km (outer study area) from the proposed development; although, focussing the detailed 

assessment within 15km (inner study area or study area). 

 

159 The proposed development is located on a broad plateau landscape (LCT 213: Plateau 

Moorlands – Glasgow & Clyde Valley) and the scale and characteristics of this landscape are 

considered suitable for windfarm development, as evidenced by the presence of operational 

developments in locality. 

 

160 Seven viewpoints were selected for assessment after scoping correspondence with South 

Lanarkshire Council. Although individual viewpoint assessments denote a range of magnitude 

of effect levels, the cumulative magnitude of change from the proposed development is 

considered to be negligible and not significant in all instances.  

 

161 The preliminary assessment concluded that the B743 and the B745 would likely experience 

significant effects due to the proposed development. As a result of this, a detailed assessment 

was carried out on these 2 transportation routes. The assessment concluded that the value, 

magnitude of change, susceptibility to change, sensitivity, and resulting effect for both roads 

from the proposed development was low-negligible.  

 

162 Due to close proximity, the proposed development can be viewed as an integration with the 

adjacent Dungavel, Kype Muir, and Kype Muir Extension wind farm schemes. As a result of this, 

cumulative visual impacts and magnitude of change are considered to be negligible and not 

significant from all viewpoints assessed. 

 

163 It is considered that the landscape can accommodate the proposed development, and that 

significant effects on the existing landscape character or visual amenity are limited in number 

and extent. Acceptable landscape effects on the turbine environment are therefore predicted 

with the addition of the proposed development.  
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6. Ecology 

6.1 Introduction 

164 This section describes the Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) of the proposed wind turbine 

development at Land at Hallsburn Farm. Starling Learning were commissioned to identify any 

potential ecological constraints to the site from the proposed construction of three turbines, 

access track and associated ancillary structures. The full ecology report can be found within 

Appendix E. 

 

165 A number of ecological surveys were carried out which comprise of: 

• An Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey (May 2022) 

• A Protected Species Survey  

 

6.2 Methodology 

166 Desk studies and field surveys were carried out to assess the site.  

6.2.1 Desk Study 

167 A brief desk study was carried out to investigate species, habitats and nature conservation sites 

in the area including: 

• National Biodiversity Network Gateway (NBN Gateway)24;  

• Scottish Natural Heritage interactive online map (SNHi) database;  

• A previous Environmental Report for a Single Wind Turbine at Hallsburn, 2015 by VG 

Energy; and 

• Data from Environmental Statements of adjacent wind farm developments. 

 

6.2.2 Field Survey 

168 The field survey work was discussed in advance with NatureScot and the scope of works agreed. 

As a result, the following surveys were carried out: 

 
24 NBN Gateway, May 2022 http://data.nbn.org.uk/imt  

http://data.nbn.org.uk/imt
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• Scoping visit in July 2021; 

• Phase 1 Habitat Survey 2022; 

• Identification of notable and protected habitats; 

• Protected species surveys including bats, Badger Meles meles and Otter Lutra lutra; 

• Assessment of site for birds; 

• Target notes; and 

• Identification of Groundwater Dependant Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE’s). 

 

Habitats 

169 An Extended Phase 1 habitat survey was carried out over two visits in May 2022 following the 

standard methodology described in ‘Guidelines for Baseline Ecological Assessment’25, which 

augments the methods described in the ‘Handbook for Phase 1 Habitat Survey: a Technique for 

Environmental Audit26. Consideration was also given to how the different habitats might relate 

to the National Vegetation Classification (NVC).  

170 Each habitat was classified and mapped. Notes were made regarding dominant plants, structure 

of vegetation or points of general conservation/ecological interest, including the presence, or 

potential presence of notable or protected species on the site. Any evidence of invasive plants 

was searched for. 

 

 Protected Species 

171 The protected species survey involved the following: 

 

• Bat roost assessment; 

• Placing of remote bat detectors on site; 

• Badger survey Meles meles; 

• Otter survey Lutra lutra; and 

• All other protected species were considered and recorded. 

 

172 Appendix E details methods used to survey protected species on site. 

 

 
25 Spon. E & FN. Institute for Environmental Assessment (1995). Guidelines for Baseline Ecological Assessment  
26 Joint Nature Conservation Committee JNCC (2010).  Handbook for Phase 1 Habitat Survey – A Technique for Environmental Audit.  JNCC, Peterborough.  
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173 Other protected species including Water Vole Arvicola amphibius, Red Squirrel Sciurus vulgaris, 

Pine Marten Martes martes, reptiles and amphibians were included in the survey.  

 

Ornithology 

 

174 A breeding bird survey was considered unnecessary by NatureScot. However, as part of the 

survey efforts, all bird species were recorded on the various site visits.  

 

6.3 Results 
 

6.3.1 Desktop Results 

175 Designated sites within 5km of the survey areas were searched for which identified 3 designated 

areas: 

 

• The Muirkirk and North Lowther Uplands Special Protection Area (SPA) (3.7km away); 

• The Muirkirk Uplands Site of Specific Scientific Interest (SSSI) (3.7km away); and 

• Blood Moss and Slot Burn SSSI (4.1km away). 

 

176 Results of ornithological surveys for the nearby Kype Muir, Kype Muir extension, Bankend Rig II 

(P/21/1385) and Dungavel Wind Farms showed no negative significant impact on the bird 

populations of the nearby SPA. 

 

177 Dungavel Wind Farm is located directly east of the proposed development. The Environmental 

Impact Assessment concluded minor disturbance from construction to Black Grouse but no 

significant impact on other species of conservation concern. Negative effects of minor 

significance was predicted for collision risk on a few species – see Appendix E for further details. 

 

178 A number of Valued Ecological Receptors were identified. Negative effects on blanket bog were 

considered minor, as with Brown Trout, Otter and Badger. 

 

179 The Kype Muir Wind Farm and Extension are directly adjacent to the proposed development. 

The potential effect on habitats, protected species and birds was deemed to be insignificant. 

Badger and Otter were recorded on site and a variety of bat species including Leisler’s were 
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recorded foraging on site but not roosting. It was assumed a small number of reptiles were 

present. 

 

180 At Bankend Rig II (P/21/1385), Otter and Badger activity was recorded. No significant impact on 

habitats or species was predicted.  

 

181 Sites located further from the proposed development were also examined, including Mount 

Farm and Land at Low Drumclog; details of which can be found in Appendix E.  

 

182 The desk-based assessment concludes that the surrounding wind developments were found to 

have a limited impacts on ecology. 

 

6.3.2 Field Survey Results 

Habitat Survey 

183 The following habitats were recorded on site: 

 

• Broadleaved woodland plantation; 

• Conifer plantation; 

• Unimproved acid grassland; 

• Semi-improved neutral grassland; 

• Marshy grassland; 

• Bracken; 

• Dry dwarf shrub heath; 

• Wet modified bog; 

• Dry modified bog; 

• Acid/neutral flush; 

• Basin mire; 

• Running water; 

• Buildings; and 

• Bare ground. 
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184 The extent of identified habitats and their respective locations at the proposed development 

site are shown below in Figure 4 and are detailed further in Appendix E. 

Figure 4 – Habitats of Hallsburn. 

 

185 No Invasive species were recorded. 

6.3.3 Groundwater Dependant Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE’s) 

186 SEPA requires that the effect on Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTEs) is 

investigated and defines GWDTEs on the basis of specific NVC communities. Each community is 

assigned a score which is explained in full in Table 1 as set out in the supporting ecological 

assessment - Appendix E.  

 

187 The assessment concluded that the vast majority of the habitats recorded will not be affected 

by the development. The indirect effects on the habitat are considered to be of negligible 

magnitude and of negligible significance. 
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188 Though the construction of the site infrastructure will not impact on groundwater, it will 

impact negatively on the near surface drainage pattern, resulting in damage to wetland plant 

communities, without appropriate mitigation. Mitigation in the form of a Construction and 

Environmental Management Plan (CEMP), in line with best practice guidance is recommended 

to ensure there is no significant risk of contamination or pollution. 

 

6.3.4 Protected Species 

Bats 

189 The site is considered to be mainly open moorland. As such, there is little or no roost 

opportunities.  

 

190 The conifer woodland edges to the north and south of the site offer potential feeding and 

roosting opportunities for bats. It is likely that they will forage often along the course of Hall’s 

Burn. Foraging and crossing over the open moorland area is likely to be limited and seasonal. 

 

191 The number of bat passes recorded by the static detectors was fairly low. Four bat passes were 

recorded at the location of Turbine 1, eight passes at Turbine 2, and five passes at the location 

of Turbine 3.  Details of bat species, dates, times and intervals can be found in Appendix E.  

 

192 The paucity of results reflects the relatively poor habitats for foraging bats at the turbine 

positions, Therefore adverse impacts on bats are unlikely. 

 

Badger 

193 No setts were located. Most of the site is waterlogged and unsuitable for sett digging. There 

are a few Badger paths on the edge of the woodland and Badgers are foraging on site. Areas 

within this conifer plantation are likely to be suitable for sett digging therefore badgers do not 

need to be considered further. 

 

Otter 
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194 Two old spraints were recorded on the Halls Burn. No protected structures were recorded 

therefore otters are very unlikely to be affected by the proposed development. 

 

Water Voles 

195 No evidence of Water Voles was recorded. The watercourses are too steep and fast flowing for 

this species and there is little suitable habitat. Water Voles were therefore not considered 

further. 

 

Other Mammals 

196 The other mammal evidence recorded was Fox Vulpes vulpes, Mole Talpa europaea, and Roe 

Deer Capreolus capreolus. There was very little evidence of Field Vole Microtus agrestis activity. 

Grey Squirrel Sciurus carolinensis evidence was recorded in the conifer plantation. These 

findings demonstrate that other mammals are unlikely to be significantly affected by the 

proposed development. 

 

Reptiles 

197 No reptiles were recorded but there is a possibility they may be present on site as the habitat 

is suitable; some impact is therefore possible. 

 

Amphibians 

198 No amphibians were recorded however it is likely that Common Frog Rana temporaria, 

Common Toad Bufo bufo, and newt Lissotriton species could be using the site. There are no 

suitable ponds for Great Crested Newt Triturus cristatus. No significant impacts are predicted. 

 

Birds 

199 Various bird species were recorded utilising the site. Several Red and Amber Listed Species of 

conservation concern were also recorded27. Details of which are presented in Table 4 below.  

 

Table 4 – Bird Species Recorded at Hallsburn, 10th May 2022. 

 

27 RSPB Birds of Conservation Concern 05/2022. Red is the highest conservation priority, with species needing urgent action. Amber is the next most critical group, followed by green.  
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Species Scientific name Conservation 

status 

Activity 

Buzzard Buteo buteo Green listed Hunting over the site, likely to nest in 

adjacent conifer plantation. 

Carrion Crow Corvus corone Green listed Several birds flying over and feeding on 

site. 

Chaffinch Fringilla coelebs Green listed Nesting in conifers. 

Coal Tit Periparus ater Green listed Birds on territory in adjacent conifers. 

Cuckoo Cuculus canorus Red listed On territory, likely to use Meadow Pipit 

nest. 

Goldcrest Regulus regulus Green listed Birds on territory in adjacent conifers. 

Goldfinch Carduelis carduelis Green listed Two territories noted. 

Great Tit Parus major Green listed Birds on territory in adjacent conifers. 

Meadow 

Pipit 

Anthus pratensis Amber listed Common across the site, several nests 

noted. 

Mistle 

Thrush 

Turdus viscivorus Red listed Nesting in adjacent conifers and feeding 

on site. 

Skylark Alauda arvensis Red listed Low numbers present 

Snipe Gallinago gallinago Amber listed Present breeding on site in low numbers. 

Song Thrush Turdus philomelos Amber listed Nesting in adjacent conifers and feeding 

on site. 

Willow 

Warbler 

Phylloscopus 

trochilus 

Amber listed Nesting on woodland edge. 

Woodpigeon Columba palumbus Green listed Nesting in adjacent conifers and feeding 

on site. 

Wren Troglodytes 

troglodytes 

Amber listed Several territories. 
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200 No raptors, waders or wildfowl listed on Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 

(as amended) were recorded. No other protected species were recorded. 

 

Invertebrates 

201 On the scoping visit in July 2021, a good number of Small Pearl-bordered Fritillaries Boloria 

selene were recorded feeding in the damp habitats alongside the Hall’s Burn. This is a Scottish 

Biodiversity List priority species and Butterfly Conservation28 regards them to be of high 

conservation status, however the population was found at a suitable distance away from the 

proposed development therefore is unlikely to be impacted. 

 

6.4 Legislation and Policy 

202 Full consideration has been given to all relevant nature conservation legislation when carrying 

out this assessment, these include: 

 

• The Conservation of Wild Birds (the Birds Directive) 1979 (as amended)29; 

• The Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994 (as amended30); 

• Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended in Scotland)31; 

• Wildlife and Natural Environment (Scotland) Act 2011 (as amended32); and 

• Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004 (referencing the Convention on Biological 

Biodiversity (1992) and the Scottish Biodiversity Strategy, which are implemented 

through Biodiversity Action Plans (BAP), namely the UK Biodiversity Action Plan 

(UKBAP) and Local BAP (LBAP)33. 

 

Wildlife Legislation 

203 The policies set out below are those relevant to nature conservation and include those from 

the South Lanarkshire Local Development Plan 2, 2020 (LDP). This document comprises the 

land use plan which sets out the policies and proposals which South Lanarkshire Council wishes 

to use to guide development across the area. 

 

28 Butterfly Conservation, May 2022 https://butterfly-conservation.org/butterflies/small-pearl-bordered-fritillary  
29 The Birds Directive, May 2022 The Birds Directive - Environment - European Commission (europa.eu)  
30 The Habitats Directive, May 2022 The Habitats Directive: species protection requirements | NatureScot  
31 The Birds Directive and Wildlife and Countryside Act, May 2022 The Birds Directive and Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 | NatureScot  
32 Wildlife and Natural Environment (Scotland) Act, May 2022 Wildlife and Natural Environment (Scotland) Act 2011 (legislation.gov.uk)  
33 Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act, May 2022 Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004 (legislation.gov.uk)  

https://butterfly-conservation.org/butterflies/small-pearl-bordered-fritillary
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/legislation/birdsdirective/index_en.htm
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/protected-areas-and-species/protected-species/legal-framework/habitats-directive-and-habitats-regulations/habitats-directive
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/protected-areas-and-species/protected-species/legal-framework/birds-directive-and-wildlife-and-countryside-act-1981
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/asp/2011/6/contents
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/asp/2004/6/part/1
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204 In respect to the above, regard has been made to the following policies: 

 

• Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) 2014 (Scottish Government, 202034); 

• Planning Advice Note 60: Planning for Natural Heritage (Scottish Government, 

200035); and 

• South Lanarkshire Council LDP 236 . 

 

6.5 Evaluation 

Designated Sites 

205 No designated sites will be directly affected by the development. 

 

Habitats 

206 Five of the South Lanarkshire Biodiversity Strategy ecosystems are present on site: 

Freshwater, Lowland and farmland, Peatland, Upland and Woodland. 

 

207 Blanket bog is a Scottish Biodiversity List priority habitat and there is a very small amount of 

purple moor grass and rush pastures on site. 

 

208 There will be a very small loss of habitat. The blanket bog has been seriously drained and 

grazed, and as such there will be very little loss of significant blanket bog. 

 

209 There will be no significant loss of South Lanarkshire LBAP priority ecosystems. 

 

Species 

210 No bat roost will be affected. A low number of bats were recorded using the site, collision risk 

for significant numbers of bats is low. Bats are unlikely to be impacted significantly by the 

development as long as the turbines are sited at a minimum distance of 50m from the 

woodland edge. 

 

 
34 Scottish Planning Policy, May 2022 https://www.gov.scot/publications/scottish-planning-policy/pages/2/  
35 Planning Advice Note 60, May 2022 https://www.gov.scot/publications/pan-60-natural-heritage/  
36 South Lanarkshire Local Development Plan 2, May 2022 South Lanarkshire Local Development Plan 2 - South Lanarkshire Council  

https://www.gov.scot/publications/scottish-planning-policy/pages/2/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/pan-60-natural-heritage/
https://www.southlanarkshire.gov.uk/info/200145/planning_and_building_standards/39/development_plans/2
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211 No protected structure such as a sett, holt, bat roost or drey is likely to be disturbed by the 

development. Other protected mammal species including Badger and Otter are unlikely to be 

impacted significantly by the development. However, they will be considered immediately 

prior to and during construction via a protected species survey. 

 

212 As the loss of habitat is small, the loss to birds will be of low significance. Collision risk to 

species of conservation concern is of low significance. 

 

213 The Small Pearl-bordered Fritillary population was located at a suitable distance from the 

development and is unlikely to be impacted in any way.   

 

214 There is the possibility that reptiles may be present on site and therefore some impact is 

possible. 

 

215 There is unlikely to be any significant impact on other protected species. 

 

6.6 Reduction of Impacts and Mitigation 

216 There is a potential risk of pollution of the watercourses on site from silt and other pollution 

during construction of the access track and turbines. This should be mitigated through 

provision of a Construction and Environmental Management Plan produced in line with best 

practice guidance. As such there is negligible risk of significant contamination or pollution. 

 

217 Following correct guidance and procedures should ensure no significant impact on GWDTEs 

and wetland habitats. 

 

218 Areas of the track are very wet and there are many moor grips dissecting the site. A number 

of cross drains will therefore be required. It is recommended that blocking of moor grips takes 

place in suitable areas. This would re-wet and enhance the blanket bog habitat. 

 

219 To minimise the potential for bat collision, turbines will be placed a minimum distance of 50m 

from tip of blade to any forest edges. 
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220 A protected species survey should be carried out immediately prior to construction. Badgers 

are present in the surrounding area to the site, and if a sett is located within 30m or a breeding 

sett within 100m, a species protection plan will be required along with a licence from 

NatureScot. As Otters are present within the site, guidance by NatureScot should be followed 

during construction.37 

 

221 The various habitats support nesting birds including ground nesting Meadow Pipits, as such 

efforts should be made to ensure site vegetation clearance and the removal of any trees takes 

place outside the main bird breeding season (March to August inclusive), to ensure no nests 

are disturbed. If this is not possible, an experienced ornithologist will carry out nest checks 

prior to work being carried out. 

 

222 If ground clearance takes place during the winter months, any adverse impact on reptiles and 

amphibians will be avoided. Any possible hibernaculums such as stone walls that require to 

be removed will be checked by the ECoW (Ecological Clerk of Works). 

 

223 Conifers are self-seeding and growing on the blanket bog. It is recommended that these are 

all removed to protect the bog habitat. 

 

 

7. Archaeological and Historic Environment 

7.1 Introduction 

224 AOC Archaeology Group, on behalf of The Applicant, undertook a Heritage Impact Assessment 

with regard to the proposed development of three wind turbines (149.9m to tip) and their 

associated infrastructure at Land at Hallsburn Farm. 

 

225 The aim of the assessment was to identify the archaeological and cultural heritage value of the 

site and to identify the potential for direct and indirect impacts which may result as a 

consequence of the development. It identifies the likely impacts upon archaeological and 

cultural heritage assets resulting from the construction of the proposed wind turbine scheme. 

 
37 NatureScot Guidance Advice for Otters, May 2022 Standing advice for planning consultations - Otters | NatureScot  

https://www.nature.scot/doc/standing-advice-planning-consultations-otters
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Where necessary, the assessment will identify the need for further works to clarify and mitigate 

these impacts. 

 

226 This assessment is based upon data obtained from publicly accessible archives as described in 

the Data Sources in Section 4.2, Appendix F All heritage assets within 1km of the Site were 

identified. All designated heritage assets within 5km of the site, have been identified to allow 

for an assessment of the potential for impacts upon their settings. A 10km study area was used 

for the assessment of potential impacts on setting of designated heritage assets of very high or 

high importance Table 1, Appendix F between 5km and 10km from the site. 

 

227 The full report is available in Appendix F. 

 

7.2 Methodology 

228 The scope of this assessment meets the requirements of current planning regulations set out in 

Scottish Planning Policy (SPP), Historic Environment Policy for Scotland (HEPS) and Planning 

Advice Notes (PAN) for Scotland PAN2/2011, and local planning policy. Planning policy 

incorporated into this proposal includes but is not limited to: 

 

• National Planning Policy Guidelines - The statutory framework for heritage in Scotland is 

outlined in the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997, as amended in the Planning 

(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) (Scotland) Act 1997 and the Ancient Monuments 

and Archaeological Areas Act 1979 both of which are modified by the Historic Environment 

(Amendment) (Scotland) Act 2011. 

 

• Local Planning Policy – South Lanarkshire Council - The local development plan for South 

Lanarkshire is made up of the Clydeplan, Glasgow and Clyde Valley Strategic Development 

Plan (SDP), the South Lanarkshire Minerals Plan and the South Lanarkshire Local Development 

Plan (SLLDP). The latter is supported by statutory supplementary guidance. 

 

Planning considerations pertaining to the site 
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229 No heritage assets have been previously recorded on the Site. This assessment has identified 

seven non-designated heritage assets (Sites 38-44) on the Site as a result of LiDAR analysis and 

the walkover survey. 

 

230 Within the 1km study area there are two Category C Listed Buildings; South Halls (Site 14), a 

19th century building located c. 590 m west of the Site; and Dungavel Prison (Site 17), a 20th 

century structure located c. 250 m west of the Site. 

 

231 Within the 5km study area there is one Scheduled Monument; Dungavel Hill, cairn (Site 4), 

located c. 1.57 km south-east of the Site; two Inventoried Battlefields; Battle of Drumclog (Site 

19) and Battle of Loudoun Hill (Site 20) which extend c. 3.5km north-west and 3.5km west of 

the Site respectively. Six Category B (Sites 8, 9, 11, 12, 15 & 18) and two Category C Listed 

Buildings (Sites 10 & 13) are also located between 1 km and 5 km from the Site. Wallace's Knowe 

(Site 35), a Non-Statutory Register Code C earthwork, is located c. 4.64 km west of the Site. 

 

232 All designated heritage assets of very high or high importance (Table 1) have been identified 

between 5km and 10km from the Site Figure 4, Appendix F. There are six Scheduled 

Monuments (Sites 1-3 & 5-7) grouped to the northeast or southwest of the site. The eastern 

extent of the Inventoried Garden and Designed Landscape, known as Lanfine (centred Site 21) 

extends within c. 9.26km to the west of the Site. 

 

Impact Criteria 

233 This assessment distinguishes between the terms ‘impact’ and ‘effect’. An impact is defined as 

a physical change to a heritage asset or its setting, whereas an effect refers to the significance 

of this impact. The first stage of the assessment involves establishing the significance and 

importance of the heritage assets and assessing the sensitivity of those assets to change 

(impact).  

 

Cultural Significance & Importance 

234 The value and importance of heritage assets has been adopted from the processes determined 

and applied by Historic Environment Scotland (HES). Factors which define a monument’s 

setting, cultural significance & importance, and relative sensitivity are made clear in the full 

report found in Appendix F. These factors have been considered when assessing potential 
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setting impacts upon designated assets and identifiable, non-designated assets of national 

importance which are located within the ZTV and therefore could be subject to setting impacts. 

 

235 The rating of importance of heritage assets is made in reference to their designation and is 

detailed below in Tables 5 and 6.  

 

Table 5 – Criteria for Establishing Importance of Heritage Assets. 

Importance Receptors 
Very High World Heritage Sites;  

 
Other designated or non-designated assets with demonstrable Outstanding 
Universal Value. 

High Scheduled Monuments (as protected by the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological 
Areas Act 1979 (the "1979 Act");  
 
Category A Listed Buildings (as protected by the Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) (Scotland) Act 1997) (the"1997 Act");  
 
Inventory Gardens and Designed Landscapes (as protected by the 1979 Act, as 
amended by the Historic Environment (Amendment) (Scotland) Act 2011); 
 
Inventory Battlefields (as protected by the 1979 Act, as amended by the 2011 Act); 
 
Outstanding examples of some period, style or type; 
 
Non-designated assets considered to meet the criteria for the designations as set 
out above (as protected by SPP, 2014). 

Medium Category B and C Listed Buildings (as protected by the 1997 Act); Conservation Areas 
(as protected by the 1997 Act); 
 
Major or representative examples of some period, style or type; or 
 
Non-designated assets considered to meet the criteria for the designations as set out 
above (as protected by SPP, 2014); 

Local Locally Listed assets; 
 
Examples of any period, style or type which contribute to our understanding of the 
historic environment at the local level. 

Negligible Relatively numerous types of assets;  
 
Findspots of artefacts that have no definite archaeological remains known in their 
context.  
 
The above non-designated assets are protected by Paragraph 137 of SPP, 2014. 
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236 Determining cultural heritage significance can be made with reference to the intrinsic, 

contextual and associative characteristics of an asset as set out in HEPS and accompanying 

policy and guidance. The determination of a heritage asset’s relative sensitivity to changes is 

detailed within table 3 below. It has been developed with reference to the policy and guidance 

noted in the SPP, HEPS (HES 2019a/2019b), the Xi’an Declaration (ICOMOS 2005), the EIA 

Handbook (SNH & HES 2018) and HES’s guidance on the setting of heritage assets (HES 2020). 

Table 6 – Criteria for Establishing Relative Sensitivity of a Heritage Asset to Changes to its Setting.  

Relative Sensitivity Criteria 
Very High An asset, the setting of which, is critical to an understanding, appreciation, 

and experience of it should be thought of as having Very High Sensitivity 
to changes to its setting.  This is particularly relevant for assets whose 
settings, or elements thereof, make an essential direct contribution to 
their cultural significance (e.g. form part of their Contextual 
Characteristics (HES, 2019-Updated 2020, Annex 1)). 

High An asset, the setting, of which, makes a major contribution to an 
understanding, appreciation, and experience of it should be thought of as 
having High Sensitivity to changes to its setting.  This is particularly 
relevant for assets whose settings, or elements thereof, contribute 
directly to their cultural significance (e.g. form part of their Contextual 
Characteristics (HES, 2019- Updated 2020, Annex 1)). 

Medium An asset, the setting of which, makes a moderate contribution to an 
understanding, appreciation, and experience of it should be thought of as 
having Medium Sensitivity to changes to its setting.  This could be an asset 
for which setting makes a contribution to significance but whereby its value 
is derived mainly from its other characteristics (HES, 2019-Updated 2020). 

Low An asset, the setting of which, makes some contribution to an 
understanding, appreciation, and experience of it should generally be 
thought of as having Low Sensitivity to changes to its setting.  This may be 
an asset whose significance is predominantly derived from its other 
characteristics. 

Negligible An asset whose setting makes minimal contribution to an understanding, 
appreciation, and experience of it should generally be thought of as having 
Negligible Sensitivity to changes to its setting. 

 

Criteria for Assessing Magnitude of Impact 

237 Potential impacts, that is the physical change to known heritage assets, and unknown buried 

archaeological remains, or changes to an asset’s setting, in the case of the proposed 

development relate to the possibility of disturbing, removing, or destroying in situ remains and 

artefacts during the construction phase or the placement of new features within their setting 

during the operational phase.  
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238 The magnitude of the impacts upon heritage assets caused by the Proposed Development is 

rated using the classifications and criteria outlined in Table 7. 

 

Table 7 – Criteria for Classifying Magnitude of Change. 

Magnitude of 
Setting Impact 

Criteria 

High Substantial loss of information content resulting from total or large-scale 
removal of deposits from an asset; 
 
Major alteration of an asset’s baseline setting, which materially 
compromises the ability to understand, appreciate and experience the 
contribution that setting makes to the significance of the asset and erodes 
the key characteristics (HES 2020) of the setting. 
 

Medium Loss of information content resulting from material alteration of the 
baseline conditions by removal of part of an asset;  
 
Alteration of an asset’s baseline setting that effects the ability to 
understand, appreciate and experience the contribution that setting makes 
to the significance of the asset to a degree but whereby the cultural 
significance of the monument in its current setting remains legible. The key 
characteristics of the setting (HES 2020) are not eroded. 
 

Low Detectable impacts leading to minor loss of information content; Alterations 
to the asset’s baseline setting, which do not affect the ability to understand, 
appreciate and experience the contribution that setting makes to the asset’s 
overall significance. 
 

Negligible Loss of a small percentage of the area of an asset's peripheral deposits;  
 
A reversible alteration to the fabric of the asset; A marginal alteration to the 
asset’s baseline setting. 
 

None No effect predicted. 

 

Criteria for Assessing Level of Effect 

239 The predicted level of effect on each heritage asset is then determined by considering the 

asset’s importance and/or relative sensitivity in conjunction with the predicted magnitude of 

the impact. The method of deriving the level of effect is provided in Table 8 below. 
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Table 8 – Level of Effects based on Inter-Relationship between the Sensitivity of a Heritage Asset and/or its 
setting and the Magnitude of Impact. 

 

240 In terms of effects upon the setting of heritage assets, it is considered that only those effects 

identified as ‘Moderate’ or ‘Major’ in the assessment will have the potential to adversely affect 

the integrity of setting. Where no significant effect is found, it is considered that the integrity 

of an asset’s setting will remain intact. Where significant effects are found, a detailed 

assessment of adverse effects upon integrity of setting will be made. 

 

7.3 Archaeological and Historic Evidence 

241 There are no remains or finds dating to the prehistoric period within the Site or within 1km. Due 

to the distances between the known prehistoric assets, the potential for remains to survive 

onsite is deemed to be low. 

 

242 There are no heritage assets that date to the Roman period within the site or within 1km. There 

is evidence of Roman activity in the area but due to the distances to these assets from site and 

absence of remains, the potential for these remains to have survived is deemed to be low. 

 

243 No remains dating to the early historic or medieval periods are present within the site or at 1km 

distances. Given the distances to the proposal, the potential for remains to survive on site is 

deemed to be low. 

 

244 The site does not appear to have been intensively used in the post-medieval or modern era. As 

such it is possible that hitherto unknown remains may survive below the current ground level. 
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245 This assessment has identified two banks of unknown date and origin (Sites 43 & 44), and a 

structure (Site 38) which constitute the upstanding features on the Site. Additionally, water 

management features (Sites 39-41) and a possible structure (Site 42 – within a section of 

proposed access track), identified via desk-based assessment may survive as buried remains. 

No evidence, however, of Site 42 was identified during the walkover survey. Mitigation is 

detailed in section 7.4. 

 

246 Further details of assets present over 1km of the Site as described in Appendix F. 

7.4 Development Impact and Mitigation 

247 This assessment has identified two banks of unknown date and origin which form upstanding 

features on the site. Additionally, water management features and a possible structure 

identified via desk-based assessment may survive as buried remains. These are considered to 

be of Low-Negligible importance. This includes Site 42 (a celled structure) of which is situated 

on a proposed access track. This may require monitoring of groundworks to determine whether 

associated buried remains survive. Depending on the results of this monitoring, micro-siting 

may be required if possible. Where this is not possible, targeted excavation of remains to be 

removed, to ensure preservation by record may be required. An archaeological watching brief 

on ground-breaking works across the site may also be required to identify and mitigate impacts 

upon any potential remains. If significant archaeological remains are discovered, further 

archaeological works should be agreed with the client and WoSAS (West Scotland 

Archaeological service) prior to being undertaken.  

 

248 AOC Archaeology Group have been appraised of the proposed locations of the proposed 

turbines and infrastructure. Based on these locations there is not anticipated to be any direct 

impacts on the known heritage assets outlined above. 

 

249 The potential for buried archaeological remains from the prehistoric to medieval period is 

judged to be Low. There is judged to be a high potential for post-medieval agricultural remains 

to survive in the western most area of the site; elsewhere there is a medium potential. There is 

also judged to be a high potential for modern water management structures to be found on the 

site, and a low potential for survival of other modern remains. 
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Setting Impacts 

250 Potential impacts upon the setting of heritage assets, and particularly designated heritage 

assets, is a material consideration in the planning process. 

 

251 A zone of theoretical visibility (ZTV), based on the proposed development has been produced 

for this assessment (See Figures 5a – 5e, Appendix D). Designated assets not within the ZTV 

have been excluded from further assessment, as there is anticipated to be no intervisibility 

between these designated assets and the proposed development. 

 

252 Designated assets, which the ZTV suggested may have intervisibility with the proposed 

development were subject to site visits. Assets with no intervisibility have been excluded from 

further assessment. A summary of the predicted impacts and effects upon the settings of 

cultural heritage assets by the proposed development is provided in Table 9 below; the 

assessment of which was made using the criteria outlined in Tables 2-5 as noted within the full 

HVIA report included within Appendix F. 

 

253 No effects above a minor level have been predicted. Consequently, no mitigation for setting 

effects is considered necessary.   

Table 9 –Summary of the Predicted Effects Upon the Settings of Heritage Assets during the operational phase 
of the Proposed Development. - *Measured to the nearest turbine. 
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Site 
No. 

Site Name Status Distance to 
Proposed 

Development* 

Other Factors Effecting Visibility Relative 
Sensitivity 

Magnitude 
of Change 

Level of 
Effect 

4 Dungavel Hill 
Cairn 

Scheduled 
Monument 

1.57km 
northwest 

The western extent of Dungavel wind farm lies 
between the cairn and the proposed development. 

High Low Minor 

9 Drumclog 
Church 

Category B 
Listed 
Building 

2.59km 
southeast 

None. Medium Low Minor 

10 Low Drumclog Category C 
Listed 
Building 

3.83km 
southeast 

The Farmhouse is orientated to the north. Agricultural 
buildings and mature vegetation to the south and 
west of the farm are likely to prohibit views of the 
Proposed Development; though glimpses in winter 
cannot be discounted. 

Low Negligible Neutral 

12 Calder Bridge 
at Caldermill 

Category B 
Listed 
Building 

4.76km south Mature trees surrounding the bridge and the modern 
bridge over the A71 to the south of the bridge may 
provide some screening of views towards the 
Proposed Development. 

Low Negligible Negligible 

13 Cauldwakening 
Farm 

Category C 
Listed 
Building 

3.62km 
southeast 

The Farmhouse is orientated to the north. Agricultural 
buildings to the rear may obscure views of the 
Proposed Development. 

Low Negligible Neutral 

14 South Halls Category C 
Listed 
Building 

0.59km 
southeast 

The farmhouse is oriented to the north-west and the 
Glengavel Water. An intervening mature tree 
plantation will screen direct views of the Proposed 
Development. 

Low Low Neutral 

15 Stobieside 
House & 
Gatepiers  

Category B 
Listed 
Building 

4.50 km 
southeast 

The House is orientated to the north-west and west and 
is located within a well-defined enclosure but was 
designed to have wide ranging views of the valley to the 
south.  

Low Negligible Neutral 

16 Trumpeter’s 
Well at 
Hillhead Farm 

Category C 
Listed 
Building 

4.54km south Hillhead farm is located at the top of the hill directly 
southeast of the well and may obscure views of the 
Proposed Development. 

Low Negligible Neutral 
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17 Dungavel 
Prison 

Category C 
Listed 
Building 

0.25km 
southeast 

The prison is orientated west and surrounded by 
mature trees and forestry plantation to the north, 
northeast and east which limit ground level views. 

Low Low Neutral 

18 Avon Bridge Category B 
Listed 
Building 

3.85km east Bridge over the Avon Water with views over 
downwards sloping land to the east. 

Low Negligible Neutral 

19 Battle of 
Drumclog 

Inventory 
Battlefield 

3.5km 
southeast 

A small area in the centre western area of the 
battlefield, to the north of the memorial (Site 8) is low 
lying and lies out with the ZTV and an area in the 
southern portion of the Inventory Battlefield is located 
in plantation and as such the Proposed Development 
will not be visible. The Proposed Development will be 
visible from higher ground in the west and the north 
of the battlefield extent. 

Medium Low Minor 

20 Battle of 
Loudoun 

Inventory 
Battlefield 

3.5km east Loudoun Hill itself prevents intervisibility from the 
western half of the battlefield. The ZTV predicts 
visibility from the discrete centre area of the 
battlefield either side of the north to south aligned 
road which runs north from the A71 to the east of the 
hill and from the areas along the north-east and 
south-west edges of the Inventory Battlefield extent. 

Medium Low Minor 

35 Wallace’s 
Knowe 

Non-
statutory 
Register 
Code C 

4.64km east The earthwork is a defensive asset located within the 
Irvine Water valley. 

Low Negligible Neutral 



66 
 

Significant Effects 

 

254 The assessment determines that no effects upon designated heritage assets and assets included 

on WoSAS’ non-statutory register above a minor level have been predicted. 

 

255 Assets resulting in a neutral or minor effect are detailed further in Appendix F. 

 

 

7.5 Conclusion 

256 AOC Archaeology Group, on behalf of The Applicant, undertook a Heritage Impact Assessment 

with regard to the proposed development of three wind turbines (149.9m to tip) and their 

associated infrastructure at Land at Hallsburn Farm. 

 

257 The assessment has identified that the site has remained predominantly undeveloped 

throughout history. The potential for archaeological remains dating to the prehistoric, Roman, 

early historic, medieval and modern periods are considered to be Low, therefore no mitigation 

is required. 

 

258 An assessment of the potential for effects upon the setting of designated heritage assets has 

been undertaken as part of this assessment. No effects above a minor level have been 

predicted. 9 assets have been highlighted as having a potential for neutral effects.  

Consequently, no mitigation for setting effects is considered necessary.  
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8. Noise 

8.1 Introduction 

259 Wardell Armstrong LLP (WA) were commissioned by The Applicant to undertake a noise 

assessment for the proposed Hallsburn Wind Farm development. 

 

260 The proposed development would be located near the operational wind turbines at Dungavel 

and Kype Muir wind farms; and the consented Kype Muir Extension and West Dykes turbine 

proposal. A review of existing applicable limits and an assessment of cumulative noise impact 

has therefore been included in the report.  

 

261 The locations of the proposed wind turbines, in relation to the existing turbines and local 

receptors, are shown in Appendix G.  

 

8.2 Methodology 

Applicable Noise Guidance 

262 This noise assessment takes into account current guidance, including notably the following: 

 

• The Assessment and Rating of Noise from Wind Farms, 1997 (ETSU-R-97); and, 

• Institute of Acoustics Guidance Document; A Good Practice Guide to the Application of ETSU-
R-97 for the Assessment and Rating of Wind Turbine Noise, 2013 (IOA GPG). 

263 Further details of these documents are included in Appendix G. 

 

Cumulative Context and Existing Limits 

264 Due to proximity of existing and consent turbine development - WA undertook a review of 

existing noise limits and predictions of existing wind turbine noise. 

 

265 It’s previously been determined that proposed wind turbines should be acceptable, in noise 

terms, if predicted cumulative noise (all existing and proposed wind turbines in the area) remain 

below the existing cumulative ETSU-R-97 limits.  This approach was also used here as a first test 
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in the noise assessment.  As a second test, WA calculated more restrictive site-specific limits 

which account for the fact existing turbine noise could potentially be higher than predicted.  

 

266 To apportion site specific limits, WA suggest that it is calculated by subtraction (logarithmical) 

of cumulative limit minus existing wind farm noise, with a +1dB cautious buffer added to existing 

wind farm noise.  The added buffer goes beyond typical assumptions when predicting wind farm 

noise, it is to reflect our initial review which found that existing turbine noise could in theory be 

louder (comparing WA predictions against Cumulative Limits) at a controlling property.  

 

267 The nearest Existing Sensitive Receptors (ESRs) to the proposed Hallsburn Wind Farm consists 

of a small number of scattered residential properties to the southwest, west and northwest. 

Dungavel Immigration Removal Centre (IRC) is also located to the west. All ESRs selected for this 

assessment are identified as ESR1-ESR5 in Figures 1-3 of Appendix G Details relating to the 

existing total ETSU-R-97 limit, the background noise, and the total limits applicable at the ESRs 

are also detailed in Appendix G These limits were made use of to determine the proposed, site-

specific ETSU-R-97 limits for the proposed development which can be seen in the table below: 

 

Table 10 – Suggested Apportioned Site-Specific Limits.  

Table 10, Suggested apportioned site-specific limits  

ESR Id Parameter 

Wind Speed standardised to 10m height (m/s) - All values are in dB LA90 

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

ESR1-Glengavel House 

Quiet Daytime 39.8 39.4 38.4 37.5 36.9 41.0 45.2 49.0 53.0 

Night-time 42.9 42.7 42.3 41.9 41.7 41.7 41.7 42.4 45.5 

ESR2-Dungavel IRC 

Quiet Daytime 39.8 39.2 37.7 36.9 39.8 42.4 44.8 46.8 48.8 

Night-time 42.9 42.6 42.0 41.4 41.1 41.1 41.6 45.3 48.4 

ESR3-Hamilton Drive 

Quiet Daytime 39.8 39.3 37.8 37.2 39.9 42.5 44.8 46.8 48.8 

Night-time 42.9 42.6 42.0 41.5 41.2 41.2 41.6 45.3 48.4 
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ESR4-Burnside 

Quiet Daytime 39.8 39.1 37.3 35.1 36.6 40.5 43.4 45.7 47.8 

Night-time 42.9 42.6 41.8 41.2 40.9 40.9 41.5 44.8 47.5 

ESR5-High Dykes 

Quiet Daytime 39.8 39.1 37.1 34.7 33.5 33.5 39.8 44.4 49.0 

Night-time 42.9 42.6 41.8 41.1 40.9 40.9 40.9 44.4 49.6 

 

268 One candidate turbine has been considered for this assessment, the VENSYS V126 3.8 MW. This 

is judged to be representative of the model which would be installed. 

8.3 Summary 

269 The total limits established at all ESRs have been compared to the cumulative noise predictions 

- detailed results can be found in Appendix G. 

 

270 For this assessment, sound power data has been sourced from the VENSYS document ‘Power 

Curves_Sound Power Levels_VENSYS126_3.8MW_EBT61.6_Rev.A’. In the absence of an 

additional third-party test report to compare against manufacturer data, Wardell Armstrong 

have included a cautious +2dB above manufacturer data for uncertainty.  

 

271 Data for seven operational V126 modes are provided, from OM0 (Full mode) to OM7, with each 

mode reducing the maximum noise level by approximately 1dB.  For this assessment, it was 

found that OM0 would be suitable in nearly all conditions, however there would potentially be 

a requirement to use OM2, OM5 and OM7 for very specific conditions therefore sound power 

data for these modes was also used.   

 

272 Details of the V126 sound power levels can be found in Appendix G. 

 

Nearby Existing Turbines 

273 The nearby wind turbines were modelled based on the sound power data provided in the Kype 

Muir Extension noise assessment dated June 2018. Dungavel Wind Farm is operating with 13 x 

Vestas V80, Kype Muir Wind Farm is operating with 26 x Senvion 3.4M 104, and Kype Muir 
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Extension is assumed with 15 x Nordex N131. The West Dykes Wind Turbine is assumed with a 

Vensys V126 (same as the proposed Hallsburn Wind Farm). 

 

274 Results of assessed source noise levels for nearby turbines can be found in Appendix G. 

8.4 Results 

275 The Total limits established at all ESRs have been compared to the cumulative noise predictions. 

Detailed results in tabular and graphical forms are provided in Appendix G, Figures AC.1 to AC.5. 

These figures show predictions for the cumulative wind turbine noise, as well as individual 

contribution from the existing Wind Farms and the proposed Hallsburn Wind Farm. 

 

276 A summary of the results is presented in tabular form in Table 11 and Table 12 below, all values 

are in dB LA90.  A negative exceedance indicates compliance with the total noise limits. Any 

positive exceedances are marked in red.    

 

Table 11 – Summary of Cumulative Noise Assessment Quiet Daytime.   

Table 11: Cumulative ETSU-R-97 Noise Assessment Quiet Daytime  

ESR Parameter 

Wind Speed standardised to 10m (m/s) 

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

ESR1 

CUMUL. NOISE LIMIT 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 42.5 45.8 49.3 53.1 

CUMUL WT NOISE 25.8 31.2 35.6 37.3 37.7 37.7 37.7 37.7 37.7 

EXCEEDENCE OF LIMIT -14.2 -8.8 -4.4 -2.7 -2.3 -4.8 -8.1 -11.6 -15.4 

ESR2 

CUMUL. NOISE LIMIT 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.4 42.2 43.9 45.7 47.4 49.2 

CUMUL WT NOISE 30.4 36.2 41.4 43.1 43.3 43.3 43.3 43.3 43.3 

EXCEEDENCE OF LIMIT -9.6 -3.8 1.4 2.7 1.1 -0.6 -2.4 -4.1 -5.9 

ESR3 

CUMUL. NOISE LIMIT 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.4 42.2 43.9 45.7 47.4 49.2 

CUMUL WT NOISE 29.3 35 40.1 41.8 42 42 42 42 42 

EXCEEDENCE OF LIMIT -10.7 -5.0 0.1 1.4 -0.2 -1.9 -3.7 -5.4 -7.2 

ESR4 

CUMUL. NOISE LIMIT 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.9 42.8 44.7 46.5 48.3 

CUMUL WT NOISE 27.1 32.4 36.9 38.6 39 39 39 39 39 

EXCEEDENCE OF LIMIT -12.9 -7.6 -3.1 -1.4 -1.9 -3.8 -5.7 -7.5 -9.3 

ESR5 CUMUL. NOISE LIMIT 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 42.4 45.5 49.4 
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CUMUL WT NOISE 26.8 32 36.6 38.2 38.6 38.6 38.6 38.6 38.6 

EXCEEDENCE OF LIMIT -13.2 -8.0 -3.4 -1.8 -1.4 -1.4 -3.8 -6.9 -10.8 

 

Table 12 – Summary of Cumulative Noise assessment Night-time.  

 

277 The results show that the most sensitive location is ESR2- Dungavel IRC. Here, the predicted 

cumulative wind turbine noise will be up to 2.7dB above the cumulative quiet daytime noise 

limits between 6 and 8m/s, and is up to 0.3dB above the cumulative night-time noise limits 

between 7 and 9m/s. The second most sensitive location is ESR3-Hamilton Drive, which is 

located further away but in the same direction as ESR2 from the proposed turbines. 

 

278 ESR2 and ESR3, Figures AC.2 and AC.3 of Appendix G show a cumulative scenario compliant 

with the cumulative limits, based on the three V126 turbines at Hallsburn Wind Farm operating 

Table 12 Cumulative ETSU-R-97 Noise Assessment Night-time  

ESR Parameter 

Wind Speed standardised to 10m (m/s) 

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

ESR1 

CUMUL. NOISE LIMIT 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.5 46.1 

CUMUL WT NOISE 25.8 31.2 35.6 37.3 37.7 37.7 37.7 37.7 37.7 

EXCEEDENCE OF LIMIT 
-17.2 -11.8 -7.4 -5.7 -5.3 -5.3 -5.3 -5.8 -8.4 

ESR2 

CUMUL. NOISE LIMIT 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.3 46.1 48.8 

CUMUL WT NOISE 30.4 36.2 41.4 43.1 43.3 43.3 43.3 43.3 43.3 

EXCEEDENCE OF LIMIT 
-12.6 -6.8 -1.6 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.0 -2.8 -5.5 

ESR3 

CUMUL. NOISE LIMIT 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.3 46.1 48.8 

CUMUL WT NOISE 29.3 35 40.1 41.8 42 42 42 42 42 

EXCEEDENCE OF LIMIT 
-13.7 -8.0 -2.9 -1.2 -1.0 -1.0 -1.3 -4.1 -6.8 

ESR4 

CUMUL. NOISE LIMIT 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.4 45.8 48.1 

CUMUL WT NOISE 27.1 32.4 36.9 38.6 39 39 39 39 39 

EXCEEDENCE OF LIMIT 
-15.9 -10.6 -6.1 -4.4 -4.0 -4.0 -4.4 -6.8 -9.1 

ESR5 

CUMUL. NOISE LIMIT 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 45.5 50.0 

CUMUL WT NOISE 26.8 32 36.6 38.2 38.6 38.6 38.6 38.6 38.6 

EXCEEDENCE OF LIMIT 
-16.2 -11.0 -6.4 -4.8 -4.4 -4.4 -4.4 -6.9 -11.4 
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in low-noise mode. This scenario illustrates that cumulative wind turbine noise limits can be 

met if targeted low noise modes are utilised.  

 

Apportioned Hallsburn Limits and Mitigation Measures 

 

279 The cumulative impact assessment has demonstrated that mitigation measures are required for 

the proposed Hallsburn Wind Farm. This will be in the form of operating the turbines in low 

noise mode-management in targeted time periods, wind speeds and direction.  

 

280 To test if the more restrictive limits could be met with mitigation in place, the sound power for 

low noise modes of the V126 were used. Figures AD.2 and AD.3 of Appendix G show an 

additional scenario where the three proposed Vensys V126 turbines are operated in low noise 

mode (OM2 for T1, OM7 for T2 and OM5 for T3) between 6 and 8m/s. This scenario is also 

presented in cumulative figures AC.2 and AC.3. It demonstrates that with the use of low noise 

mode available for the V126 candidate turbine model, in targeted wind speed, direction and 

time period, the limits would be met. 

 

8.4 Conclusions 

281 WA undertook an operational noise assessment for the proposed Hallsburn Wind Farm, which 

consists of three wind turbines with a tip height of up to 149.9m. The test applied to operational 

noise is whether the predicted cumulative wind turbine noise at nearby noise sensitive properties 

lies below the cumulative noise limits derived in accordance with ETSU-R-97.   

 

282 Based on the known cumulative limits from the nearby Kype Muir Extension Wind Farm 

planning application, cumulative ETSU-R-97 limits have been established for five nearby 

receptors, judged to be the most sensitive. These cumulative limits were then compared to 

cumulative noise predictions. 

 

283 Results show that at the most sensitive location to cumulative wind turbine noise (ESR2 – 

Dungavel IRC) - the predicted cumulative wind turbine noise with the addition of the Hallsburn 

proposed turbines, will be 2.7dB above the cumulative limits. However, a scenario using low 

noise modes for the candidate turbine model shows the turbines would comply with the limits.  

 



73 
 

284 More restrictive apportioned site-specific limits are also proposed within this assessment to 

account for the fact existing wind turbine noise could potentially be allowed to be higher than 

predicted. These site-specific limits were used to assess potential mitigation measures in the 

form of operating the V126 candidate wind turbine in low noise modes. The results show that 

the site-specific limits would be met with targeted use of low noise mode management.  

 

9. Hydrology and Geology 

9.1 Introduction and Scope 

285 The information within this chapter has been provided by Fluid Environmental Consulting (Fluid) 

and assesses the potential hydrogeological, hydrological and geological impacts of the proposed 

wind turbine development at Land at Hallsburn Farm, Drumclog, Strathaven, ML10 6RG. This 

chapter presents the current baseline environmental setting from desktop and site-based 

surveys for the relevant hydrogeological, hydrological, and geological features. 

 

286 The assessment identifies the potential effects of the scheme and assesses the significance of 

these effects based on the magnitude of the effect and the sensitivity of the receptor(s). Impacts 

are assessed based on the risk of: sedimentation and erosion; pollution; alteration of natural 

drainage patterns, runoff volumes and rates; flood risk; and alteration of the geological 

environment through the disturbance of peat. Mitigation, management, and monitoring 

measures are then discussed and the residual effects relevant to geology, hydrology and 

hydrogeology determined. 

 

287 The proposed development ‘the site’ is located on a relatively steep slope from the east to the 

west/southwest into open moorland within the Glengavel Water Catchment. The study area 

encompasses the whole of the site and a wider area essentially related to the surface water 

catchments connected to the site. This chapter does not include the potential geological, 

hydrogeological and hydrological effects of the transport access route or any grid connection.   

9.2 Methodology 

288 The assessment was completed using a qualitative assessment approach based on professional 

judgement and statutory and general guidance, but also a quantitative assessment using site 

specific data in terms of peat depth and hydrology. It incorporates: 
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• A review of the relevant legislation, guidelines and policy;  

• A desk study to identify any existing information;  

• A review of the ecological information and mapping undertaken by Starling Learning 

Ecological Consultants for the assessment of water dependent and groundwater 

dependent habitats;  

• Definition of the likely effects of the project on the hydrological, hydrogeological and 

geological environment;  

• Assessment of the likely significance (as described in the EIA regulations) of those 

effects based on the sensitivity of the receiving environment and the likely magnitude 

of the effect;  

• Discussion of the proposed mitigation measures to reduce or remove any significant 

effect; and 

• Determination of the residual effects of the development subsequent to the 

implementation of the recommended mitigation measures. 

9.2.1 Assessment Criteria 

289 The significance of any impacts of the proposed three turbines, construction compound and 

associated access track on baseline conditions is assessed as part of this impact assessment. A 

combination of the sensitivity of the receptor and magnitude of the potential effect combine to 

determine the significance of that impact. Further details of this assessment criteria are 

provided within Appendix H - Hydrology, Hydrogeology and Geology Report. 

290 The combination of the sensitivity and magnitude of potential effect combine to provide a 

matrix categorisation of significance (major, moderate, minor and negligible). These are 

presented in Table 13 below. 

Magnitude of 

Potential 

Effect 

Sensitivity 

Very High High Medium Low 

Very High Major Major Major Moderate 

High Major Major Moderate Minor 

Medium Moderate Moderate Minor Minor 
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291 To assess the likely impacts of the proposed development, it is considered that best practice 

techniques are standard. The levels of significance determined assume these practices will be 

implemented and that only those that result in a major or moderate significance are considered 

to require additional management or mitigation. 

9.2.1 Legislation, Guidelines and Policy 

292 In regard to hydrology, management of water-borne pollution and protection of natural 

heritage areas, the Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) have statutory obligations 

in terms of the management and control of pollution into water resources in Scotland. There is 

a range of environmental legislation that any development must adhere to throughout the 

development life cycle. The full list of legislative drivers is provided within section 9.5 of 

Appendix H - Hydrology, Hydrogeology and Geology Report. 

9.2.3 Consultation 

293 The application was determined to be a non-EIA, small scale -wind development and therefore 

no pre-application consultation in regard to hydrology has been undertaken. 

9.3 Results  

294 The existing environment includes the physical characteristics, water bodies, water dependent 

habitats, their quality and use. Hydrological context of the site is shown in Figure 1 of Appendix 

H - Hydrology, Hydrogeology and Geology Report. 

Meteorological Summary 

295 There are no known rainfall gauges or meteorological stations within the site or within close 

vicinity of the site.  

 

Magnitude of 

Potential 

Effect 

Sensitivity 

Very High High Medium Low 

Low Minor/moderate Minor Minor Negligible 

Table 13: Significance Matrix 
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296 Typical annual average rainfall for the site is considered to be between 1,000mm and 1,500mm, 

which is considered to be average for Scottish average rainfall which ranges between 600mm 

and >3000mm38 

 

Soils 

297 The distribution of soils over the site is generally controlled by the underlying geology, the 

topography and the drainage regime. A review of the Scottish Soils39 mapping shows the site to 

be underlain by Peaty Gleys, comprised of drifts derived from Downtonian sandstones and 

shales (Figure 2, Appendix H - Hydrology, Hydrogeology and Geology Report.).  

 

298 The Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) Carbon and Peatland Map, 2016 (Figure 3, Appendix H - 

Hydrology, Hydrogeology and Geology Report) suggests that the majority of the site is 

underlain by Class 1 peat and carbon rich soil, comprising of predominantly deep peat and 

priority peatland habitat. However, probing (detailed below and illustrated within Figure 1 and 

2 of Appendix H – Peat Survey Report) proves that the site actually has very little peat present. 

The south margin of the site along the Halls Burn Watercourse is underlain by Class 4 peat and 

is comprised of peatland or wet and acidic type soil; whereas some areas to the west of site is 

underlain by mineral soil, where peatland habitats are not typically found. A small section in the 

northeast of the site is underlain by Class 5 soil, no peatland habitat. 

 

Peat 

299 The peat probing and peat coring investigation indicated that there is no peat across the 

majority of the site, however there are some minor pockets of peat in the centre of the site and 

a larger area to the north of site. Further details including illustrations on peat distribution, 

depth, characteristics and underlying geological conditions can be found in Appendix H – Peat 

Depth Survey Report. 

 

300 Of the 569 locations probed, a total of 465 probes (81.7%) recorded depths of 0.5m or less (no 

peat), 92 probes (16.2%) recorded depths of penetration between >0.5m and 1.0m (shallow 

 
38 Met Office UK Average Rainfall, 2022 https://metofficenews.files.wordpress.com/2014/10/uk-rainfall-average-maps-1981-2010.gif  
39 Scotland Soils, 2022 https://map.environment.gov.scot/Soil_maps/?layer=1&layer=1  

https://metofficenews.files.wordpress.com/2014/10/uk-rainfall-average-maps-1981-2010.gif
https://map.environment.gov.scot/Soil_maps/?layer=1&layer=1
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peat) and 12 probes (2.1%) recorded depths of penetration >1.0m (deep peat), as shown in 

Table 14 below.  

 

Table 14 - Depth of Penetration Distribution 

Depth Range (m) Number of Probes Percentage of Probes (%) 
0 - 0.5 (no peat) 465 81.7 

> 0.5 - 1.0 92 16.2 

>1.0 – 1.5 8 1.4 

>1.5 4 0.7 

Total 569 100 

   

301 The survey confirmed the following: 

 

• Peat is present up to a maximum depth of 1.65 m based on 569 depth of penetration probes 

and 6 cores. 

• There is no peat (0-0.5m) across 83.2% of the infrastructure footprint, peat (0.5m-1.0m depth) 

at 16.3% of the infrastructure footprint and deep peat (>1.0m) at only 0.5% of the 

infrastructure footprint. 

• Acrotelm, where present, was 0.05m – 0.1m in thickness. 

Hydrogeology 

302 The SEPA Water Environmental Hub40 and the River Basement Management Plan (RBMP) GIS 

Database was used to provide information on the groundwater body in the region of the site. 

The database indicates that the site is underlain by the North Glengavel groundwater body (ID 

150575, 96km2 in area) in the southeast of the site and the Slouch Moss groundwater body (ID 

150497, 40km2) in the northwest of the site. Both groundwater bodies are classified as “Good” 

quality by SEPA. 

Hydrology 

303 The site lies within the catchment of the Avon water which discharges to the river Clyde 

approximately 30 km to the northeast of the proposed development. The site also lies within 

the Hall’s Burn sub-catchment with the main watercourse flowing just inside the southern 

boundary of the site to join the Glengavel Water approximately 1km to the west.  

 

40 SEPA Water Environmental Hub, 2022 https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/ 

https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
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304 There are no flow records for the watercourses on the site as all the catchments on the site are 

less than 10km2 in area. The watercourses, including the Avon water, in close proximity to the 

site do not have any available flow archives listed on SEPA’s Water Level website or the Centre 

of Ecology and Hydrology National River Flow Archive (NRFA) website41. The closest flow 

monitoring stations are the gauged NRFA daily flow monitoring stations 84031 - Watstone Burn 

at Watstone and 84029 - Cander Water at Candermill approximately 12km to the northeast of 

the site. The size, topography, land use and geology of the area suggest that the catchments on 

site will be flashy. Flow will respond rapidly to rainfall and flood conditions could potentially 

occur with very little, or no warning. The main watercourse is unlikely to dry up as the more 

permeable formation in the west of the site should provide baseflow during dry periods. There 

is also potential for base flow from groundwater within the permeable glaciofluvial deposits. 

 

305 A review of SEPA Flood Risk Management Mapping42 indicates that the majority of the site is 

not located within or in close proximity to a known flood risk area. The Hall’s Burn is at risk of 

surface water flooding along most of its length within the site, however the associated flood 

zone is not extensive or close to any proposed infrastructure. 

 

306 Flood risk sensitivity is considered low as the development infrastructure will not be positioned 

within or near a SEPA flood plain. The development design has minimised the amount of land 

take and hard surfacing. Additionally, mitigation will be implemented to control and attenuate 

runoff during all phases of the development. 

 

307 SEPA has introduced water monitoring and classification systems that will provide the data to 

support the aim of the WFD (2000/60/EC): “that all water bodies are of good ecological status, 

or similar objective, by 2015”. SEPA has classified the Avon Water/Glengavel Water (to Calder 

Water confluence) (ID 10408, 14.8km in length) in the River Clyde Catchment of the Scotland 

River basin catchment as having an overall classification of “poor”.  This is due to the waterbody 

being heavily modified based on physical alterations (barriers for migrating fish) that cannot be 

addressed without significant impact on water storage for public drinking water. These are 

forecast to be addressed with the aim of achieving good classification by 2027.  

Designated Sites 

 

 
41 NRFA, 2022 https://nrfa.ceh.ac.uk/data/search 
42 SEPA Flood Risk Management Mapping, 2022 http://map.sepa.org.uk/floodmap/map.htm  

https://nrfa.ceh.ac.uk/data/search
http://map.sepa.org.uk/floodmap/map.htm


79 
 

308 There are no international or national designations located within the development area or 

within 2 km of the wind turbine infrastructure.  There are two designated sites within 5km of 

the Development which are: Muirkirk Uplands SSSI; and Muirkirk and North Lowther Upland 

SPA located over 3.8 km to the southeast. These sites are not considered to be hydrologically 

connected to the proposed development area and therefore require no further consideration 

for this assessment.   

Potential Groundwater Dependant Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE’s) 

309 The ecology chapter has identified the presence of some minor GWDTE and assessed the 

potential effect on these habitats as negligible, assuming best practice methods are used. 

9.4 Potential Effects 

310 The assessment of significance of effects is based on the magnitude and sensitivity criteria. 

Sensitive receptors identified for the site are listed below and summarised within Table 9.4 of 

Appendix H - Hydrology, Hydrogeology and Geology Report. 

 

• Surface watercourses and waterbodies, including: 

- Hall’s Burn and associated tributaries; and 

- The Glengavel Water. 

• North-western section of the site within a surface water drinking water protected area; 

• Water dependent habitats; and, 

• Potential peatland habitats. 

 

311 The potential effects of the proposal are based upon an assessment of the activities which will 

occur during the construction, operation, and decommissioning phases of the proposed 

development, in relation to the sensitive areas of the site, prior to mitigation and management, 

and assuming that best practise methods are employed. Potential effects of the proposal are 

summarised in Table 15 below.  

Table 15 - Inventory of infrastructure and their associated magnitude of potential effect of causing 

sedimentation, pollution, alteration of natural water flows and disturbance of soils. 



80 
 

Infrastructure Location Description Magnitude 

T1 NGR  

266705 

636802 

- Gradient: Steep. 

- Water feature proximity: approx. 60m to the 
nearest watercourse shown on 1:50,000 
scale OS mapping, although this is not 
downgradient. On man-made drainage 
channels. 

- Peat depth:  not present except one very 
minor area identified by a single probe 
amounted to only 11m3 of peat to be 
excavated. 

- Private water supplies: unlikely 

- Other sensitivities:  

- Watercourses in catchment drain to Hall’s 
Burn which flows into the Glengavel Water, 
the Avon Water and the River Clyde. 

- Medium for water quality due to 

sediment release to watercourse due to 

steep slopes, artificial drainage and 

watercourse proximity. 

- Low for drainage alteration due to 

limited change in runoff 

- Low for peat disturbance. 

- Low for groundwater disturbance 

T2 NGR  

266338 

636953  

 

- Gradient: Steep. 

- Water feature proximity: >100m to nearest 
watercourse shown on 1:50,000 scale 
mapping. 

- Peat depth:  present mainly up to 1m depth 
with some very minor areas of deep peat 
(>1m depth). Excavation volume of 
approximately 2,265m3, however 1,405m3 is 
from the temporary area so would be 
reinstated. 

- Private water supplies: unlikely 

- Other sensitivities:  

- Watercourses in catchment drain to Hall’s 
Burn which flows into the Glengavel Water, 
the Avon Water and the River Clyde. 

- Low for water quality due to distance 

from watercourse.  

- Low for drainage alteration due to 

limited change in runoff 

- High for peat disturbance. 

- Low for groundwater disturbance 

 

T3 NGR  

266308 

636630  

 

- Gradient: Steep. 

- Water feature proximity: approx. 46m to the 
nearest watercourse shown on 1:50,000 
scale OS mapping. On man-made drainage 
channels. 

- Peat depth:  not present 

- Private water supplies: unlikely 

- Other sensitivities:  

- Watercourses in catchment drain to Hall’s 
Burn which flows into the Glengavel Water, 
the Avon Water and the River Clyde. 

- Medium for water quality due to 

sediment release to watercourse due to 

steep slopes, artificial drainage and 

watercourse proximity.  

- Low for drainage alteration due to 

limited change in runoff 

- Negligible for peat disturbance. 

- Low for groundwater disturbance 

Construction 
Compound 

NGR 

65620 

36770 

 

- Gradient: Moderate. 

- Water feature proximity: approx. 50m to the 
nearest watercourse shown on 1:50,000 
scale mapping. Infrastructure is temporary. 

- Peat depth:  not present  

- Private water supplies: unlikely 

- Other sensitivities:  

- Watercourses in catchment drain to Hall’s 
Burn which flows into the Glengavel Water, 
the Avon Water and the River Clyde. 

- Medium for water quality due to 

sediment release to watercourse due 

moderate slopes and main watercourse 

proximity.  

- Low for drainage alteration due to 

limited change in runoff 

- Negligible for peat disturbance. 

- Low for groundwater disturbance 
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Infrastructure Location Description Magnitude 

Excavated 
access track  

Across 
site 
 

- Gradient: Moderate to steep. 

- Water feature proximity: all sections are 
greater than 50m from watercourses and 
there are no watercourse crossings. 

- Peat depth: not present to shallow peat 
except for one very minor area of deep peat. 
330m3 of peat will be excavated. 

- Private water supplies: unlikely 

- Other sensitivities:  

- Watercourses in catchment drain to Hall’s 
Burn which flows into the Glengavel Water, 
the Avon Water and the River Clyde. 

- Medium for water quality due to 

sediment release to watercourse due 

moderate slopes and main watercourse 

proximity.  

- Low for drainage alteration due to 

limited change in runoff 

- High for peat disturbance. 

- Low for groundwater disturbance 

 

9.5 Assessment of Significance of Effect 

312 Possible hydrological, hydrogeological and geological effects resulting from the construction, 

operation and decommissioning of the proposed development are summarised below: 

9.5.1 Construction Phase 

Erosion/Sedimentation 

313 One general potential effect of construction of site facilities, turbines and tracks, dewatering of 

turbine foundations and passive road drainage, is disturbance to soils and a consequent rise in 

the sediment loads observed in rivers and streams. Potential effects may occur from the 

following: 

 

• Removal and stockpiling of material for the turbine foundation base and crane 

hardstanding, which could result in increased silt run-off; 

• Dewatering of shallow groundwater and direct rainfall into excavations (potentially 

containing silt and other debris), which may result in transportation of fine sediments into 

watercourses. This would be compounded by increased movement over and around these 

disturbed environments;   

• Further excavation of existing borrow pits has the potential to increase runoff as soils are 

removed and increase silt laden runoff; 

• Extreme rainfall events which could result in the overflowing of existing on-site drainage 

and resulting erosion and sediment transport, as well as the potential failure of pollution 

prevention measures to operate under high runoff flow conditions;  

• Vehicle movements around the site transporting silt off site; and   
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• Rock, topsoil, peat storage and reuse. 

 

314 The majority of the infrastructure areas have been assessed with a Low to Medium magnitude 

of causing erosion/sedimentation that may result in sediment discharging to watercourses and 

effecting the water quality of the Hall’s Burn or Glengavel Water/Avon Water catchment. 

Medium magnitude has been assigned where the conditions are steep, watercourses are in 

relatively close proximity and there are likely to be high runoff rates that will require careful 

management. 

 

315 The sensitivity of Hall’s Burn and associated tributaries is Medium and the Avon Water is High 

due to the presence brown trout downstream of the site and potentially being connected to 

the high sensitivity public drinking water supply source catchment downstream of the site. The 

magnitude of potential effects due to sedimentation are at most Medium for the majority of 

the site which equate to a Minor significance. 

 

 

316 Trenches (~1m in depth) will be dug for the laying of electrical cables linking the turbine to the 

site substation. Where trenches are constructed on slopes, the flow of water could lead to the 

erosion of soils. The removal of material and stockpiling could also lead to sedimentation of the 

local watercourses which have a Medium sensitivity. Standard cabling practice includes the 

rapid excavation and re-instatement of cables, thus there will be no exposed trench to allow for 

water flow causing erosion or sedimentation. Based on this, the magnitude of any potential 

effect of sediments due to erosion is assessed as a maximum of Low so the overall significance 

is at most Minor. 

 

317 Water management will be by the use of diversion ditches around the structures to prevent 

water entry into open foundation bases. However, some dewatering is still likely to be required. 

Dewatering fluids will be directed into surface silt traps and discharged via settlement ponds 

and other sediment control structures onto surrounding vegetation to reduce the effect of 

dewatering and to avoid the sedimentation of Medium sensitivity watercourses. The magnitude 

of any potential effect of disposal of dewatering fluids is assessed as Low, thus the overall 

significance is at most Minor. 
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318 As vehicles on site may be travelling over newly constructed roads or areas of exposed 

sediment, they may transport mud and silt away from site and onto public roads, where it may 

be washed into Medium sensitivity watercourses, wheel washing facilities will be used.  It is 

deemed the magnitude of any potential effect of vehicles transporting sediment is Negligible 

to Low, thus the overall significance will be at most Minor.   

 

319 In summary, and based on the effect, significance criteria developed in regard to hydrology for 

the potential effects on geology, surface water and groundwater, the likely effect from erosion 

and sedimentation, using best practice techniques, is mostly assessed as Minor. The 

infrastructure will result in an overall significance of Minor. 

Pollution 

320 Pollution of watercourses could potentially occur through the following pathways: 

 

• Oil and chemical spills; 

• Leakage of cement powder or liquid concrete during pouring. Concrete is highly alkali 

(high pH) and changes in the pH balance could affect the water quality and the species 

that depend on baseline conditions; 

• Improper management of on-site waste; 

• Poor sanitary plumbing and water storage. 

 

321 The magnitude of effect of a fuel/oil or chemical spillage and of contamination due to sanitary 

plumbing is Low. However, the sensitivity of on-site receptors is assessed as being Medium to 

High at the Upper Avon Water. Therefore, the likely effect on surface water from pollution is 

mostly assessed as Minor and no additional mitigation above best practice methods are likely 

to be required. 

Alteration to Natural Drainage Patterns/ Runoff Volumes and Rates 

322 The development of tracks and cable trenches has the potential to alter natural drainage on the 

site by the development of preferential flow pathways. Groundwater levels in potential peat 

could potentially be reduced in the immediate vicinity of site infrastructure. With regard to 

turbine base and cable trench, this water level reduction will be temporary during excavation 

and concrete pouring/ cable installation. With respect to excavated tracks, the effects will be 

permanent as a seepage face will develop at the potential peat – track interface. 
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323 The effect of the access tracks will be no greater than normal forestry or agricultural tracks and 

there will be no net effect on the total quantity of water flowing off the site.  Potential effects 

predicted for interference to natural drainage patterns by tracks and cable trenching during 

construction is Low.  The watercourses on site are of Medium sensitivity therefore the overall 

significance would be at most Minor. The likely effect from alteration of natural drainage 

patterns, runoff volumes and rates, prior to mitigation and management, is assessed as Minor. 

 

Alteration to the Geological Environment 

324 The construction of the proposed site will involve the excavation of soils, peat, drift deposits 

and bedrock in varying amounts. 

 

325 Peat excavation is required at turbine location T2 and also some sections of the track. These 

areas do amount to a substantial volume of peat to be excavated, approximately 2,600m3and 

therefore the magnitude of effect is High. The sensitivity of the peat in these locations is based 

on the depth and the condition, which is shallow and modified and therefore is considered to 

be at a Low level. The significance of effect is therefore Minor. 

 

326 The sensitivity of the peat in these locations is based on the depth and the condition but is 

considered to be at a Minor level. 

 

Summary of Significance of Effect during Construction Phase 

327 Based on the effect significance criteria developed in regard to hydrology, hydrogeology and 

geology for the potential effects on surface water, groundwater and the geological 

environment, the likely significance of effect from the various potential effects, using best 

practice techniques, is generally assessed as Minor. 

 

9.5.2 Operational Phase 

328 During the operation and maintenance of the proposal, the water environment will be subject 

to less potential adverse effects than during the construction phase. Access tracks will be 

complete and no regular substantial works on the site will be expected during the operational 
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life of the facility other than periodic monitoring and maintenance. The potential for any 

additional sedimentation is Low, therefore the likely effect from erosion and sediment 

transport, prior to mitigation and management, is considered to be Low on all receptors, thus 

the overall significance is Low to Negligible. 

 

329 A number of possible operational effects on the water environment have been identified 

including the potential for spillage of oil and fuels from vehicles used for accessing and 

traversing across the site. However, vehicle use will be minimal and the likely effects from 

pollution, on all receptors, prior to mitigation and management, are assessed to be Low. The 

overall significance is also Minor. 

 

330 Although the construction compound, the turbine bases and part of the crane hardstandings 

are permanent, they represent only a small change to the hydrological characteristics of the 

site. The total area of all combined will be small in relation to the overall catchment area. 

Therefore, the potential effects predicted for interference to natural drainage patterns by tracks 

and other infrastructure is considered to be Low on all receptors. The overall significance is also 

Minor. 

 

9.5.3 Decommissioning Phase 

331 The potential effects that the decommissioning could have on water resources will be very 

similar, although of lesser magnitude, to those detailed above for the construction phase.  

 

332 If new guidelines are published prior to decommissioning of the proposal then these will be 

incorporated into the decommissioning procedures.   

 

9.6  Additional Mitigation and Residual Effects 

333 From the assessment of potential effects, the potential effect significance of the development 

is Minor.   

 

334 Appointing an Ecological Clerk of Works (ECoW) should be appointed to visually monitor the 

Site as construction commences and to advise on any further micro-siting.  The ECoW will have 
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the power to halt all activities if a sensitive/protected habitats/species are identified or 

activities are identified that are having or have the potential to cause pollution to the water 

environment. 

9.7 Conclusions 

335 The magnitude and significance of potential effects was assessed, covering 

sedimentation/erosion, pollution and alteration to natural drainage patterns. This was 

completed as quantitatively as possible for individual infrastructure to allow each to be 

considered separately.  

 

336 The effect significance criteria developed in regard to hydrology for the potential effects on 

geology, surface water and groundwater, the likely effect from erosion and sedimentation, 

using best practice techniques, is mostly assessed as Minor. The infrastructure will result in an 

overall significance of Minor. 

 

337 The magnitude of effect of a fuel/oil or chemical spillage and of contamination due to sanitary 

plumbing is Low. However, the sensitivity of on-site receptors is assessed as being Medium to 

High at the Upper Avon Water. Therefore, the likely effect on surface water from pollution is 

mostly assessed as Minor and no additional mitigation above best practice methods are likely 

to be required. 

 

338 The likely effect from alteration of natural drainage patterns, runoff volumes and rates, prior to 

mitigation and management, is assessed as Minor. 

 

339 The magnitude and significance of potential effects was assessed, covering 

sedimentation/erosion, pollution and alteration to natural drainage patterns. This was 

completed as quantitatively as possible for individual infrastructure to allow each to be 

considered separately. Prior to specific additional mitigation, over and above best practice 

techniques, there is the potential for effects of Minor significance to occur in regard to peat.No 

specific mitigation measures or management plans are therefore required other than 

appropriate reuse of excavated peat as discussed.  
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10. Aviation and Electro Magnetic Interference (EMI) 

10.1 Application Details 

 

340 Straten CSL have been commissioned by The Applicant to conduct an Aviation assessment for 

the proposed 3-turbine wind farm up to 149.9m to tip at Land at Hallsburn Farm, Drumclog, 

Strathaven, ML10 6RG.  

 

341 The potential operational and technical impacts of the proposed development on Glasgow 

Airport (GAL), Glasgow Prestwick Airport (GAP) and NERL services have been assessed. See 

Appendix I for further detail.  

 

342 The proposed turbine locations can be viewed in Table 16 and Figure 5 below. 

 

Table 16 – Proposed turbine locations 
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Figure 5 – Proposed turbine locations. 

 

343 The proposed development is situated approximately 31.5km (17nm) east of Glasgow Prestwick 

Airport and 35.5km (19nm) southeast of Glasgow Airport. 

 

344 Scottish Planning Policy (2014) states that proposals for energy infrastructure developments 

should always take into consideration impacts on aviation and defence interests, and impacts 

on telecommunications and broadcasting installations, particularly ensuring that transmission 

links are not compromised. 

 

345 Scottish Government’s planning advice relating to onshore wind turbines (2014) states: ‘Wind 

turbines produce electromagnetic radiation which can interfere with broadcast communications 

and signals. Applicants should make direct contact with any authorities or bodies likely to have 

an interest - in particular, the local emergency services, local authority services departments, 

gas and electricity companies.’ 
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10.2 Aviation Assessments 

 

346 To address aviation and airport concerns, a series of assessments have been undertaken. These 

assessments consider the three primary areas of aviation safeguarding, namely; 

• Physical – considers the Obstacle Limitation Surfaces (OLS) within 15km of an airport. 

• Instrument Flight Procedures (IFP) - reviews the published IFPs for each airport within 30nm 

(55.6km) of the Aerodrome Reference Point (ARP) and Terminal Approach Areas (TAA). 

• Technical - considers potential impact to ground-based navigational aids and radar 

surveillance systems. 

 

347 Additional consideration is made to the airspace structure above the windfarm and the 

potential impact to military low-flying areas and General Aviation (GA). 

  

10.3 Assessment Summary 

 

348 A summary of aviation impacts of the proposed development are detailed below and 

summarised in Table 17. 

 

Table 17 – Summary of the Aviation Impacts of the Proposed Development. 

 

 

Physical Safeguarding 
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349 Glasgow and Glasgow Prestwick airports are beyond the 15km criteria for Physical Safeguarding, 

and so it can be concluded that the proposed development does not impact the criteria for any 

nearby airports or airfields. 

Instrument Flight Procedures (IFPs) 

350 A review was conducted and concluded that the published IFPs for Glasgow and Glasgow 

Prestwick Airport are not impacted.   

 

351 The proposed development does not impact any published IFPs serving aerodromes within a 

30nm radius. 

 

Technical Safeguarding 

352 The proposed development is beyond the 15km radius of any nearby Secondary Surveillance 

Radar (SSR) facilities and does not impact any navigational aids or radio antennae for either 

airports or NERL infrastructure.  

 

353 NATS were engaged to conduct a Technical and Operational Assessment (TOPA) for NERL and 

Glasgow Airport PSRs. The results of this assessment are shown in the NATS Technical and 

Operational Assessment (TOPA) referenced as SG32818, Issue 1 and dated March 2022. It’s 

concluded that the NERL Lowther site is impacted by T1 of the proposed turbines and 

Cumbernauld Radar by all 3 turbines. Radar mitigation is available where necessary. 

 

354 Cyrrus Limited conducted a radar assessment for the GAP PSR. The report, CL-5777-RPT-002 

V1.0, dated 25 March 2022 indicates there will be no impact to the Airport’s PSR. Results show 

that GAL is not impacted by the proposed development.  

 

10.4 Electro Magnetic Interference (EMI) 

Consultation Responses 

 

355 The following telecommunications and aviation organisations listed in Table 18 below have 

been consulted. 

Table 18 – Responses from Telecommunications and Aviation Organisations that have been Consulted.  
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Consultee 
Date of Consultation 

Initiated 
Date of Consultation 

Received 
Consultation Response 

Ofcom 09.02.2022 N/A Ofcom no longer consult 

Atkins Global 09.02.2022 10.02.2022 No objection 

Joint Radio Company (JRC) 09.02.2022 10.02.2022 No objection 

Ministry of Defence (MOD) 09.02.2022 10.02.2022 No objection 

 

Summary 

 

356 Due to the positive consultation responses received, and mitigation available, the applicant is 

confident that the proposed turbine is unlikely to adversely impact telecommunication links or 

aviation interests. The turbine can be fitted with MoD-accredited visible or infrared aviation 

safety lighting should this be deemed necessary, so as to mitigate any low-flying concerns. 

 

357 As a result of the full IFP assessment conducted by Cyrrus Limited on GAP; Straten CSL have 

deemed that the proposed development does not impact current published IFPs, RNAVs and 

ODDs, for Glasgow Prestwick Airport. 

 

358 Details of the correspondence to date can be found in Appendix I.   

 

10.5 Conclusion 

 

359 Straten CSL were commissioned by The Applicant to conduct an Aviation assessment, 

considering potential operational and technical impacts of the proposed development on GAP, 

GAL and NERL services.   

360 Glasgow and Glasgow Prestwick airports are beyond the 15km criteria for Physical Safeguarding. 

It can be concluded that the proposed development does not impact the criteria for any nearby 

airports or airfields. 

361 An IFP assessment was conducted and concluded that the published IFPs for Glasgow and 

Glasgow Prestwick Airport are not impacted. The proposed development does not impact any 

published IFPs serving aerodromes within a 30nm radius. 
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362 Results of the Technical Safeguarding assessment concluded that the proposed development 

has been shown to be in line of sight of NERL Lowther and NERL Cumbernauld radar assets - 

however mitigation is available and currently under consideration. 

 

363 Cyrrus Limited conducted a full IFP assessment for GAP and concluded that the proposed 

development does not impact current published IFPs, RNAVs and ODDs, for Prestwick Airport. 

 

364 The proposed development does not impact GAP or GAL Radar Surveillance, navigational aids 

or radio systems. 

 

11. Shadow Flicker 

11.1 Introduction 

 

365 The Applicant is seeking planning permission from South Lanarkshire Council for the approval 

of a 149.9m x 3- turbine scheme on Land at Hallsburn Farm, Drumclog, Strathaven, ML10 6RG. 

This location is immediately surrounded by open moorland, an extensive wind farm 

environment and dense Coniferous Forestry to the north and south. 

 

366 Under certain combinations of geographical position and time of day, the sun may pass behind 

the rotor of the proposed wind turbines and cast a shadow over neighbouring properties. When 

the blades rotate, the shadow flicks on and off; the effect is known as 'shadow flicker'. The effect 

is only recognised inside buildings where the flicker appears through a narrow window or 

opening. For this reason, only impacts on local inhabited buildings are considered. 

 

367 Resoft Windfarm software was utilised for this analysis. The full report can be found in Appendix 

J. 

11.2 Methodology 

368 The seasonal duration of shadow flicker can be calculated from the geometry of the turbine and 

the latitude and topography of the potential site (Planning Policy Guidance Note, PPS 22, 

Department of the Environment, 2004). 
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369 Assessment of potential shadow flicker from the turbines has been undertaken using Resoft 

WindFarm®; an industry standard software package widely used for design and assessment of 

wind farms. It is important to note that the software does not consider any screening between 

properties and turbines and assumes perfect weather conditions when any possible shadow 

flicker effects will be at their worst. In reality, the sunshine hours in the UK amounts to 30% of 

annual daylight hours43. Furthermore, Resoft WindFarm does not take into account daylight 

savings time, so this should be applied to any listing data within this report. 

 

370 Shadow strength decreases with distance from the source, and it is generally accepted that 

shadow flicker becomes insignificant at distances greater than 10 times the turbine rotor 

diameter (10D). For the purpose of this report a candidate turbine which has a rotor diameter 

of 126m has been used. The shadow flicker effects beyond the distance of 1.26km can be 

considered insignificant. In total, 54 properties/inhabited receptors were identified within the 

study area. 

 

371 Ordnance Survey 1:10k scale mapping was used to identify buildings in the search area. The 

theoretical extent of shadow flicker from the proposed wind turbine was then calculated at all 

properties within 1260m. 

 

372 The location of the turbines used for the analysis is given in Table 19 below. 

 Table 19 – Turbine Locations 

 

 

 

 

373 As standard industry practice dictates, it has been assumed that each property within the study 

area has a window of 1m x 1m, located at the nearest point of the house to the respective 

turbine and positioned at a height-to-centre of 2m above ground level directly facing the 

proposed wind turbines. This allows for the consideration of 3 windows per receptor facing 

 

43 Met Office, 2021. UK climate averages. [online] Met Office. Available at: https://www.metoffice.gov.uk/research/climate/maps-and-data/uk-climate-averages/gcuy0ce1v  [Accessed 16 
September 2021]. 

Turbine Easting Northing 

1 266705 636802 

2 266338 636953 

3 266308 636630 
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turbines 1, 2, and 3 respectively. Ordnance Survey and Google Earth software have been used 

to identify residential addresses and the location of the properties. This will have the effect of 

creating a worst-case scenario. 

 

11.3 Summary 

374 The summarised results of the modelling are presented in Table 20 below. 

Table 20 – Summary of Shadow Flicker Times on Each Window for Proposed Turbine.  

House Easting Northing Day Per Year Max Hours/Day Mean Hours/Day Total Hours 

1 265432 636010 50 0.48 0.39 19.5 

2 265462 636010 44 0.45 0.37 16.2 

3 265357 637401 83 0.49 0.36 30.2 

4 265422 637403 89 0.51 0.38 34 

5 265780 637422 135 1.02 0.62 83.9 

6 265786 637419 135 1.03 0.63 84.9 

7 265792 637417 135 1.04 0.63 85.7 

8 265798 637415 135 1.05 0.64 86.6 

9 265824 637416 133 1.11 0.68 90.1 

10 265831 637414 133 1.12 0.69 91.3 

11 265838 637411 133 1.13 0.69 92.4 

12 265844 637410 133 1.15 0.7 93.4 

13 265850 637408 133 1.16 0.71 94.6 

14 265857 637394 136 1.17 0.71 96.9 

15 265880 637404 132 1.23 0.76 99.7 

16 265902 637384 135 1.28 0.78 105.8 

17 265744 637376 146 0.92 0.56 81 

18 265750 637374 147 0.93 0.56 81.6 

19 265756 637372 147 0.94 0.56 82.7 

20 265762 637369 146 0.95 0.57 83.6 

21 265787 637370 145 1 0.6 87.5 

22 265794 637368 145 1.01 0.61 88.8 

23 265800 637366 145 1.02 0.62 89.9 

24 265806 637363 146 1.03 0.62 91.1 

25 265880 637165 184 0.98 0.66 120.8 

26 265903 637181 183 1.04 0.69 127.1 

 

375 Modelling shows that there are 24 properties within the study area that could theoretically 

receive shadow flicker in excess of the 30 hours per year threshold, and 23 properties 

experiencing over 30 minutes on any day. The analysis showcases the theoretical maximum 
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shadow flicker and is based on a worst-case scenario, which assumes sunny weather conditions 

all year round and does not take into account common UK winter weather conditions (cloud 

cover, wind speed and direction). In the UK, bright sunshine is typically known to occur for only 

30%44 of daylight hours per annum. No other properties would encounter over 30 hours of 

shadow flicker per annum - outside of this test area, any shadow flicker will be sufficiently 

diminished so that no significant impacts will occur. 

 

376 The modelling shows the maximum amount of shadow flicker potentially experienced by the 

assessed properties. However, the instances of shadow flicker will always be less than that 

predicted by the model as it is based on a worst-case scenario. The occurrence of shadow flicker 

is only possible during the operation of the wind turbine (i.e., when the rotor blades are turning) 

and when the sky is clear enough to cast shadows. It is therefore important to consider the 

following facts when making an assessment: 

 

• Climatic conditions dictate that the sun is not always shining. Cloud cover/ mist, and fog 

at all other times obscure the sun and prevent shadow flicker occurrences. It is 

considered that weather conditions could reduce actual occurrence of shadow flicker 

by at least half, compared to calculated levels.  

• Objects such as trees or walls may surround windows and obscure the view of the 

turbine and hence prevent shadow flicker.  

• During operation, the turbine rotors automatically orientate themselves to face the 

prevailing wind direction. This means the turbine rotors will not always be facing the 

affected window. Very little of the blade movement would be visible during such 

occurrences and therefore the potential for shadow flicker is reduced.  

• The turbine will not operate for 100% of daylight hours. During periods of very low wind 

speed, very high wind speed or maintenance related shutdowns, the rotors do not turn. 

During such periods shadow flicker is not possible. 

 

44 Met Office, 2021. UK climate averages. [online] Met Office. Available at: https://www.metoffice.gov.uk/research/climate/maps-and-data/uk-climate-averages/gcuy0ce1v  [Accessed 16 
September 2021]. 
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11.4 Mitigation Measures 

377 Minimising any potential effects of shadow flicker on neighbouring properties has been 

considered in the positioning of the turbines by providing maximum possible distances from 

properties. Furthermore, the dense vegetation that exists in the form of managed forestry to 

the north, south and west of the proposed turbines will greatly limit potential shadow flicker 

occurrences on Dungavel Detention Centre (property number 25 and 26) which are the most 

affected receptors as established from the results. 

 

378 A shadow flicker mitigation programme will be installed into the turbines (on commissioning) 

to ensure that all impacts can be eliminated in the presence of conditions that would cause 

shadow flicker. This is achieved by installing light meters on the wind turbine and programming 

the turbine to switch off during potential shadow flicker occurrences that have been pre-

determined – this programme can be initiated at any time during the operational life of the 

proposed wind turbines. 

 

379 Further possible mitigation measures also include, but are not limited to, the planting of 

additional trees and shrubs at affected dwellings to generate natural screening. 

 

11.5 Conclusions 

380 Shadow flicker modelling of the houses within 1260m of the proposed wind turbines has shown 

that all of the 26 properties considered may experience shadow flicker, with 24 properties 

experiencing beyond the widely recognised 30-hour annual limit. 

 

381 It is important to note that all shadow flicker values given are the theoretical maximum hours 

of shadow flicker that will be experienced. The modelling calculations take no account of 

weather conditions (cloud cover, wind speed and direction) or screening by trees or hedges, 

which can be expected to greatly reduce potential shadow flicker effects. 

 

382 Importantly, the research evidence shows that shadow flicker does not occur at frequencies 

which may cause human health problems.  
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383 The proposed turbines will have an installed shadow flicker mitigation programme that can be 

initiated at any time during the lifetime of the turbines. This will allow for the shadow flicker 

effect to be completely avoided. 

 

384 If any shadow flicker effects were to be logged during operation of the wind turbines, several 

additional mitigation measures could be deployed to diminish them including the planting of 

additional trees and shrubs to provide natural screening.  

 

 

12. Transport 

12.1 Introduction 

385 The Applicant has completed a Construction Transport Management Plan (CTMP), which 

identifies the potential impacts associated with the construction of the 3-turbine wind farm at 

Land at Hallsburn Farm, Drumclog, Strathaven, ML10 6RG.The only significant impact results 

from the movement of Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs) during the construction phase of the main 

building blocks to construct the wind turbines. The expected impact associated with the 

transport and construction of this 3-turbine wind farm is modest in scale and duration. 

 

386 Although the assessment identifies the route to be used, every Local Council, Highway and 

Police authority will be consulted regarding the proposed route prior to delivery of the wind 

turbine. 

 

387 The full report can be found in Appendix K. 

 

12.2 Summary 

388 The turbine components and ancillary construction plant will be transported by road using the 

strategic and local highway network. Whilst the exact details of the route along the strategic 

network have not yet been finalised, it is likely that the route into South Lanarkshire will utilise 

the A71. 
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389 It is likely that the wind turbine will be delivered from the M74 junction 8, taking the A71 

southwest. The route will continue for 8.9km and then turn left onto B743 for 9.25km before 

turning left entering the agricultural land. From here, a new access track will be constructed to 

the reach the turbine locations. Sections of the main highways may require use of the full width 

of the carriageway for long loads and hence such loads would require a police escort. 

 

390 The installation of the proposed turbine will involve an estimated 54 abnormal load movements 

for the main turbine components and a number of construction vehicle movements. 

 

12.3 Conclusion 

391 The potential impact of the HGV traffic associated with the proposed wind farm construction 

should, because of the scale and duration, have minimal impact and cause minimal disruption 

to other road users in the local area while this is in progress. All removal of traffic furniture will 

be temporary, and fully reinstated following the installation. 

 

392 For the installation of these turbines, there will be a total number of 106 movements for the 

main components and in total 4, 242 HGV movements. Confirmation of the route and time 

frame for the HGV movements will be agreed in writing with the LPA prior to commencement 

of works on site. 

 

393 It is recognised that the delivery of these building blocks will require careful thought and 

planning. Additionally, each HGV movement will be planned and notified to every Local Council, 

Highway and Police authority according to the requirements of Abnormal Indivisible Loads – 

Road Vehicles (Authorisation of Special Tyres) (General) Order 2003. Due to the nature of the 

size of the components for each building block, a pre-determined route and time should be 

arranged so that minimal disruption is caused. 
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13. Public Consultation 

13.1 Introduction 

394 There is no statutory requirement in Scotland to hold public consultations for developments 

under 20MW. However, The Applicant feels that it is important to meet members of the 

community before submitting an application - so they are informed about the proposal and 

have an opportunity to ask questions or seek further clarity about any aspect of the proposal. 

 

395 The online public consultation event was held on Thursday the 26th of May 2022, between 3.00-

7.00pm. The full suite of reports and summary was included within the following webpage 

www.cleanearthenergy.com. The aims of the consultation was: 

 

• To provide members of the community with information about the proposed three 

turbine scheme; 

• To measure support and opposition to this proposed turbine; and  

• To hear the local community’s suggestions on how the proposal could be improved. 

 

396 The full public consultation report is attached as Appendix L. 

 

13.2 Consultation Process 

397 The primary means of consultation took the form of an open online public consultation event 

held on Thursday the 26th of May 2022, between 3.00-7.00pm. An online consultation was held 

in light of the COVID-19 pandemic. 

 

398 A public notice for the event was placed in the Strathaven Echoes Newspaper for two 

consecutive weeks from the 12nd of May 2022. 
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399 To ensure local residents were aware of the public consultation event, The Applicant sent 

invitations two weeks before the event to all properties within 1.5km of the site that may be 

impacted by the proposed turbine development. This encompassed 21 properties and an 

additional letter was sent to Sandford and Upper Avondale Community Council. 

 

400 The online exhibition included a designated webpage as well as the full suite of documentation. 

Detailed information of the proposal included: 

 

• Proposed turbine location plan, and location relative to the existing wind turbines;  

• Proposed site layout plan;  

• Turbine elevation plan;  

• Proposal details;  

• Photomontages of the proposed turbine;  

• Zone of theoretical visibility maps for the proposal;  

• Draft technical documents to be submitted with the planning application, including 

assessments for landscape, heritage, ecology, shadow flicker, and noise;  

• The key criteria to satisfy in the planning process. 

 

13.3 Summary 

401 No members of the public called to enquire or book a slot for the public consultation. 

 

402 Questionnaires were designed to monitor attitudes towards the proposal and to give members 

of the community the ability to raise concerns and voice their opinions on the project. The 

template of the questionnaire can be viewed in the full Public Consultation Report in Appendix 

L. As well as talking to people and answering questions directly, the questionnaires provide an 

additional channel for people to express their opinions and raise extra concerns after the event 

should they wish. 

 

403 The questionnaire was available to view and submit 14 days following the event. 
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13.4 Conclusions 

404 Every effort was made to notify members of the community about the public consultation event 

on the 26th of May 2022; The Applicant invited all local residents within, 1.5km of the site, and 

arranged for advertisements in the Strathaven Echoes 14 days prior. 

 

405 A proactive approach was used to ensure that all interested parties had the appropriate 

platforms in which they could raise concerns. 

 

406 No members of the public called to enquire or book a slot for the public consultation. The 

project webpage and project-specific email address will remain live throughout the planning 

process through which local residents can continue to ask questions should they arise. 
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14. Conclusion 

407 This Planning Statement has addressed a wide range of likely significant effects on the 

environment from the proposal. The planning statement demonstrates it: 

 

• Is in line with national guidance and is supported by national, regional and local policy 

on renewable energy and sustainable development; 

• Will not give rise to significant additional landscape and visual impact. 

• Will not adversely impact any habitats or species of nature conservation importance; 

• Will have no adverse impacts on heritage assets and their settings; 

• Will meet all noise criteria given in ETSU-R-97; 

• Will not adversely impact hydrology, hydrogeology or peat, with the application of the 

appropriate mitigation measures; 

• Will not adversely impact aviation or telecommunication links; 

• Will not produce unacceptable levels of shadow flicker on the residents of the 

properties located in proximity to the proposal.  

• Will not have a significant impact on transportation networks; and 

• Will have positive effects on the local community in the form of a community benefit 

fund, and the opportunity to provide jobs, particularly in the construction employment 

sector. This proposal is not expected to affect the tourism within the local area. 

 

408 This Planning Statement has not established any exceptional circumstances that outweigh the 

legislation and planning policy relevant to this renewable energy development. 

 

409 The proposed wind farm aligns with current planning policy and South Lanarkshire Council 

turbine siting guidance45, and will generate electricity from a renewable source. This site has a 

 
45https://www.southlanarkshire.gov.uk/downloads/file/13239/tall_wind_turbines_landscape_capacity_siting_and_design_guidance  

https://www.southlanarkshire.gov.uk/downloads/file/13239/tall_wind_turbines_landscape_capacity_siting_and_design_guidance
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viable wind speed and from this CE predicts that the wind farm will generate over approximately 

36.9GWh per year, enough to power over 9,400 South Lanarkshire homes. 

 

410 This proposal has demonstrated that it is in agreement with current National and Local energy 

targets and policies, for example: Climate Change Plan 2018, Scottish Energy Strategy 2017 and 

the South Lanarkshire Local. 

 

411 Therefore, this planning application for a 3-turbine wind farm at Hallsburn should be granted 

planning permission, allowing the development to contribute to the national and local targets 

to produce renewable energy and contribute to the security of the UK’s energy market. 
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