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Dear Sir/Madam

The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland)
Regulations 2017 EIA Scoping Report (August 2020)

SITE ADDRESS Proposed Howmoor Windfarm, Knoweside Hill, Near Maybole, South Ayrshire)

PROPOSAL.: Construction of Howmoor Windfarm comprising up to six wind turbines to tip
height of 125m (generating capacity exceeding 20MW) and associated
infrastructure

Thank you for your email of 28 August 2020, on behalf of Wind 2, seeking South Ayrshire Council’s Scoping
Opinion on a proposed wind farm at Howmoor. | acknowledge with gratitude your agreement to extend the
period for issuing our Opinion. We have consulted with Statutory Consultees and copies of their responses
are attached to this letter. These form an integral part of the Scoping Opinion and should be read in full.

| would draw your attention to the matters that we have scoped out, including Aviation, Telecommunications
and Socio Economic impact. We do not consider these to be environmental effects. These are however
important considerations in the overall assessment of the planning application and the related evidence should
be provided in a separate planning statement.

The need for aviation lighting has not been discussed within the EIA Scoping Report. If such lighting is needed,
the LVIA will need to include assessment of the impact of this on the night-time landscape. You should consult
with NATS, Glasgow Prestwick Airport and MOD to determine whether aviation lighting will be required.

Consultation responses are awaited from West of Scotland Archaeology Service and Ayrshire Roads Alliance.
These will be forwarded as soon as they become available. Depending upon the consultation response from
ARA it may be possible to scope out transport from the EIA Report.

| trust the above feedback will be of assistance and note that notwithstanding the foregoing and attached,
South Ayrshire Council’s response at this juncture is confined to the technical parameters of the sufficiency of
scope as regards EIA — and is strictly without prejudice to the authority’s future partial consideration as to the
actual merits of the proposal upon its anticipated consultation, in due course, at planning application stage.

Yours faithfully

Mr Alan Edgar
Supervisory Planner, Priority Projects



The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017

Scoping Opinion of South Ayrshire Council for Proposed Wind
Farm Comprising Up To Six Turbines With Associated
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1. Introduction

South Ayrshire Council has received a request under Regulation 17 of The Town and Country
Planning (Environmental Impacts Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017 (‘The Regulations’) for a
scoping opinion in respect of a proposed wind farm on land at Howmoor, Knowside Hill, near
Maybole. The purpose of this Scoping Opinion is to provide the applicant with details that the
Planning Authority considers to be the main issues and therefore the issues upon which the EIA
Report should focus.

As part of the process of preparing this scoping opinion the planning authority has consulted with a
range of agencies (both statutory and non-statutory) and provided these consultees with a copy of
the applicants submitted scoping report. Each of the consultees has provided a response relating to
their own particular remit. The responses of each of the consultation authorities are set out within
Appendix 1. Please note that the responses submitted by the consultation authorities form part of
the scoping opinion and should therefore be read in full.

As is evidenced by the range of consultees, there are a number of issues associated with this
proposal which require to be addressed within the EIA Report. This report summarises what the
Council considers to be the issues upon which there will be likely significant effects, and therefore
those upon which the EIA should focus.

2. Description of The Site and Proposed Development

The application site is located north west of Maybole on the eastern side of Knoweside Hill. The site
lies to the north of the A719 (in the vicinity of the “Electric Brae”) and to the south of the unclassified
C122 (Glenalmond-Garryhorn section) road. Land uses are predominantly agricultural involving
livestock grazing, however, there is also, reportedly, some informal recreational uses including model
aircraft flying and shooting. There is a quarry within the site which the applicant advises is used on
occasions to supply stone for use within the estate. Whilst the Scoping Report states that the main
access to the site is from the B7023 road via an unmade track, the plans submitted indicate that the
access is from the C122.

The site lies within the Brown Carrick Hills 8km (approx.) to the south west of Ayr and 4km (approx.)
to the south east of Dunure and 3km (approx.) north west of Maybole. The site is located on a south
west facing slope of Knowside Hill, which rises from the coastline . The turbines are to be located in
an area where the angle of the slope reduces, forming a less steeply sloping area where it is proposed
to form the access track. The majority of the turbines will sit above the main access route on the
steeper slopes, with the exception of turbine 4 which will sit in a hollow. The site runs parallel to the
A719 road, elevated between 60m and 130m (approximately) above the road. Howmoor Quarry lies
at the southeastern end of the site. The nearest residential properties are the farmhouses associated
with the various farms that are located to the northeast, southwest and south of the site.

Access to the site will be taken from the C122 north of “Preaching Brae”. The access will comprise a
main access route with spurs off to access the turbine positions. Whilst the main route will generally
follow the contours, the spur required to serve Turbines 5 and 6 will require to cross relatively steep
ground.

Up to six turbines with a blade tip height of up to 125m are proposed with the following associated
infrastructure:



e Crane hardstandings

e Underground Power cables lining the turbines

e Upgraded and new on-site access tracks

e Substation compound (location not identified)

e Temporary construction compound (location not identified)
e Temporary borrow pits (no locations identified)

e Battery storage (location not identified)

e Grid connection (no details supplied)

The turbines proposed will be typical horizontal axis design comprising three rotor blades, hub and
nacelle. The towers would be tubular and tapered and finished in light grey semi-matt colour.

It is proposed that the wind farm would be operational for a period of 30 years.

3. Planning Policy Context

The Council agrees that Section 5 identifies the planning policy context within which any future
planning application will be assessed. However Table 5.1 should additionally include LDP Policy:
spatial strategy and LDP Policy: tourism.

In relation to LDP2 the up-to-date position is as follows:

At a special meeting on 1 September 2020, the Council considered representations on the Modified
Proposed Replacement South Ayrshire Local Development Plan (MPLDP2), submitted in response
to public consultation, and agreed (1) to submit the Plan, without further modification, to the
Scottish Ministers for Examination; and (2) the Plan would be a material consideration in
determining planning applications, with the weight accorded to it increasing as it progresses
through the statutory process. As MPLDP2 now represents the Council’s settled position on the
Development Plan it wishes to progress to adoption, it is a material consideration in the assessment
of planning applications. However, it remains the subject of unresolved representations, which will
be considered by the Scottish Government’s Directorate of Planning and Environmental Appeals
(DPEA), as part of the Examination process. In considering development proposals, the Council may
now apportion significant weight to those principles or policies of MPLDP2 which are not the subject
of unresolved representations. In relation to wind energy policies, representations were, however,
received seeking changes at both Proposed and Modified Proposed Plan stages. The wind energy
policies will thus be the subject of Schedule 4s that will be considered by the Reporter(s) appointed
to conduct the Examination. As a consequence, the policies carry little weight compared with the
equivalent policy in LDP1. MPLDP2 is unlikely to be the determining factor in the determination of
Planning Applications for wind energy, remaining subordinate in status to the adopted LDP. It should
be noted that the applicable policies in MPLDP2 are not materially different to those of the existing
LDP.

4. Consultation

The Council has undertaken statutory consultation on the EIA Scoping Report with the following
organisations:

e Nature Scotland
e Historic Environment Scotland
e Scottish Water



e Scottish Environment Protection Agency
The Council also undertook consultation with the bodies listed below:

e Environmental Health, South Ayrshire Council
e Carol Anderson Landscape Associates

e ACCON UK

e Ayrshire Roads Alliance

e West of Scotland Archaeology Service

No responses were received from Ayrshire Roads Alliance or West of Scotland Archaeology Service.

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

The consultation responses received are contained within Annex A to this report. Unless stated to
the contrary, the Planning Authority expect the EIA Report to include all matters raised in responses
from the consultees and advisors.

With regard to those consultees who did not respond, it is assumed they have no comment to make
on the scoping report, however each would be consulted again in the event that an application for
planning permission is submitted subsequent to the Environmental Impact Assessment scoping
opinion.

5. Environmental Effects Identified In Scoping Report

The EIA Scoping Report prepared by Stephenson Halliday identifies the following key effects on the
environment:

e Landscape and visual impact
e Cultural heritage
e Ecology and ornithology

Other lesser effects, which will be addressed within the EIA Report include:

e Soils, geology and water environment
e Noise

e Traffic & Transport

e Socio Economics

e Shadow flicker

e Aviation

6. The Scoping Opinion

This scoping opinion has been adopted following consultation with the relevant statutory consultees
and the other bodies identified in Section 4 of this report. The Council has taken into account the
information provided by the applicant in its request dated 28 August 2020 in respect of specific
characteristics of the proposed Development



In providing this scoping opinion, the Council has had regard to current knowledge and methods of
assessment, have taken into account the specific characteristics of the proposed Development, the
specific characteristics of that type of development and the environmental features likely to be
affected.

A copy of this Scoping Opinion will be published on the Council’s website at www.south-
ayrshire.gov.uk

The Council considers that the scope of the EIAR should include the following:

e Landscape and visual impact

e Cultural heritage

e Ecology and ornithology

e Soils, geology and water environment
¢ Noise

e Traffic and Transportation

These issues should be examined in accordance with the methodologies set out in the Scoping
Report prepared by Stephenson Halliday dated August 2020 subject to incorporation of the
comments provided by consultees.

South Ayrshire Council considers that Aviation, Telecommunications and Socio-Economic impacts
should be scoped out as these are not considered to be environmental effects. It is further noted
that Shadow Flicker is not expected to be a significant effect, however, the EIAR should include the
evidence for scoping this out.

Any comments received from Ayrshire Roads Alliance and West of Scotland Archaeology Service will
be forwarded to the applicant.

In addition to the consultation responses the Council wish to provide comments with regards to the
Scope of the EIA report. The applicant should note and address each matter.

Landscape and visual impact & cultural heritage

The additional viewpoints recommended by Carol Anderson Landscape Associates and Historic
Environment Scotland in their respective consultation responses should be included within the LVIA
and Cultural Heritage Assessment. The Cultural Heritage assessment should additionally include the
assessment of the potential effects on Dunure Castle and Dunduff fort as advised by HES. The
comments on the methodology for establishing the significance of environmental effects on cultural
heritage assets should be taken into consideration. The applicant should ascertain whether
permanent aviation lighting is required and if this is the case the LIVA should incorporate an
assessment on the effects on the night-time sky. This should be discussed further with the Planning
Authority prior to submission of the EIA Report. It should be noted that the Local Landscape Areas
are proposed through the LDP review and do not currently have any formal status. There is potential
for these areas to be modified through the examination process (please refer to comments on the
current status of LDP 2 provided above). The Scenic Area remains as the appropriate landscape
designation to be considered in the EIA Report, however, the LLAs do provide a useful context within
which to consider landscape impact.


http://www.south-ayrshire.gov.uk/
http://www.south-ayrshire.gov.uk/

Noise

The advice provided by the Council’s independent noise consultant (ACCON UKT Ltd) should be
followed. As advised in ACCON’s comments, the assessment methodology and background survey
locations should be discussed with the Planning Service. Any construction noise issues should
however be discussed with Environmental Health, South Ayrshire Council. ACCON’s comments
regarding definition of ‘Quiet Daytime’ should be taken into consideration.

Soils, geology and water environment

The scope of the EIA Report should include a full assessment of the potential impact on the quality
and quantity of private water supplies. The detailed comments provided by the Council’s
Environmental Health department should be fully taken into account. Further information on the
location of private water supplies and their catchments should be discussed with Environmental
Health.

7. Comments on Matters Scoped Out in EIA Scoping Report

Shadow Flicker — the EIAR should include justification for scoping out this issue

Air Quality - agreed

Flood Risk — provided that any water crossings are designed to accommodate the 1in 200 year
event and other infrastructure are located away from watercourses

GWDTE — provided that it can be demonstrated that all GWDTE are outwith 100m radius of all
excavations shallower than 1.0m and outwith 250m of all excavations deeper than 1m and
proposed groundwater abstractions.

Peatland Management Plan and Peat Landslide Hazard Risk Assessment — the requirement should
be reviewed upon completion of the peat depth survey

Water Quality Monitoring - agreed

Nationally designated landscapes- agreed

Wild Land Assessment- agreed

Cumulative — small turbines (below 50m) >5km from site boundary — agreed

National and International Designated nature conservation sites - agreed

Effects upon Inventory Battlefields and World Heritage Sites — agreed

Protected species (other than Bat and Otter) — agreed

Black Grouse — agreed

Vibration, Low Frequency Noise and Traffic Noise During Operation — agreed

Television Reception — agreed

Further advice should be sought from Ayrshire Roads Alliance with regard to scoping out of
transport matters. You should continue to liaise with NatureScot to determine the requirement
for a second year breeding bird survey.

ANNEX A — CONSULTATION RESPONSES

Nature Scotland
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23 November 2020
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Dear Alan,

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT (SCOTLAND) REGULATIONS 2017

PROPOSED WIND FARM AT HOWMOOR, NORTH WEST OF MAYBOLE, SOUTH AYRSHIRE
SCOPING OPINION REQUEST

Erection of § wind turbines wit blade tip height of 125m

Scoping Advice

There zre no designated sites of national or internationa! importance within the proposzed project
area s0 we are content that impacts on such are scoped out. The applicant should, however, refer
toou'gener:l pre-apolication and :eopmgadvm:t
pfwdugudanoeonm:.suadiadwebpr and MWMMWMM
farm developments and includes information on recommenced survey methods, sources of
further irformation anc guidance, and data presentation. Attention should be grven to the full
range of advice included in the guidance note. The checidizt in Annex 1 of the guidance note sets
out our expectations of what shoud be included in the ElA Report, while Annex 2 provides advice
on azzessing the effects of turbire Sighting on landscape and visua! interests, and birds. The
gudance document will be updated over time to reflect any changes to available information and
our guidance. s0 users should ensure they cownload the mozt up to date version before wze.

The:pplt:mmwa!somfermww Mmmmdbﬂndevdmm:t
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Suspian Housze, 2 Manner Court, Cydetank Euziress Pars, Cihydetank 385 INR
Tagn Cazpan 2 Quirt o' Minereiche, Pairc Gnotnachax Shouac Cricaiah, Brusch Chiusan GEX 2NR

0131 314 8550 naturescot
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We note 3t zection 6.4 of the Scoping Report that 3 Peatland Management Plan haz been scoped
out. There iz, however, (azs 1 peat habitats of national importance within the red boundary
study area. Thzscanbewewedat

Comder:bonmmbegmtohowthedevelopmemm«heiywaﬁect:ha pe:uarﬂ andwh:t
couldbedomtomg:te.cwmh impacts. lrrfonnatmonmenmpmnceo(peadandmhe

We note from section 10,5 the intention to consult us Lpon completion of 2020 breeding bird
survey. We will acvize accordingly in due course if you stifl wazh to conzider scoping out further
breeding bird surveyz.

The acvice in this letter is provided by NatureScot, the opersting name of Scottish Naturs!
Heritage

Yours zincerely,

DANIELLE THOMSON

Operations Officer

Strathclyce & Byrshire

cezan Houte, I Manne* Court, Cydebant Euinezz Pan, Clydeteank G322 INR
Taign Cacpan, I Cuirt ¢ Mnsracne, Pairs Gnathacnas Shruach Cwssich, Eruach Chiuesdh G311 INA
0131 312 €750 naturescet
=3 = o g ¥



Historic Environment Scotland

HISTORIC | ARAINNEALCHD
ENYRONMENT | EACHMDRAIDHEIL

SCOTLAND I ALBA
By emall to: Longmors House
alan edgar@aouth-ayrshire gov.uk Salisbury Piace
Edinourgh
Mr Alan Edgar EH3 1SH
Neighboumood Services
Economy, Nelghtownhood and Environment Enguiry Line: 0131-568-8716
South Ayrshire Council HMCOE@!BM.&GO!
Newion House
Green Street Lane
Ay, KAS 88H Our case ID: 300047173
23 November 2020
Dear Alan Edgar

The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotiand)
Reguiations 2017

Howmoor Wind Famm, North West of Maybole, South Ayrshire - Comprising up to six
turbines with a tip height of 125m

Scoping Report

Thank you for your consultation which we received on 28 October 2020 about the above
scoping report. We have reviewed the detads in terms of our historic environment
interests. This covers world heritage sites, scheduled monuments and their settings,
category A-fisted buildings ana their seftings, inventory gardens and designed
landscapes, inventory battlefields and historic manne protected areas (HMPAs).

Your own archaeological and cultural heritage advisors will also be able to offer advice
on the scope of the cultural hertage assessment. This may include heritage assets not
covered by our interests, such as unscheduled archasology. and category B- and C-
listed buildings.

Proposed Development

We understand that the proposed development comprises up to 6 wind turbines to a
maximum blade tip height of 125m, plus associated anclary infrastructure including
underground cable network, access tracks, substation compound, battery storage,
tempoerary construction compound and temporary borrow pits.

Scope of assessment

We consider that, based on the information provided so far, thers is the potential for
signficant adverse impacts on the setting of histonc environment assets in the vicinity of
the proposed development. At this stage we consider that there is the potential that we
would be likely to object to the development based on the information currently provided.

Potential direct impacts
We can confirm that there are no scheduled monuments, category A Ested buldings,
Inventory battlefields, gardens and designed landscapes or World Heritage Sites within

the proposed development boundary.

Historic Environment Scotiand — Longmore House, Sallsbury Placs, Edinpurgh, EH9 1SH
Scottish Chanty No. SC045925
VAT No. GB 221 8680 15
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Potential impacts on the setting of assets
There are a number of nationally important historic environment assets within our remit in

the vicinity of the development whose settings have the potential to be significantly
adversely impacted by @ The annex to this letter gives details of a number of assets
which appear likely to experience impacts. This list should not be treated as exhaustive
and 5 only intended as a reference to those assets which at this stage appear most lkely
to be signdficantly mpactsd.

Potential cumulative impacts

We recommend that the potential cumulatve impacts of the proposed development in
combination with other developments in the vicnity be assessed. This should assess the
incramental mpact or change when the proposed development is combined with other
present and reasonably foreseeable developments.

Scoping report

We welcome that cultural hentage effects are scoped in 1o the assessment. We welcome
that the operational effects of the proposal on the setting of cultural hentage assets as
wel as direct impacts from construction will be assessed; we have provided further
comments in the attached annex. We strongly recommend that our Managing Change
Guidance Note on Setting is used to inform setting assessments and further information

on good practice in cultural heritage assessment can be found in Appendix 1 of the EIA
Handbook.

Further information

The Historic Environment Policy for Scotland (HEPS 2012) was adopted on the 01 May
2018 and replaced the Historic Environment Scotland Policy Statement (HESPS 2016).
The new Historic Environment Policy for Scotland is a strategic policy document for the
whole of the historic environment and is underpinned by detailed policy and guidancs.
This includes our Managing Change in the Historic Environment Guidance Notes. All of
these documents are avafable onfine at www historicenvironment scotheps.

Practical gudance and information about the EIA process can also be found in the EIA_
Technical advice is available on our Technica! Conservation websits
at hitp-/iconservation historic-scotiand.gov.uk/.

We hope this is helpful. Please contact us f you have any questions about this
response. The officer managing this case is Victoria Clements who can be contacted by
phone on 0131 688 8730 or by email on Victoria. Clements@hes scot.

Yours sincerely
Historic Environment Scotland

Historic Environment Scotiand — Longmore House, Salisbury Place, Edinburgh, EHS 1SH
Scottish Chamty No. SC045925
VAT No. GB 221 8880 15
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Annex

Historic Environment Scotland’s interest

Based on the information provided at this stage we consider that there s the potential for
signficant adverse effects on the setting of nationally important designated assets
located in the vicinity of the development site appiication boundary. At this stage we
consider that there is the potential that the adverse effects on the setting of these assets
would be such that they would merit our objection to the proposed development. We
would be happy to provide further advice about the principle of the development as
further information such as wisualisatons become available. We recommend that further
consultation with us is undertaken as soon as possible in the iterative design process for
the development so that we can provide advice at a useful and constructive stage in the
process.

The designated historic environment assets identified below are n the vicinity of the
development and have the potential to be mpacted by © Our comments have focusad
on those assets where we consider that significant adverse impacts to their seftings are
most likely. This list is not considerad to be exhaustive, and we would recommend that a
wider search is undertaken of the surrounding area for potential mpacts in the first
instance; any impacts 1o the settngs of assets should be assessed appropriately to
determine whether these will be significant.

We generally recommend that a3 ZTV is used to identfy potential setting impacts in the
first instance and that consideraton should be given to including assets where even
though the ZTV indicates that no direct intervisibility would be possible there is the
potential for turbines to appear n the background of key views towards these assets.

Category A listed buildngs and Inventory gardens and designed landscapes

» Culzean Castle garden and desgned landscape (GDL 00124)

» Culzean Castle Estate, Culzean Castle (LB 7585)

« Culzean Castle Estate, Walled Gardens including gates, garden's house, garden's
cottage, summerhouse, grotio, sundial, potting shed and frame yard (LB 7612)

« Culzean Castle Estate, Ruined Arch and Viaduct (LB 51827)

The proposed development is located at Howmoor, on the eastem flank of Knoweside
Hill, approxamately 1.77 km north east of Cuizean Castle. Culzean Castle and its
associated buildings are Iisted at Category A and its designed landscape is included in
the Inventory of Gardens and Designed Landscapes.

Culzean Castle and estate is one of Scotland’s most important cuftural assets, a work of
art of 3 European scale of importance. It is probably most significant for its earfy creation

Historic Environment Scotiand — Longmore House, Salsoury Piace, Edindurgh, EHS 15H

Scottish Chanty No. $C045525
VAT No. GB 221 8680 15
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of a3 Romantic set-piece within a pre-existing, rugged Scottish landscape. Culzean
Castle designed landscape forms the setting for key works by the intemationally
renowned architect, Robert Adam.

The estate achieves its picturesque effect by integrating landscape features within the
ownership and control of the estate with new or enlarged buildings such as the main
house itself, the ruined’ Viaduct. the Battery’, Home Famm and Stables and also by
placing this collection of buildings against the backdrop of a wider landscape beyond the
estate itself. In our view, the continuing balance of these built and landscape features
should be maintaned n order to preserve the historic concept of Culzean as a whole.
Although there are key views within the estate, it is clear that the design was perceived
as a dynamic whole with ntended views throughout, for example on arrival and departure
by carriage. This scenographic mtention is clear n both the contemporary Adam
conceptual drawings and later views, for example by Nasmyth.

Culzean Castle is positioned in #s spectacular cliff-top location to take in panoramic
views of both land and sea. with views of the surrounding hills as important as the views
out across the Firth of Clyde to Arran, Mull of Kintyre and Ailsa Craig. Knoweside Hill
forms a prominent feature to the north east of the castie, being highly wisible on the
horizon in wiews from some of the principal rooms including the circular saloon with its
balcony over the cliff and principal bedrooms on the north side of the house.

The Ciff Walk is one of the best examples of the skilful way in which striking natural
topography has been ncorporated and exploted to create a picturesque landscape
within the designed landscape. It was orchestratad to gwve carefully framed views of the
castle seen against the backdrop of Knoweside HJ, views which are in parts concealed
and then suddenly revealed walking north towards the castie. When @ comes into view,
Culzean Castle s seen standing high on its rocky ciff, with the high level henzon of
Knoweside Hill behind framing an cutstanding view of the castie in its wider setting.
Although we are aware that views from the CIiff Walk are currently cbscured by
regenerating trees, we understand that there is a programme of phased woodland
management under way which will reinstate these outstanaing key views.

We consider that the windfarm as currently proposed would have a significant detrmental
impact on this outstanding heritage asset The proposad development would break the
skylne in views 1o the north from within the estate and from Culzean Castle tseif
Indicative wirelines included with the scoping report show that the turbines would be
visible from the walled garden n the GDL and the scoping report states that the turbines
would likely to be wisible from the castie itself as well. We note that the scoping report
states at paragraph 8.5.5 that "There is potential for a likely significant sdverse effect on
Culzean Castle and associated hentage assels”

Historic Environment Scotiand — Longmore House, Salisoury Place, Edinburgh, EHS 1SH
Scottish Chanty No. SC04592S5
VAT No. GB 221 8680 15
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Given the nature of the i/mpact, 1 does not appear to us that a change in the number and
height of the turbines or minor amendments in their location would be likely to alter the
impacts to a signficant degree, and  the proposals come forward as a formal applicaton
it is likely that we would object.

We have come to our view on the basis of our own site visits in relation to previous wind
farm proposals in this locaton and knowiedge of the site. However, we consider that
some addibonal visualisations would be helpful in the presentation of the proposals.
These should be produced from the following viewpoints:

« from the princpal (north-facing) entrance, particularly demonstrating the mpact on
the north view of the Cufzean Castle, Stables and Clock Tower (HB7535, category
A-listed) from that entrance.

« from the top level formal teraces and lawns to the south of the castie looking NE
towards the Culzean Castie, Stables and Clock Tower, where again there s the
potential for an impact on the relationshp between the house and the stables.

« from the wide vista looking NE aligned with the principal long axis of the walled
garden (the herbacsous border) (as proposed in LVIA Viewpoint 8),

« key vews from the intenor of the Culzean Castle tsaff

Scheduled Monuments

Howmeor Quarry, dun (SM 2183)

Balchriston Crossing. dun 320m E of (SM 5785)
Dunure Castie and dovecot (SM 6105)

Dunduff, fort 500m NE of (SM 4802)

Howmoor Quarry dun (SM 2183) is likely to expenence some level of adverse mpact to
its setting from the development given the proximiy of the turbines. At this stage and
without detailed information it is not yet clear whether that impact would be sufficiently

signficant to merit chjection. At this stage (please note that we have not yet been able to
undertake 3 site visits at this time ) we would note that the dun sits in a3 prominent and

dominant location near the edge of a spur on the south side of Knoweside Hill. From this
posdion it commands extensive views over the valiey of the Rancieugh Bum to the south
and towards the sea to the west  Despite being lower than the hiis behind, 1 appears to
be skylined in views from some sections of the bottom of the valley. Itis not clear it has
any intervisibility with Balchriston Crossing dun which is located 1o the SW. ifthere s
potential for clear ntervisibdity between these duns, this relationship wil be a key
element of the setting of both assets.

Balchriston Cottage dun (SM 5785) is located at the head of a small steep gully on the
south side of the valley of the Randeugh Bum at a point where the valley becomes a

Historic Environment Scotiand — Longmore House, Saisbury Place, Edinburgh, EHS 1SH
Scottish Charty No. SC045925
VAT No. GB 221 8680 15
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steep gorge just before meeting the sea. In this location it commands views to the north
and west While occupying a locally dominant position, it does not have a substantial
presance in the wider landscape. [t is not yet clear whether Balchriston Cottage dun
would expenence a significant mpact on its setting; this may depend on whether or not
views towards Howmoor Quarry dun form part of its sefting.

At this stage we consider that it may be possible to mitigate potential impacts on the
setting of Howmoor Quarry dun by relocating or removing turbines and other
infrastructure elemants within the development area, but # is not possible to offer detailed
comments on potential mitigation for this specfic mpact without more detailed
information.

The ZTV provided with the scoping request appears to suggest that both Dunure Castle
(SM 8105) and Dunduff fort {SM 4602) will have no direct intervisibility with the
development. We note that Crossrague! Abbey is also shown 3s having no intervisibility
with the development We recommend that any assessment demonstrates whether there
is wisibility of the development from these assets or in key views towards the assets with
the development in the background. For example, 1 may be possible 1o see blade tips
from the beach beneath Dunure Castle which may have an adverse mpact on the sefting
of this asset and would require further detaded assessment.

At this stage we suggest that the following visualisation are required to enable
appropriate assessment of the potential impacts on setting of scheduled monuments in
the surrounding area:

« View from Howmoor Quamy dun {SM 2183) looking towards the development.

+ One or more views from the area around Howmoor Quarry dun (SM 2183)
illustrating the relationship between the dun and the turbines behind. A view from
the B7023 east of Pennyglen would offer a reasonable idea of potential mpacts,
but an on-the-ground assessment of the area may also identify further viewpomts.

+ View from Balchnston Crossing dun looking towards Howmoor Quarry dun if
intervisibilty is confrmed.

+ View from the beach at Dunure looking towards the development showing Dunure
Castle if thers is mtervisbility between all three elements.

We would be happy to provide further comments on the requirement for detailed
assessment of indwvidual assets and supporting visualisations as the proposed

development progresses.

Historic Environment Scotiand - Longmore House, Sailsbury Place, Edinburgh, EHS 1SH
Scottish Chanty No. $C045925
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Scoping report
We welcome that Chapter 8 of the scoping report provides a detailed methodology for the
proposed assessment of impacts on the histonc environment. We have the following

comments to offer which we hope will prove ussful.

We welcome that the report states that direct impacts and impacts on the setting of
assets will be assessed and that mitigation for any significant effects wil be identified.
However, we note that while the report refers to mitigation for direct impacts it does not
refer to the mitigation of any significant effects on the setting of historic environment
assets. Where significant effects are identified the preferred method of mitigation should
be by design to avoid or reduce the level of effect. As ndicated above, we would
welcome further consultation as the design of the project progresses so that we can
provide advice regarding mpacts on the setting of assets at 3 useful ana constructive
stage in the project design process.

We are content that impacts on Inventory battiefields and World Heritage Sites wil be
scoped out of further assessment given the distancas involved. We welcome the
information provided regarding the baseline historic environment at this stage and the
early indicaton of potential signficant impacts on assets such as Culzean Castle and
Howmoor Quarry dun.

Consultation with HES, the West of Scotland Archaeological Service (WoSAS) and the
National Trust for Scotland is proposed, and as noted above we would welcome further
consultation on this proposal should it go forward.

We note that § and 10km study areas are being proposed for the assessment of potential
impacts on the satting of assets. We do not generally recommend the use of defined
radii for the identification of impacts on setting, rather the use of an appropriately scaled
ZTV as discussed above; however, in this instance we have not identified any assets
within our remit beyond 10km which are likely to receve significant impacts to their
setting.

We note that Table 8.1 giving definitons for the importance of assets refers to category B
and C listed buildings as being of regional and local importance. Whilst the category of a
listed building can be a useful consideration in identifying levels of sensitivity, it may be
helpful to note that B and C listed buidings are not by definition of regional or iocal
importance. Using the terms national, regional and local is no longer the most up o date
terminology n referring to this type of asset and may not always be appropriate. Whie it
is up to the assessor to determine the terminology used, it should be noted that these
terms would not be justified by the HES designations policy for Ested buidings in the
same way that they might for schaduled monuments, for example. Our Designation
Policy and Selection Guidance provides more detail on how we assess heritage assets

Historic Environment Scotiand — Longmore House, Salisbury Place, Edinburgh, EHS 1SH
Scottish Chanty No. SC045925
VAT No. GB 221 8680 15
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for designation and may be a helpful reference pont for considenng
sensitivity/importance in general.

Table 8.4 gives criteria for establishing relatve sensitvity for changes 1o setting and
includes the phrase, ‘where the asset dself is in such a state of disrepair that the
relationship cannot be fully determined”. It is not clear to us why the condition of an asset
would have 3 bearng on the relationship of an asset to 4s setting. In crcumstances
where an asset is not in good condition or does not have upstanding remains, setting can
often be an important component of its cultural signficance as the topography, landscape
and views to and from a site for example. may provide important evidence of why a site
was positioned in a specific locaton. These aspects of setting and their mportance to
cultural signficance do not change because of the condition of an asset. Itis important
not to underestimate any element of an asset’s setting solely because an assetis
considered to be in 'disrepair’.

It is not entirely clear to us how the factors in Table 8.5 which affect magnitude of setting
impact relate to Table £.6 on criteria for establishing magnitude of setting impact. We
would note that Table 8.5 does not appear to cover the full range of factors included n
our Managing Change guidance note on setting. Table 8.8 has a number of critena
which are very specfic, and we consider that it would be more appropnate to focus on
the wider criteria which refer to how the change will affect the ability to understand,
appreciate and experience the asset. This criteron refers to an “observer’s ability to
understand appreciate and expenence the asset”. Given that the asset is the receptor
expenencing the impacts rather than any visitor or observer it would be clearer to refer
simply to “the ability to understand” rather than to an observer's ability. This would aveid
gtewyconfusionansng" about whether or not an asset is visited or who the observer might

In addition, we note that the crterion for high refers to impacts which affect the integnty of
the setting of an asset  Whilst this may be a relevant cnterion for impacts on the setting
of scheduled monuments, it should be notad that the integrity of the setting of other types
of assets is not referenced in Scottish Planning Policy — for listed buildings for example,
where the policy refers only to protection from adverse effects to the asset or its setting.

We would guery the dfferences between Tables 8.2 and 8.7 which refer to the level of
signficance of effect for direct and setting impacts. Table 8.7 refers to setting effects and
identfies fewer levels of effect which are “significant’ in the context of EIA. This may give
the impression that setting effects are less important or less likely 10 be significant than
direct effects. This approach does not accord with the policy for scheduled monuments
as s&t out in paragraph 145 of SPP which does not distinguish between the weight to be
attachad to mpacts on ether scheduled monuments or their setting. Separate tables for
assessing direct and setting effects are unnecessary as they creats an overly
complicated approach to the assessment of effects and a single methodology for

Historic Environment Scotland — Longmore House, Salisbury Place, Edindurgh, EHI 1SH
Scottish Chanty No. SC045925
VAT No. GB 221 8680 15
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assessing impacts and effects on assets would help to smplify and darfy the
methedology as demonstrated i Appendix 1 of the EIA Handbook.

Our expenence in our rofe 35 advisors on good practice n EIA has been that a simple
assessment methodology, such as that outined n the EIA Handbook, is easy to
understand and avoids any confusion around different levels of effect being identified for
impacts on the cultural significance of an asset

We would be happy to provide further clarfication on any of the points raised above
regarding the proposed methodology if that would be helpful.

Summary

We consider that the proposed development has the potential to cause significant
adverse effects on the setting of nationally important designated historic environment
assets in the surrounding area. At this stage we consider that there s the potential that
the adverse effects on the setting of these assets would be such that they would ment
our objection to the proposed development. We would be happy to provide further
advice about the principle of the development as further information such as
visualisations become available.

We recommend that further consultation with us is undertaken as early as possible in the
iterative design process for the development so that we can provide advice at a useful
and constructive stage in the process. We will be happy to provide further advice on the
requirements for visualisatons as the design progresses.

Historic Environment Scotiand
23 November 2020

Historc Environment Scotland — Longmore House, Salisbury Place, Edinburgh, EHS 1SH
Scottish Chanty No. SC045925
VAT No. GB 221 8680 15
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Dear Sk/Madam

SITE: Wind Farm Howmoor, South Ayrshire
PLANNING REF: Scoping Howmoor

OUR REF: DSCAS-0025333-K6H
PROPOSAL: Wind Farm

Piease quots our referencs In all future correspondence

Audit of Proposal

Scottish Water has no objection to this planning application; however, the applicant shoud
be aware that this does not confim that the proposed development can currently be serviced
and would advise the following:

Drinking Water P Y

A review of our records Indicates that there are no Scottish Water arinking water catchments
or water abstraction sources, which are designated as Drinking Water Protected Areas
unger the Water Framework Directive, In the area that may De affected by the proposed
acivy.

Surface Water

For reasons of sustainadiity and to protect our customers from potential future sewer
flooding, Scottish Water will not accept any surface water connections Into owr combined

sewsr system.

There may be imited exceptional circumstances where we would allow such a connection
for brownfieid sites only, however this wil require significant justification from the customer
taking account of various factors Including jegal, physicai, and technical chalienges.
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In order to avold Costs and delays where 3 surface water discharge 1o our combined sewsr

system [s anticipated, the deveioper should contact Scoitish Water at the earlest opportunity
with strong evidence 1o support the Intended drainage pian prior to making a connection
request. We will 3ssess this evidence In a robust manner and provige 3 gacision that refiects
the best option from environmental and customer perspeciives.

General notes:

¢ Scofttish Water 3sset plans can be obtained from our appointed asset plan providers:

} Site Investigation Services (UK) Lig
b Tel 0333 123 1223

} Emai swisispian.co.uk
b www.sispian.co.uk

| trust the above Is acoeptabie however If you require any further Information regarding this
matier piease contact me on 0600 385 0573 or via the e-mail adaress bejow or at

planningconsultationsfiscottishwater.co.uk.

Yours sincerely,

Planning Appilcation Team
Development Operations Analyst
developmen NET.CO.Uk

Scottish Water Discialmer:

‘T is important o note hat the Information on any such plan provided on Scottish Water's
Infrastructure, s for indcative pUTPOSES ondy and XS ACCUracy Cannot be reded upon. When the
exaammmdmmamemmmmmeplansamam:mqunmmmen
you should undertake an appropriate stte Investigation to confim s acfual position In the
ground and to determine If It is sultabie for its intended purpase. By using the pian you agree
that Scottish Water will not be Nable for any loss, damage or costs caused by relying upon It or
from carrying out any such site investigation.”

>

Sa, how e we doing?
M VT E‘i;;g“’

Vo prirne e v B g
. D e

L L

20



Scottish Environment Protection Agency

ﬁ)—k" v

—\
SE PA'
Scottish Environment
Protection Agency

Our ref: PCS/173619
Your ref:  EIAScoping

Howmoor
Alan Edgar If emailing, please mark
South Ayrshire Council FAO: Peter Minting
County Buildings
Wellington Square
Ayr 23 November 2020

KA7 1DR

By email only to: planning.development@south-ayrshire.gov.uk

Dear Sir

Proposed wind farm - scoping opinion request
Howmoor, north-west of Maybole, South Ayrshire

Thank you for consulting SEPA on the scoping opinion for the above development proposal by
your email received on 27 October 2020.

Advice to the planning authority

We consider that the following key issues must be addressed in the Environmental Impact
Assessment process. To avoid delay and potential objection, the information outlined below and
in the attached appendix must be submitted in support of the application.

a) Map and assessment of all engineering activities in or impacting on the water environment
including proposed buffers and details of any related CAR applications.

b) Map and assessment of impacts upon Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems
(GWDTESs) and buffers.

c) Map and assessment of impacts upon groundwater abstractions and buffers.
d) Peat depth survey and table detailing re-use proposals.

e) Map and site layout of borrow pits, if any borrow pits are proposed.
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f)
9)
h)
)
)
K)

Schedule of mitigation including pollution prevention measures.

As per the above, a Borrow Pit Site Management Plan of pollution prevention measures.
Map of proposed waste water drainage layout (if relevant).

Map of proposed surface water drainage layout.

Map of any proposed water abstractions, including details of the proposed operating regime.

Decommissioning statement.

Further details on these information requirements and the form in which they must be submitted
can be found in the attached appendix. We also provide site specific comments in the following
section which can help the developer focus the scope of the assessment.

Site specific comments

We are generally in agreement with the approach outlined in the scoping report but would like to

emphasize the following at this stage;

If the peat survey demonstrates that a high proportion of the site is located on peat,
including peat >0.5m in depth, we expect the application to be supported by a
comprehensive site specific Peat Management Plan.

It would be helpful if the ES provides evidence to confirm whether any development will
take place within 250 m of a groundwater supply source.

Provided any watercourse crossings are designed to accommodate the 1 in 200 year event
and other infrastructure is located well away from watercourses, we do not foresee from
current information a need for detailed information on flood risk.

Parts of the proposed development fall within land that is on the Scottish Wetland Inventory
and a Phase 1 Habitat Survey has identified GWDTEs. The need for a full NVC survey has
therefore been identified (paying particular attention to raised bog habitat).

The scoping report recognises the need for micrositing and mitigation (such as floating
tracks). We are in agreement with this approach.

The risk of spreading invasive non-native species (INNS) during construction work has not
been mentioned and this should be considered within the final report.

Requlatory advice for the applicant

Regulatory requirements

1.1

1.2

Authorisation is required under The Water Environment (Controlled Activities) (Scotland)
Regulations 2011 (CAR) to carry out engineering works in or in the vicinity of inland surface
waters (other than groundwater) or wetlands. Inland water means all standing or flowing
water on the surface of the land (e.qg. rivers, lochs, canals, reservoirs).

Management of surplus peat or soils may require an exemption under The Waste
Management Licensing (Scotland) Regulations 2011. Proposed crushing or screening will
require a permit under The Pollution Prevention and Control (Scotland) Regulations 2012.
Consider if other environmental licences may be required for any installations or processes.
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1.3 A Controlled Activities Regulations (CAR) construction site licence will be required for
management of surface water run-off from a construction site, including access tracks,
which:

e is more than 4 hectares,
e isin excess of 5km, or
e includes an area of more than 1 hectare or length of more than 500m on ground with a
slope in excess of 25°

See SEPA’s Sector Specific Guidance: Construction Sites (WAT-SG-75) for details. Site
design may be affected by pollution prevention requirements and hence we strongly
encourage the applicant to engage in pre-CAR application discussions with a member of
the regulatory services team in your local SEPA office.

1.4  Below these thresholds you will need to comply with CAR General Binding Rule 10 which
requires, amongst other things, that all reasonable steps must be taken to ensure that the
discharge does not result in pollution of the water environment.

1.5 Details of regulatory requirements and good practice advice for the applicant can be found
on the Regulations section of our website or by contacting waterpermitting@sepa.org.uk or
wastepermitting@sepa.org.uk.

If you have any queries relating to this letter, please contact me via e-mail at;
planning.sw@sepa.org.uk

Yours faithfully

Peter Minting
Planning Officer
Planning Service

Disclaimer

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

issue. Further information on our consultation arrangements generally can be found on our website planning

pages.
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Appendix 1: SEPA Detailed scoping requirements

This appendix sets out our scoping information requirements. There may be opportunities to scope
out some of the issues below depending on the site. Evidence must be provided in the submission
to support why an issue is not relevant for this site in order to avoid delay and potential
objection.

If there is a delay between scoping and the submission of the application then please refer to our
website for our latest information requirements as they are regularly updated; current best practice
must be followed.

We would welcome the opportunity to comment on the draft submission. As we can process files of
a maximum size of only 25MB the submission must be divided into appropriately nhamed sections
of less than 25MB each.

2.

2.1

Site layout

All maps must be based on an adequate scale with which to assess the information. This
could range from OS 1: 10,000 to a more detailed scale in more sensitive locations. Each of
the maps below must detail all proposed upgraded, temporary and permanent site
infrastructure. This includes all tracks, excavations, buildings, borrow pits, pipelines,
cabling, site compounds, laydown areas, storage areas and any other built elements.
Existing built infrastructure must be re-used or upgraded wherever possible. The layout
should be designed to minimise the extent of new works on previously undisturbed ground.
For example, a layout which makes use of lots of spurs or loops is unlikely to be
acceptable. Cabling must be laid in ground already disturbed such as verges. A comparison
of the environmental effects of alternative locations of infrastructure elements, such as
tracks, may be required.

Engineering activities which may have adverse effects on the water environment

The site layout must be designed to avoid impacts upon the water environment. Where activities

such as watercourse crossings, watercourse diversions or other engineering activities in or
impacting on the water environment cannot be avoided then the submission must include
justification of this and a map showing:

a) All proposed temporary or permanent infrastructure overlain with all lochs and
watercourses.

b) A minimum buffer of 50m around each loch or watercourse. If this minimum buffer
cannot be achieved each breach must be numbered on a plan with an associated
photograph of the location, dimensions of the loch or watercourse and drawings of
what is proposed in terms of engineering works.

c) Detailed layout of all proposed mitigation including all cut off drains, location, number
and size of settlement ponds.

If water abstractions or dewatering are proposed, a table of volumes and timings of groundwater

abstractions and related mitigation measures must be provided.

Further advice and our best practice guidance are available within the water engineering section of

our website. Guidance on the design of water crossings can be found in our Construction of
River Crossings Good Practice Guide.
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Refer to Appendix 2 of our Standing Advice for advice on flood risk. Watercourse crossings must
be designed to accommodate the 0.5% Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) flows, or
information provided to justify smaller structures. If it is thought that the development could
result in an increased risk of flooding to a nearby receptor then a Flood Risk Assessment
must be submitted in support of the planning application. Our Technical flood risk guidance
for stakeholders outlines the information we require to be submitted as part of a Flood Risk
Assessment. Please also refer to Controlled Activities Reqgulations (CAR) Flood Risk
Standing Advice for Engineering, Discharge and Impoundment Activities.

Disturbance and re-use of excavated peat and other carbon rich soils

Scottish Planning Policy states (Paragraph 205) that "Where peat and other carbon rich soils are
present, applicants must assess the likely effects of development on carbon dioxide (CO3)
emissions. Where peatland is drained or otherwise disturbed, there is liable to be a release
of CO; to the atmosphere. Developments must aim to minimise this release."

The planning submission must a) demonstrate how the layout has been designed to minimise
disturbance of peat and consequential release of CO, and b) outline the
preventative/mitigation measures to avoid significant drying or oxidation of peat through, for
example, the construction of access tracks, drainage channels, cable trenches, or the
storage and re-use of excavated peat. There is often less environmental impact from
localised temporary storage and reuse rather than movement to large central peat storage
areas.

The submission must include:

a) A detailed map of peat depths (this must be to full depth and follow the survey
requirement of the Scottish Government’s Guidance on Developments on Peatland -
Peatland Survey (2017)) with all the built elements (including peat storage areas)
overlain to demonstrate how the development avoids areas of deep peat and other
sensitive receptors such as Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems.

b) A table which details the quantities of acrotelmic, catotelmic and amorphous peat
which will be excavated for each element and where it will be re-used during
reinstatement. Details of the proposed widths and depths of peat to be re-used and
how it will be kept wet permanently must be included.

To avoid delay and potential objection proposals must be in accordance with Guidance on the
Assessment of Peat Volumes, Reuse of Excavated Peat and Minimisation of Waste and our
Developments on Peat and Off-Site uses of Waste Peat.

Dependent upon the volumes of peat likely to be encountered and the scale of the development,
applicants must consider whether a full Peat Management Plan (as detailed in the above
guidance) is required or whether the above information would be best submitted as part of
the schedule of mitigation.

Please note we do not validate carbon balance assessments except where requested to by
Scottish Government in exceptional circumstances. Our advice on the minimisation of peat
disturbance and peatland restoration may need to be taken into account when you consider
such assessments.

Disruption to Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE)
GWDTE are protected under the Water Framework Directive and therefore the layout and design

of the development must avoid impact on such areas. The following information must be
included in the submission:
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a)

b)

A map demonstrating that all GWDTE are outwith a 100m radius of all excavations
shallower than 1m and outwith 250m of all excavations deeper than 1m and proposed
groundwater abstractions. If micro-siting is to be considered as a mitigation measure
the distance of survey needs to be extended by the proposed maximum extent of
micro-siting. The survey needs to extend beyond the site boundary where the
distances require it.

If the minimum buffers above cannot be achieved, a detailed site specific qualitative
and/or quantitative risk assessment will be required. We are likely to seek conditions
securing appropriate mitigation for all GWDTE affected.

Please refer to Guidance on Assessing the Impacts of Development Proposals on Groundwater
Abstractions and Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems for further advice and the
minimum information we require to be submitted.

Existing groundwater abstractions

Excavations and other construction works can disrupt groundwater flow and impact on existing
groundwater abstractions. The submission must include:

a)

b)

A map demonstrating that all existing groundwater abstractions are outwith a 100m
radius of all excavations shallower than 1m and outwith 250m of all excavations deeper
than 1m and proposed groundwater abstractions. If micro-siting is to be considered as
a mitigation measure the distance of survey needs to be extended by the proposed
maximum extent of micro-siting. The survey needs to extend beyond the site boundary
where the distances require it.

If the minimum buffers above cannot be achieved, a detailed site specific qualitative
and/or quantitative risk assessment will be required. We are likely to seek conditions
securing appropriate mitigation for all existing groundwater abstractions affected.

Please refer to Guidance on Assessing the Impacts of Development Proposals on Groundwater
Abstractions and Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems for further advice on the
minimum information we require to be submitted.

Forest removal and forest waste

2.2

2.3

Key holing must be used wherever possible as large scale felling can result in large
amounts of waste material and in a peak release of nutrients which can affect local water
quality. The supporting information should refer to the current Forest Plan if one exists and
measures should comply with the Plan where possible.

Clear felling may be acceptable only in cases where planting took place on deep peat and it
is proposed through a Habitat Management Plan to reinstate peat-forming habitats. The
submission must include:

a)
b)
c)

d)

A map demarcating the areas to be subject to different felling techniques.
Photography of general timber condition in each of these areas.

A table of approximate volumes of timber which will be removed from site and volumes,
sizes of chips or brash and depths that will be re-used on site.

A plan showing how and where any timber residues will be re-used for ecological
benefit within that area, supported by a Habitat Management Plan. Further guidance on
this can be found in Use of Trees Cleared to Facilitate Development on Afforested
Land — Joint Guidance from SEPA, SNH and FCS.
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Borrow pits

Scottish Planning Policy states (Paragraph 243) that “Borrow pits should only be permitted if there
are significant environmental or economic benefits compared to obtaining material from
local quarries, they are time-limited,; tied to a particular project and appropriate reclamation
measures are in place.” The submission must provide sufficient information to address this
policy statement.

In accordance with Paragraphs 52 to 57 of Planning Advice Note 50 Controlling the Environmental
Effects of Surface Mineral Workings (PAN 50) a Site Management Plan should be

submitted in support of any application. The following information should also be submitted
for each borrow pit:

a)

b)

d)

f)

9)

h)

A map showing the location, size, depths and dimensions.

A map showing any stocks of rock, overburden, soils and temporary and permanent
infrastructure including tracks, buildings, oil storage, pipes and drainage, overlain with
all lochs and watercourses to a distance of 250 metres. You need to demonstrate that
a site specific proportionate buffer can be achieved. On this map, a site-specific buffer
must be drawn around each loch or watercourse proportionate to the depth of
excavations and at least 10m from access tracks. If this minimum buffer cannot be
achieved each breach must be numbered on a plan with an associated photograph of
the location, dimensions of the loch or watercourse, drawings of what is proposed in
terms of engineering works.

You need to provide a justification for the proposed location of borrow pits and
evidence of the suitability of the material to be excavated for the proposed use,
including any risk of pollution caused by degradation of the rock.

A ground investigation report giving existing seasonally highest water table including
sections showing the maximum area, depth and profile of working in relation to the
water table.

A site map showing cut-off drains, silt management devices and settlement lagoons to
manage surface water and dewatering discharge. Cut-off drains must be installed to
maximise diversion of water from entering quarry works.

A site map showing proposed water abstractions with details of the volumes and
timings of abstractions.

A site map showing the location of pollution prevention measures such as spill kits, oil
interceptors, drainage associated with welfare facilities, recycling and bin storage and
vehicle washing areas. The drawing notes should include a commitment to check these
daily.

A site map showing where soils and overburden will be stored including details of the
heights and dimensions of each store, how long the material will be stored for and how
soils will be kept fit for restoration purposes. Where the development will result in the
disturbance of peat or other carbon rich soils then the submission must also include a
detailed map of peat depths (this must be to full depth and follow the survey
requirement of the Scottish Government’s Guidance on Developments on Peatland -
Peatland Survey (2017)) with all the built elements and excavation areas overlain so it
can clearly be seen how the development minimises disturbance of peat and the
consequential release of CO..

Sections and plans detailing how restoration will be progressed including the phasing,
profiles, depths and types of material to be used.
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j) Details of how the rock will be processed in order to produce a grade of rock that will
not cause siltation problems during its end use on tracks, trenches and other
hardstanding.

Pollution prevention and environmental management

One of our key interests in relation to developments is pollution prevention measures during the

periods of construction, operation, maintenance, demolition and restoration. A schedule of
mitigation supported by the above site specific maps and plans must be submitted. These
must include reference to best practice pollution prevention and construction techniques (for
example, limiting the maximum area to be stripped of soils at any one time) and regulatory
requirements. They should set out the daily responsibilities of ECOWSs, how site inspections
will be recorded and acted upon and proposals for a planning monitoring enforcement
officer. Please refer to Guidance for Pollution Prevention (GPPSs).

Life extension, repowering and decommissioning

24

Proposals for life extension, repowering and/or decommissioning must demonstrate
accordance with SEPA Guidance on the life extension and decommissioning of onshore
wind farms. Table 1 of the guidance provides a hierarchical framework of environmental
impact based upon the principles of sustainable resource use, effective mitigation of
environmental risk (including climate change) and optimisation of long term ecological
restoration. The submission must demonstrate how the hierarchy of environmental impact
has been applied, within the context of latest knowledge and best practice, including
justification for not selecting lower impact options when life extension is not proposed.

The submission needs to demonstrate that there will be no discarding of materials that are likely to

be classified as waste as any such proposals would be unacceptable under waste
management licensing. Further guidance on this may be found in the document |s it waste -
Understanding the definition of waste.
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ACCON Ltd (Noise Consultants)

ACCON have reviewed the noise section of the Scoping Report. The proposed methodology is in line with
what we would expect from the noise consultants. We note that the report has not provided any detail of
the likely study area for noise, although this is not untypical at Scoping stage.

11.2 Environmental Baseline and Potential Sources of Impact

This section explains that the application site is rural with only scattered dwellings. Background noise levels
are anticipated to be relatively low, based on baseline noise measurements carried out in 2005 for the
Knoweside Wind Farm application. The report identifies that the A77 Maybole Bypass (currently under
construction) may influence background noise levels. However, the report does not address how this may
factor into the timing or approach to baseline noise monitoring. The potential sources of impact from the
proposed development are correctly identified as construction noise from construction of the turbines and
access tracks and operational noise from the wind turbines.

11.3 Consultation

This section states that the assessment methodology and background survey locations will be decided
through consultation with the South Ayrshire Council (SAC) Environmental Health Department. ACCON
suggest that the Planning Team/ACCON should be consulted rather than the Environmental Health Team.

11.4 Methods of Assessment ad Reporting

This section states that predicted noise associated with construction and decommissioning will be assessed
according to criteria provided in BS 5228-1:2009+A1:2014. ACCON confirm that this is the appropriate
assessment methodology.

The Scoping report correctly identifies ETSU-R-97, and the IOA Good Practice Guide as the appropriate
methodologies to use to assess operational noise from the proposed wind farm. ACCON note that ‘Wind
Turbine Development: Submission Guidance Note’ (SGN) issued by South Ayrshire Council Environmental
Health should also be considered as part of the operational noise assessment. In discussing the ETSU-R-97
approach to setting noise limits in paragraph 11.4.6 demonstrates a misinterpretation of the guidance in
relation to ‘Quiet Daytime’. Quiet Daytime is defined in ETSU-R-97 in order to specify which time periods
should be included in the analysis of survey data to determine background levels for daytime. The Quiet
Daytime background levels should then be used to derive noise limits that are apply to the entire daytime
period using the normal definition of daytime used in noise assessments i.e. 0700-2300 on every day of the
week.

The Scoping Report indicates a cumulative noise assessment will be carried out and ACCON confirm that
this is part of the assessment approach required by ETSU-R-97 and the IOA GPG.

11.5 Matters Scoped Out

ACCON agreed that it will be acceptable to scope out detailed assessments of the following topics:
e Vibration generated by operation of the wind turbines
e Low frequency noise associated with the operation of the wind turbines
e Road traffic noise impacts during the operation of the proposed development

Please let me know have any queries on these comments.

Regards
Steve

Steve Summers
Associate Director

dCC0N UK

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS
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ACCON UK Limited, Citibase, 95 Ditchling Road, Brighton, BN1 4ST
Tel: 01273 573814 Mob: 07714 255488
Website: www.accon-uk.com

Registered in England. Company registration no. 06269183
VAT registration no. 913 3079 43

*  The content of this e-mail (and any attachment) is confidential. It may also be legally privileged or otherwise protected from
disclosure.

*  This e-mail should not be used by anyone who is not an original intended recipient. If you have received this email by mistake
please notify us by e-mailing the sender and then delete the e-mail and any copies from your system.

*  Liability cannot be accepted for statements made which are clearly the sender's own and not made on behalf of ACCON UK
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Carol Anderson Landscape Associates

Introduction

This note is in response to the scoping report issued to South Ayrshire Council by Stephenson Halliday
dated August 2020. The proposed development would be located on the north-eastern slopes of
Knoweside Hill in the Brown Carrick Hills. It would comprise 6 turbines, 125m high to blade tip together
with access tracks, sub-station and battery storage facility.

Landscape character

The approach set out in the Scoping Report with regard to landscape character classification is
satisfactory. We are in agreement with the Local Landscape Areas that should be considered in detail
in the LVIA, as set out in paragraph 7.4.6 of the Scoping Report. The assessment should consider
effects on the character of these LLAs and on their special qualities. We also agree that the qualities
and views from the Culzean Inventory listed Garden and Designed Landscape (GDL) should be
assessed in detail.

Viewpoint selection

The Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) mapping produced in Figure 7.1 of the Scoping Report usefully
shows the screening effects of major areas of woodland. More detailed 1:25,000 OS map based ZTVs
should be produced to show visibility within the Culzean GDL.

Representative viewpoints are set out in Table 7.1 of the Scoping Report. We are in agreement with
these selected viewpoints although we would require additional viewpoints within the Culzean GDL
from the following locations:

e Cannon Terrace
e The CIiff Walk

We would also wish to see an additional viewpoint selected from the A77 between the junction with the
unclassified road to Alloway and the Minishant area where open views over the Doon Valley to the
Brown Carrick Hills are possible.

Residential Visual Amenity Assessment

We are in agreement that the RVAA should consider the effects of the proposal on individual residential
properties lying within 2km of the wind farm.
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Environmental Health, South Ayrshire Council (Private Water Supplies)

Howmoor Windfarm Scoping;

Private Water Supply.

The Water Intended For Human Consumption (Private Supplies) (Scotland) Regulations 2017

Water (Scotland) Act 1980

Protecting private water supplies during forestry activities — Guidance www.forestrywaterscotland.com
The Housing (Scotland) Act 1987 — section 86

| have read through the Scoping Report, and in chapter 15.6 Human Health, we would expect an EIA with
respect to private water supplies, the properties, their source uptake points, and their wider catchment
areas, this would include all proposed construction works, of the proposed windfarm, including all such as
access roads, borrow pits, compounds etc. It should also include all forestry or woodland works required as
well, such as access roads to enable harvesting, removal, replanting, compounds etc associated with the
forestry works.

| do not see a mention of private water supplies | the scoping report yet.

Private water supply legislation (above) is enforced in South Ayrshire Council by the Environmental Health
department, authorised by the Scottish Government.

Itis in place to ensure the protection of the private water supply, and to prevent the pollution or potential
for future [pollution of the supply, source or catchment which feeds the source.

Risk: all possible risks should be ruled out and/or removed completely from plans or proposals, with
secondary mitigation measures used as a last resort, or where this is simply not possible.

The 2017 regulations are clear that a person “must not take any action which has the effect of allowing any
deterioration of the quality of the water”. This is Regulation 16, and non-compliance is an offence.

We would also place the following conditions on any application, so it would be worth considering these to
start with;

PRIVATE WATER SUPPLIES

The development should not adversely affect the private water supplies in the area (The Private Water
Supplies (Scotland) Regulations 2006 and the Water Intended for Human Consumption (Private Supplies) (
Scotland) Regulations 2017.) A report is required detailing how existing supplies will be maintained both
qualitatively and quantitatively and sources and connections not adversely affected.

Environmental Health Standard Conditions for Wind Farm Applications
Where Acoustic Consultant Procured by SAC

Private Water Supplies/Operational Noise/Shadow Flicker

1. Impact on Water

a) Prior to the commencement of works on the site, a water management plan covering water control and
the means of drainage from all hard surfaces and structures within the site shall be submitted for approval
of the planning authority and following approval shall be implemented by the company. For the purposes
of this condition “hard surfaces” includes internal access tracks, construction and lay-down areas, turbine
pads and crane pads. The details to be submitted shall include the means of protecting surface water and
ground water and controlling surface water run-off. The management plan as approved shall then be
implemented in full.

Reason: To minimise impacts on groundwater quality and hydrology.
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b) The applicant shall submit to the planning authority a site specific hydrogeological report (not desk top
study), which contains a review of the risks to all private water sources, their catchment areas, and the
supplies, that have the potential to be affected by the development. Work shall not commence on site
prior to the written approval of the Planning Authority being obtained.

The report should include a field assessment of all private water sources and supplies and their catchment
areas, and focus on the effects of the development on the quality and quantity of water supplied to all
private water users both within and out-with the boundary of the proposed site that have the potential to
be affected by the development.

A conceptual site model should be included as this is key to developing a robust assessment of all risks to
all potentially affected private water supplies. Attention should also be given to possible leachate
generation at any Borrow Pit excavations.

c) Forestry — Removal, Harvesting, Replanting, Compensatory Planting:

All Private Water Supply user properties, their Private Water Supply source uptakes and catchment areas to
be identified and shown as marked on maps, to scale, on minimum of 1:25000, in order to assess risk to
catchment areas of the sources drawn from. This is to give realistic comparison to the siting’s of the
proposed construction, turbines, structures, over ground / underground, access tracks etc.

d) Emergency Action Plan

An EAP should be submitted stating clearly who would be responsible, when they would be required to
take action, where this would be implemented and what action and mitigation will be implemented for any
emergencies arising. The EAP should detail who the emergency contacts would be 24/7, with contact
telephone numbers and email addresses, to be provided to PWS users and South Ayrshire council planning
department.

Reason: In order to maintain a secure and adequate quality water supply to all properties with private
water supplies that may be affected by the development.

:To minimise impacts on groundwater quality and hydrology.

| trust this is what you require, but please contact me to discuss anything further.

Kind regards

Connc. bar,

Enforcement Officer | Environmental Health |Chief Executive’s Office | Mobile working 07887 935 125 /
Tel. 01292 616191 | Off. 01292 618222 | e-mail - constance.lobban@south-ayrshire.gov.uk |South
Ayrshire Council |5-7 River Terrace |Ayr | KA8 0BJ| www.south-ayrshire.gov.uk

Coronavirus (COVID-19) - Impact on Council Services

Just a note, there are private water supplies in the area, mostly owned by Lynch Estates, and some
have their source from areas below where the proposal for turbines 3,4, &5, and the access roads -
Glenalmond House, Glenalmond Bungalow, Glengarry cottage, Meadownay dairy Farm.

33


mailto:constance.lobban@south-ayrshire.gov.uk
http://www.south-ayrshire.gov.uk/

Environmental Health, South Ayrshire Council (Other Matters)

Noise, vibration dust

| have perused the scoping report, and confirm this service is satisfied for that proposed methodology, (BS
5228 I1SO 9613-2-1996), will satisfactorily ensure best practice is adopted for noise and vibration during the
construction phase, in this regard | am have confidence in the EIAR. | note that potential dust nuisance is
also being taken into account.

Shadow flicker

It can be seen from the location plan, that there are scattered properties to the east south east and south
west.

Section 15.1.1 and 15.4.1 does cover shadow flicker, and the scoping report indicates this will not be a
problem due to the distance of the turbines from these properties. As long as the EIAR contains the
information/studies that justifies this conclusion, then again this service would be satisfied with this.

Private water supply

Any ground works into the surface strata have the potential for disturbing groundwater and subsequently
may effect private water supplies from a ground water supply.

| note you have copied out PWS technician Connie Lobban into your request. Connie is very proactive in
pointing out the locations of catchment areas for private supplies to ensure best practice is achieved in
protecting private water supplies.

If the applicant is of the opinion any works will not adversely effect PWS, as long as justification is given for
this in the EIAR, this should be sufficient.

Coronavirus (COVID-19) - Impact on Council Services

As with many other services, South Ayrshire Council Environmental Health and Trading Standards Service
has taken steps to prevent the further spread of the virus, and to protect employee and public health. We
have altered the way in which we are working and as a consequence staff may not be available to respond
to your enquiry. They will respond to your email in due course.

The latest South Ayrshire Council position on Coronavirus can be found via the following

link: https://beta.south-ayrshire.gov.uk/coronavirus

Matt Smith | Environmental Health Officer | Chief Executive’s Office| matt.smith@south-ayrshire.gov.uk
| Direct Line: 01292616329 |South Ayrshire Council | Burns House, Burns Statue Square | |Ayr | KA7 1UT |
www.south-ayrshire.gov.uk
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