
SCOTTISH BORDERS COUNCIL

PLANNING AND BUILDING STANDARDS COMMITTEE

3 FEBRUARY 2020

APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMISSION

ITEM: REFERENCE NUMBER: 19/00191/FUL

OFFICER: Craig Miller
WARD: Galashiels and District
PROPOSAL: Erection of 8 No. wind turbines with a maximum tip height 

of 130m, formation of access tracks, borrow pit, temporary 
construction compound, erection of control building, onsite 
substation and associated infrastructure and energy 
storage compound for up to 4MW

SITE: Land north of Carcant Lodge, Wull Muir Wind Farm, Heriot
APPLICANT: Energiekontor UK Ltd
AGENT: None

PLANNING PROCESSING AGREEMENT (PPA)

A PPA is in place up to 3 February 2020.

SITE DESCRIPTION

The site comprises of plateau moorland and grassland, 3km north-west of Heriot and 
3.5km south of Middleton. The northern boundary of the site forms the administrative 
divide between the Scottish Borders and Midlothian Council. The site is approximately 
350HA in size located towards the northern escarpment edge of the Moorfoot Hills, 
including Hunt Law (410m), and immediately to the north of Peat Hill which contains 
the three existing Carcant wind turbines. Other hills in the vicinity include Wull Muir 
(433m), Carcant Hill (425m) and Winchel Hill (405m). The southern part of the site 
drops down to pastoral upland valley along the Heriot Water.

Several small watercourses pass through the site including the Whitelaw Cleugh, 
Heriot Cleugh and Heckle Burns and there is connectivity with the Heriot Water to the 
south which is part of the River Tweed SAC.

The immediate area is sparsely populated with small settlements such as Heriot and 
Middleton within 5km and occasional groupings and farms closer still, including 
Carcant, Whitelaw, Shoestanes, Falahill, Outerston Hill and Heriot Cleugh. Nettlingflat, 
Heriot Mill, Hangingshaw and Borthwick Hall also lie within 5km. A total of five 
properties or property groups lie within 2km.

The nearest public roads to the site are the A7 2-3km to the east at its nearest point, 
the B7007 (carrying National Cycle Network Route 1) to the immediate north and west 
of the site and the B709 1.5km to the south-east, linking the aforementioned roads. 
The A68 is more distant to the east as are the B6372 and B6458 to the north within 
Midlothian. The Borders Railway line passes to the east of the site, following the Gala 
Water valley and A7.



Core Path 33 adjoins the site to the immediate east, passing from Heriot Mill in the 
south to the B7007 to the north. There is also a Right of Way BE5 passing within the 
application site and other Core Paths identified to the south and east of the site linking 
Heriot Mill, Heriot, Borthwick Hall and Fala.

There are no statutory designated landscapes within 5km of the site.  Of the two 
National Scenic Areas, the nearest to the south-west is the Upper Tweeddale NSA at 
17km. The Eildon/Leaderfoot NSA is 23km to the south. Of the Special Landscape 
Areas and Regional Scenic Areas in the vicinity, the Gladhouse Reservoir and 
Moorfoot Scarp adjoins the site to the north-western edge. Six other SLAs within the 
15km study area with visibility, lie within Midlothian ranging from the Tyne Water Valley 
SLA at 2.5km to the Pentland Hills SLA at 12.3km. SLAs within East Lothian and 
Edinburgh lie outwith the study area,

There are 48 heritage assets of national importance within 10km of the development 
comprising 35 scheduled monuments, 11 Category A Listed Buildings and two Garden 
and Designed Landscapes – three monuments and one A listed property lie within 
5km. Of regionally important assets, eight B listed properties and two Conservation 
Areas lie within 5km of the nearest turbine. There are no nature conservation 
designations within the site although the Moorfoot Hills SAC/SSSI and River Tweed 
SAC/SSSI lie within 2km. The Fala Flow SPA lies within 10km, principally designated 
for golden plover and pink footed geese.

Although the eight proposed turbines were relocated south and east during the 
processing of the application, through Supplementary Environmental Information (SEI) 
procedure, the application site boundary and proposed access point remain 
unchanged.

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

The proposal is for a commercial wind farm comprising of eight turbines up to 130m to 
blade tip.  The originally proposed development also included:

 Associated transformers, foundations and hardstandings (55x35m) for cranes
 On site tracks connecting each turbine with new watercourse crossings, 

nominally 5m width in coarse stone and with floating construction over any deep 
peat areas

 On-site substation (10x15m), compound and underground cables
 Energy storage compound – batteries within shipping containers
 Up to two borrow pits; 
 Temporary construction compound
 Felling of 9.1HA plantation on site

As a result of the SEI procedures, the development was revised to move all turbines 
south and east to achieve improved setback from the Moorfoot Hills escarpment to the 
north. The details of the development remain the same as above with the exception 
that the plantation felling is no longer needed and the position of tracks, hardstandings 
etc are relocated to match the new turbine positions.

The construction phase would last for 12 months and the development would have a 
25 year operational phase with site restoration and decommissioning at the end of the 
period .The wind farm is claimed to provide 33.6MW of installed capacity, representing 
a site capacity of 38.3% comparing to the UK average of 26.6%. This is forecast to 



power 24,000 homes, saving up to 41,159 tonnes of CO2 each year.  The application 
includes a 100m micro-siting allowance for turbines and infrastructure following 
detailed ground investigations and geotechnical surveys, with constraint buffers 
safeguarded as applicable.

Access to the site would be via the A7 south from Edinburgh and with an entry into the 
site from the B7007 utilising the existing Carcant site access.

It is claimed there will be around 42 staff employed during the main construction phase 
with an associated £5.7 million local spend. Thereafter, it is predicted the operation of 
the turbines would create 7 local jobs with a GVA of £378,053 per annum. There would 
also be a community benefit fund, either in the form of annual payments (estimated at 
£168,000 per annum) or also including shared ownership. 

PLANNING HISTORY

The western part of the site lies within the original application site boundary (2005) 
for the current Carcant development.

NEIGHBOURING SITES/SCHEMES RELEVANT TO CONSIDERATION OF THE 
CURRENT PROPOSAL:

Operational:

Carcant – 1.4km distant, 3 turbines, blade tip 107m
Toddleburn – 9.2km distant, 12 turbines, blade tip up to 125m
Bowbeat – 10.3km distant, 24 turbines, blade tip 80m
Dun Law – 11.2km distant, 26 turbines, blade tip 63.5m
Dun Law Extension – 11.4km distant, 35 turbines, blade tip 75m
Pogbie – 12.2km distant, 6 turbines, blade tip 76m
Longpark – 16.8km distant, 19 turbines, blade tip 110m
Fallago Rig – 22.6km distant, 48 turbines, blade tip up to 125m 
Keith Hill – 12.9km distant, 5 turbines, blade tip 76m

Under construction

Pogbie Extension – 12.2km distant, 6 turbines, blade tip 74m
Huntershall – 11.8km distant, 1 turbine, blade tip 75m

Consented

Cloich Forest – 17.5km distant, 18 turbines, blade tip 115m

In the Planning System

Fallago Rig Extension – 23km distant, 12 turbines, blade tip 126.5m
Gilston Hill – 7.5km distant, 7 turbines, blade tip 126.5m

Other Schemes 

Scoping Stage schemes were not considered as part of cumulative impact 
assessment, but include a re-powering scheme for Cloich. Earlier stage schemes also 
mentioned by Heriot and Stow Community Councils in vicinity of Heriot.



REPRESENTATION SUMMARY

21 properties or households have submitted representations in respect of the 
application, 9 in objection and 12 in support. These can be viewed in full on the Public 
Access portal on the Council’s website. The revision within the SEI did not result in any 
withdrawal of objections. The principal issues raised include the following:

Objections:

 Scheme is contrary to NPF3 and SPP as it is not sustainable development
 The UK set energy policy and the position is of supply over stripping demand
 Grid restrictions and constraint payments are constraining energy production and 

impacting negatively on economy
 Scottish Government targets not adequately accounting for other forms of 

renewable energy
 Scottish Government Policy only gives qualified support for wind energy 

requiring balance in protecting the environment
 Scheme could set precedent for requests for higher subsidy-free turbines
 Scheme is not supported by a net economic impact assessment
 Detrimental impacts on tourism in the area and inadequate research into impacts 

as required by SPP
 Contrary to many aspects of LDP Policy ED9
 Contrary to LDP Policy EP3 especially regarding impacts on golden plover and 

curlew
 Contrary to Policy EP5 with adverse impacts on the Special Landscape Area 

adjoining
 Contrary to SBC Renewable Energy SG and the Landscape Capacity Study, 

latter identifying no capacity above 80m height
 SBC Landscape Capacity Study superseded by new consents
 Update required to the SG to reflect growth in very large turbines
 Scheme would be a fragmented outlier from the Dun Law cluster as are Carcant 

and Gilston
 Current Scottish Government energy targets will comfortably be met with 

consented schemes showing there is no need for the development and targets 
are achievable without new proposals

 Significant adverse visual impacts from many of the viewpoints and 
underestimation of the significance of effects

 Cumulation with other existing and proposed wind farms in the area to create a 
wind farm landscape around the Moorfoots, Lammermuirs and Heriot

 Turbines too close to the Moorfoot escarpment and highly visible in an elevated 
position across the Lothians with detrimental impacts on the SLA and scenic 
qualities of area

 Residential properties at Nettlingflat, Falahill and Brothershiels will experience 
significant visual effects with full view or all turbines and shadow flicker due to 
elevated position of development

 Carcant had previously been reduced from six to three turbines to reduce 
impacts on the Moorfoot escarpment, this scheme exacerbating those impacts

 Adverse impacts on operation of, and recreation on, a local estate
 Two turbines will overhang the site boundary
 Poor community consultation pre-application submission
 Support comments are from people not locally affected or from landowners with 

vested interests
 Concerns over grid connection proposals and impacts



 Detrimental impacts of aviation lighting
 With exception of Viewpoint 2, the revised scheme still causes significant 

adverse visual effects from other viewpoints and does not resolve these effects 
adequately

 Noise impacts could be increased through turbine relocation

Support:

 Wind energy meets renewable targets and reduces greenhouse gas emissions
 Grant money becomes available for local communities
 Supports a local farming business
 Creates local jobs
 Not visible for much of the community
 Community is split over wind farms
 Already turbines in area
 Better in small clusters than larger turbine groupings
 No impact on landscape
 Heriot Cleugh now bought out

APPLICANTS’ SUPPORTING INFORMATION

This full planning application is an EIA Development and is supported by a full 
Environmental Statement (ES) resulting from an Environmental Impact Assessment, 
which comprises the following documents, dated February 2019:

 Pre-application Consultation Report
 Design and Access Statement
 Planning Statement

Environmental Statement:

 Volume 1: Written Text
 Volume 2: Figures
 Volume 3: Technical Appendices
 Volume 4:  Non-Technical Summary

During the course of the application process, the location of the eight turbines was 
changed leading to the submission of Supplementary Environmental Information (SEI) 
dated September 2019, comprising the following documents:

Volume 1: Written Text
Volume 2: Figures
Volume 3: Technical Appendices

CONSULTATION RESPONSES:

The following consultation responses have been received in respect of the application.  
The responses are available to view in full on the Council’s Public Access System.

Scottish Borders Council Consultees

Landscape Architect: Objects to the proposal as there will be unacceptable 
significant landscape and visual impacts on sensitive receptors to the north. The wind 
farm’s location at the very edge of the plateau encroaches onto the Moorfoot 



escarpment, contrary to the guidance in SBC’s Wind Energy Landscape Capacity 
Study   which specifically identifies the escarpment as particularly sensitive. As the 
proposal is a relatively small windfarm in an upland type landscape, also concerned 
that the proposal introduces a windfarm into a section of the Moorfoot Hills that is 
currently relatively free of windfarms, the hills enclosing Edinburgh to the south 
effectively becoming a windfarm landscape.  The proposed wind farm would be the 
closest windfarm along the northern edge of the Lammermuir/ Moorfoot plateau to the 
most populated areas of Midlothian and so will be the most prominent in views south.

Assessment based upon Policy ED9 of the Local Development Plan, the SBC 
“Renewable Energy” Supplementary Guidance, the 2016 Landscape Capacity Study 
and the relevant guidance within SNH documents, including “Siting and Designing 
Windfarms in the Landscape – Version 3”. Considers landscape character at the 
transition between lowland and upland character types, the scheme impacting 
adversely on the fringe transition types and creating a dominant new element, 
diminishing the scale of the escarpment due to the prominent siting and open visibility. 
Cumulation with other wind farms, including Dun Law and Gilston, would result in more 
frequent visibility and impacts along the Lammermuir and Moorfoot escarpment.

Further to the revision to the scheme, acknowledges effort has been made to site the 
wind farm away from the very edge of the plateau, but still maintains objection as the 
landscape and visual impacts will still be significant and unacceptable. Remains 
prominent on the Moorfoot escarpment and still contrary to the guidance in SBC’s Wind 
Energy Landscape Capacity Study which specifically identifies the Moorfoot 
escarpment as particularly sensitive. Maintains concerns that the proposal introduces 
a windfarm into a section of the Moorfoot Hills relatively free of windfarms and will 
further contribute to the Lammermuir/Moorfoot escarpment becoming a windfarm 
landscape.  The proposed wind farm would be the closest windfarm along the northern 
edge of the Lammermuir/ Moorfoot plateau to the most populated areas of Midlothian 
and will be the most prominent in views to the south. 

Identifies improvements in impact from some of the viewpoints such as 2 and 7 but at 
the expense of increased impacts to viewpoints such as 6 and the Crichton Castle 
cultural heritage viewpoint.

Flood Protection Officer: No objections. Part of the site lies within the 1 in 200 year 
flood risk zone but the turbines are outwith any watercourses. Controls to ensure 
attenuation to match existing greenfield run-off rates, sediment mitigation and 
minimum 25m buffer between watercourses and turbines.

Following revision to the scheme, views unchanged.

Roads Planning Service: No objections. Notes the majority of the access routes are 
outwith the Council area and that Midlothian Council have been consulted. If consent 
granted, conditions imposed regarding further details of the access junction with the 
B7007, swept path analysis with remedial works and details of connection with the 
national grid.

Following revision to the scheme, views unchanged. The comments from Midlothian 
Council should also be taken into account regarding transport.
Environmental Health: Noise assessment carried out by independent consultant on 
behalf of the Council. Accepts noise assessment in the EIA, identifying that the lower 
daytime limit will not be met at Heriot Cleugh, taking into account cumulative noise and 
on the basis of two wind speeds. Requests that lower limit be met by condition, 



together with controls over construction hours and monitoring/protection of private 
water supplies.

Access Officer: Core Path 33 lies adjoining the site and the development will be 
visible from other rights of way and core paths. Development should follow SNH 
Guidance on managing public access and conditions imposed on any consent to keep 
Core Path 33 open and all access tracks made available to the public. Recommends 
an Improvement Plan relating to wider path network including a developer contribution 
of £3000 through legal agreement.

Following revision to the scheme, views unchanged. Turbine nearest Heriot Cleugh 
should have separation four times height of turbine from Core Path 33, to safeguard 
horse riders.

Ecology Officer:  Initially objected to the application until further information submitted 
for vantage point surveys, impacts on pink-footed geese (qualifying interests of the 
Fala Flow SPA) and compensatory planting. Accepts conclusions on SAC sites. Notes 
2018/9 vantage point data is available on birds but not submitted. Notes other 
ornithological findings and that two black grouse leks were recorded in the site, 
requiring mitigation in a Habitat Management Plan. Serious concerns over potential 
impacts on curlew. Habitat loss could have been more clearly presented and should 
be redressed in the Habitat Management Plan.

Turbines should be kept 73.5m from habitat features used by bats but accepts the 
findings of the EIA on other wildlife. 9.1HA of coniferous felling is not replaced by any 
compensatory planting and this is contrary to Government Policy. Should consent be 
granted, conditions imposed relating to Species Protection Plans, Construction and 
Habitat Management Plans, Ecological Clerk of Works etc. A hen harrier roost 
previously on the site no longer appears to be in regular use but a condition for 
monitoring would still be required with mitigation.

Following submission of additional information and revised scheme, raises no 
objections subject to the aforementioned conditions and conditions covering an 
ecological monitoring programme and a decommission strategy. Satisfied with the 
additional ornithology surveys and now content with impacts on pink-footed geese, 
curlew, black grouse etc subject to monitoring and mitigation. The revised turbine 
locations do not cause issues for protected species or mammals. Habitat displacement 
and mitigation would have been preferably agreed pre-determination but can be 
controlled in the Habitat Management Plan. Noted that no woodland is now being 
felled. Carried out an Appropriate Assessment for impacts on the River Tweed SAC 
and concludes that, subject to mitigation in the aforementioned conditions, there is 
unlikely to be a significant effect.

Archaeology Officer: No objections to the application and supports the EIA findings 
and suggested impacts on cultural heritage assets. Agrees that impacts on the 
scheduled prehistoric monuments to the south are not sufficiently adverse to justify 
objection. There may be some features within the site that indicate further interest, 
justifying a Watching Brief WSI.

Following revision to the scheme, views unchanged.

Statutory Consultees 

SEPA: Initially objected to the application on grounds of lack of information on flood 
risk, operations regulated by SEPA and ecology. Concerned that Turbine 6 was within 



50m of the Whitelaw Cleugh Burn, that watercourse crossing information was 
inconsistent, drainage information lacking from the haulage route, insufficient 
information on borrow pits, forestry removal, pollution control, air and waste protection 
provision. There are also groundwater dependant terrestrial ecosystem (GWDTE) 
impacts and peat crossings to clarify.

Following revision to the scheme, withdraws objection on basis that revision 
supersedes the previous layout and subject to conditions, noting that Turbine 6 is now 
more than 50m from the Whitelaw Cleugh Burn. Conditions should detail the 
relationship between drainage, tracks and GWDTE, a Construction and Habitat 
Management Plan, reinstatement of the borrow pit and peat management proposals.

Historic Environment Scotland:  No objections. Concerned that EIA assessment of 
impacts on Crichton Castle Scheduled Monument have been underestimated. The 
impacts will be significantly adverse but not to the extent of affecting national interest, 
given the distance and impacts generally more on the access to the castle than the 
castle itself. Agrees with the EIA assessment of impacts on Category A Listed Arniston 
House and that whilst impacts would be adverse, they would not be nationally 
significant. Considers impacts on the scheduled forts to the south to have been 
underestimated, but again, impacts are not significantly adverse. Comments on, and 
generally accepts, the methodology for assessment, albeit photomontages could have 
been useful.

Following revision to the scheme, views unchanged and welcomes updated 
visualisations. Notes that any changes in proximity to Crichton Castle still don’t create 
impacts of national concern and fewer turbines will also be visible from Arniston House. 
Although the movement south of the turbines results in closer proximity to the 
scheduled forts and whilst impacts are continued to be considered as underestimated, 
still do not consider impacts to be sufficiently adverse to affect national interest.

Scottish Natural Heritage: The development would create significant adverse 
landscape and visual impacts on a regionally important landscape, prominent and 
elevated on the edge of the Moorfoot Hills and visible to a wide area to the north across 
much of the Lothians, as shown in the ZTV. Previous schemes have carefully been set 
back to reduce impacts and this development would undo current good practice. Any 
turbine lighting should be restricted to infra-red. In terms of impacts on the River Tweed 
SAC, object unless conditions imposed relating to an appropriate Environmental 
Management Plan and Construction Method Statement. Impacts on black grouse and 
ground nesting waders require mitigation by conditions including a Habitat 
Management Plan. Peat Management Plan and Ecological Clerk of Works conditions 
also required.

Following revision to the scheme, views unchanged. Revisions to layout do not mitigate 
landscape and visual impacts identified above.

Transport Scotland: No objections provided conditions and informatives are imposed 
on any consent securing Transport Scotland approval for the abnormal load route and 
associated traffic control measures.

Following revision to the scheme, views unchanged.

Midlothian Council: Concerned at considerable adverse visual impacts from the 
areas of population and recreation in Midlothian, visible on the skyline and indicated in 
viewpoints such as Gorebridge, Middleton and Gladhouse Reservoir. This 
development is closer to Midlothian than other development in the Moorfoot Hills and 



should be kept free of large turbines. If approved, wish to be involved in the 
construction transport route and mitigation. SNH comments on ecology should be 
noted. Controls imposed on construction to minimise noise and vibration on transport 
routes. Several private water supplies in vicinity and wish to be involved in mitigation 
and conditions regarding impacts, including monitoring controls.

Following revision to the scheme and whilst recognising the movement further south, 
views unchanged. No longer seek involvement in private water supplies.

RSPB: No objections although comments that breeding bird surveys should have 
commenced earlier in the mornings. Notes that two black grouse leks are of regional 
significance and developer should contribute to any habitat enhancement required by 
the Council. Construction recommendations to minimise impacts on black grouse. 
Concerns over collision impacts on curlew and welcomes proposed on-site 
management of impacts. Requests a condition relating to offset provision for curlew 
and other waders elsewhere.

NATS/NERL: No objections on original and revised scheme.

Edinburgh Airport: No objections. Complies with safeguarding criteria.

Joint Radio Company Limited: No objections, no interferences foreseen.

Scotways: No objections. Right of Way BE5 runs along part of the site boundary and 
should be kept open and obstruction-free. Recommends adherence to Welsh 
Assembly advice on set-back from roads, equivalent to blade tip.

Following revision to the scheme, notes that the turbines are now in closer proximity 
to BE5 and seek assurances that the 143m clearance mentioned in the SEI applies to 
the new layout. Recommends consultation with the Council over the CEMP and 
impacts on Core Path 33 and BE5, the latter remaining free from obstruction during 
construction and operation.

Forestry Commission Scotland: Objects as insufficient evidence that woodland 
removal and compensatory planting complied with Government Policy. Suggests 
further liaison to agree mitigation and provides model conditions for compensatory 
planting.

Ministry of Defence:  Initially raised no objections to the application, requesting 
aviation red or infra-red lighting and to be informed of the details of the scheme 
implementation if approved.

Following revision to the scheme, now objects to the development as three of the 
turbines will be 62.8km from the Deadwater Fell ATC Radar, being detectable from 
and causing potential interference, including “unwanted” aircraft returns, leading to 
increased workloads and significant operational impacts. Real aircraft returns can also 
be masked by a turbine’s radar return. Several problems and operational impacts 
identified. There is likely to be a significant and detrimental effect on the operation of 
the ATC Radar as a result. Solutions are being researched and the developer is invited 
to investigate these. Should a solution be found, lighting will still be required.

Scottish Water:  No objections. No public water or drainage supplies in the vicinity 
and no public drinking water catchments or abstraction sources. No surface water 
connections allowed into combined sewer system.



Following revision to the scheme, now notes that public infrastructure lies within and 
adjoining the site, requiring contact with the developer if the scheme proceeds. Other 
views unchanged.

Visit Scotland: Response awaited.

Association for the Protection of Rural Scotland: Response awaited.

Scottish Wildlife Trust: Response awaited.

Scottish Badgers: A number of setts and foraging signs found within the site. Any 
tree felling should adhere to license requirements and inactive setts monitored over a 
set time frame with territories mapped out.

Following revision to the scheme, views unchanged. Would have preferred more 
surveys but note no setts within 30m of any turbines. Require checks within 30m of the 
access route and mitigation including safe crossing routes.

Tweed Forum: Response awaited.

Heriot /Stow & Fountainhall Community Council: Application should be refused as 
there are adverse landscape and visual impacts (especially on residents), conflict with 
Planning Policy and SBC Landscape Capacity guidance, inadequate assessment of 
residential amenity (including noise) and lack of economic benefit. 

Taking into account other wind farm schemes, this would represent a major extension 
and a piecemeal method of expansion against the “cluster and space” SBC approach. 
Notes SBC Landscape Capacity Study states no capacity for further turbines above 
80m tip height. Considers pre-application engagement to be poor from the developers. 
Significant visual impacts from the north and from Nettlingflat, most significant effects 
shown in Viewpoints 4, 5, 6 and 9. Cumulative effects unacceptable, combining with 
Dun Law and Gilston to form a wind farm landscape. Some turbines are so close to 
the site boundary that there will be encroachment on the Gladhouse 
Reservoir/Moorfoot  Scarp SLA. Turbine height increase request is likely to follow from 
any consent. No Residential Amenity Survey with impacts likely especially to Heriot 
Cleugh. Noise should be assessed using the raw data. Hydrology Section of EIA fails 
to address impacts on private water supplies. Concerns over bird collisions. No UK 
justification for continued onshore wind farms, major grid capacity limitations and zero 
to negative net economic value of additional wind generation.

Following revision to the scheme, views unchanged. Visual impacts increased towards 
Heriot and impacts increased across various relevant viewpoints including 4 and 6. In 
attempting to improve the impact from some viewpoints, the impacts on the local 
community of Heriot and surrounds have significantly worsened. Agrees with SBC 
Landscape Architect objection. Welcomes the Residential Amenity Assessment but 
feels that many more properties should have been included, including a number closer 
than those already assessed and many with clear views across to the turbines. 
Considers the noise assessment to be incomplete and fails to consider potential 
impacts of the revised layout on additional properties or the cumulative impacts from 
Gilston. The development is also too close to Core Path 33.

Moorfoot Community Council: Response awaited.

Tynewater Community Council: Response awaited.



DEVELOPMENT PLAN POLICIES:

SESplan Strategic Development Plan June 2013:

Policy 1B: The Spatial Strategy: Development Principles
Policy 10: Sustainable Energy Technologies

Local Development Plan 2016:

PMD1: Sustainability
PMD2: Quality Standards
ED9: Renewable Energy Development
HD3: Protection of Residential Amenity
EP1: International Nature Conservation Sites and Protected Species
EP2: National Nature Conservation Sites and Protected Species
EP3: Local Biodiversity
EP5: Special Landscape Areas
EP7: Listed Buildings
EP8: Archaeology
EP9: Conservation Areas
EP10: Gardens and Designed Landscapes
EP13: Trees, Woodlands and Hedgerows
EP15: Development Affecting the Water Environment
IS2: Developer Contributions
IS5: Protection of Access Routes
IS8: Flooding
IS9: Waste Water Treatment Standards and Sustainable Urban Drainage

OTHER PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS:

Adopted SBC Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) and other documents:

 Renewable Energy 2018
 Biodiversity 2005
 Local Landscape Designations 2012
 Developer Contributions 2011
 Visibility Mapping for Windfarm Development 2003
 Ironside Farrar Study on Wind Energy Consultancy Landscape Capacity and 

Cumulative Impact 2016
 Borders Landscape Assessment 1998 Ash Consulting Group- updated SNH 2019

Scottish Government Policy and Guidance:

 The Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009
 The Scottish Renewable Action Plan 2009
 2020 Routemap for Renewable Energy in Scotland – Update 2015
 National Planning Framework for Scotland (3) June 2014
 Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) June 2014
 Scottish Planning Policy and Electricity Generation Policy Statement 2013
 Onshore Wind Turbines – Planning Advice 2014
 Climate Change Plan 2018
 Onshore Wind Policy Statement 2017
 Scottish Energy Strategy 2017
 Climate Change (Emissions Reductions Targets) (Scotland) Bill 2019



Scottish Government On-line Advice:

 Circular 3/2011 Environmental Impact Assessment (Scotland)  Regulations 
 PAN 69 Flood Risk 2015
 PAN 60 Planning for Natural Heritage 2008
 PAN 51 Planning, Environmental Protection and Regulation
 PAN 75 Planning for Transport
 PAN 81 Community Engagement Planning with People
 PAN 1/2011 Planning and Noise
 PAN 2/2011 Planning and Archaeology
 PAN 1/2013 Environmental Impact Assessment
 Scottish Government Good Practice Principles for Shared Ownership of Onshore 

Renewable Energy Development 2016

Historic Environment Scotland Publications:

 Historic Environment Scotland Policy Statement June 2016

SNH Publications:

 Siting and Designing Windfarms in the Landscape Version 3 February 2017
 Visual Representation of Wind Farms Version 2.2 February 2017
 Assessing the Cumulative Impact of Onshore Wind Energy Developments 2012
 Spatial Planning for Onshore Wind Turbines – Natural Heritage Considerations 

2015

 Other Publications:

ETSU-R-97: The Assessment and Rating of Noise from Wind Farms

KEY PLANNING ISSUES:

 Land use planning policy;
 Landscape and visual impacts, including landscape character and visual impacts, 

arising from turbines and infrastructure;
 Cumulative landscape and visual impacts with other wind energy developments;
 Physical and setting impacts on cultural heritage assets;
 Residential amenity including noise impacts and shadow flicker
 Ecological, ornithological and habitat effects;
 Impact on road safety and the road network;
 Impacts on the public path network and public access on accessible land;
 Impacts on defence and aviation
 Economic benefits attributable to the scheme;
 Benefits arising from renewable energy provision.



ASSESSMENT OF APPLICATION:

Design Iteration

The Design and Access statement shows the different versions of the wind farm 
intended at Wull Muir before the version that was eventually submitted as a planning 
application. Commencing with 13 turbines to 150m blade tip height, the second 
iteration dropped the numbers to eight turbines but kept the height. Finally, the third 
iteration was that submitted within the planning application. The Design and Access 
Statement comments that the revisions were aimed at reducing impacts on the 
Moorfoot escarpment, staying at least 1km away from houses, creating an even spread 
of turbines etc.

Revision to proposed development

The planning application was revised during processing to relocate all eight turbines 
to the south and east, still within the original application site boundary. The applicant 
wishes the decision to be based upon this revision, the relevant procedures for 
Supplementary Environmental Information (SEI) having been followed in terms of 
submission, advertisement and reconsultation. All relevant plans have been 
superseded and this report assesses the scheme on the basis of the amended 
scheme, whilst still recognising where necessary, the impacts of the changes from the 
original scheme. The original Environmental Statement submissions have still been 
considered where not superseded or updated by the SEI. Comments from consultees 
and third parties are summarised in this report and all should be considered, 
references being made to where original comments have been revised following the 
amended scheme.

Planning Policy

Scottish Government policy, regional strategic policy and local planning policy and 
guidance all support renewable energy, including wind farms, provided that there are 
no unacceptable and significantly adverse environmental impacts.

SPP sets out a Spatial Framework for determining appropriate sites for wind farms. 
The SPP states three classifications. Area 1 where wind farms are not acceptable in 
principle i.e. within National Scenic Areas and National Parks. Area 2 which reflects 
areas of significant protection including SSSIs, GDLs, Wild Land, settlements within 
2km etc. The site is close to the boundary of an area of significant protection (2km 
settlement buffer of Heriot, an identified settlement in the LDP) but falls within Group 
3 which suggests such areas have potential for wind farm development “..where wind 
farms are likely to be acceptable, subject to detailed consideration against identified 
policy criteria.” 

SESplan policy 10 requires Local Development Plans to set a framework for the 
encouragement of renewable energy proposals that aims to contribute towards 
achieving national electricity and heat targets and taking into account economic, 
environmental and transport considerations. 

These Policy documents have been supported by other Policy documents and 
statements on renewable and wind energy by the Scottish Government, as identified 
in the “Planning Statement” submitted with the application. In the Onshore Wind Policy 
Statement 2017, for example, the Ministerial Foreword confirmed clear support for 
wind energy, promoting the economic benefits it offers, helping to substantively 
decarbonise electricity supplies, heat and transport systems, boosting the economy, 



and meeting local and national demand. It identifies that all need to work together to 
ensure that projects continue to strike the right balance between environmental 
impacts, local support, benefit, and – where possible – economic benefits deriving from 
community ownership. 

Similarly, the Scottish Energy Strategy is also a material consideration, setting out 
ambitious new energy targets of 50% of the energy for Scotland’s heat, transport and 
electricity consumption to be from renewable sources by 2030 and an increase of 30% 
in the productivity of energy use across the Scottish economy. The Climate Change 
Bill has also recently been approved by the Scottish Government aiming to cut 
emissions by 75% by 2030.

Nevertheless, all Policies and Guidance still require development to be assessed on a 
case by case basis and only development in the right places will be supported. This 
report will need to consider, firstly, whether this development is in the right place, by 
considering the locational and landscape capacity guidelines that are in place, both at 
national and local level, before going on to consider the particular environmental 
effects of the proposed development.

All planning applications must principally be determined in accordance with the 
Development Plan unless there are other material considerations that indicate 
otherwise. The proposal has to, therefore, be assessed against a number of Local 
Development Plan policies.  Policy ED9 is the principal Policy dealing with renewable 
energy development and supports commercial wind farms where they can be 
accommodated without unacceptable significant adverse impacts or effects, giving due 
regard to relevant environmental, community and cumulative impact considerations.  
Proposals will be approved provided that there are no significant effects that cannot 
be satisfactorily mitigated.  Where mitigation is not possible, the development will only 
be approved if the Council is satisfied that the wider economic, environmental and 
other benefits outweigh the potential damage arising from it.  The policy contains a 
number of criteria by which to assess the proposal.

Policy ED9 also embodies the Council’s “Renewable Energy” Supplementary 
Guidance 2018 which has been approved by the Scottish Government. This contains 
the Spatial Framework which demonstrates that the site lies within an “area with 
potential for wind farm development”. However, informed by the more specific 
locational Landscape Capacity and Cumulative Impact Study produced by Ironside 
Farrar in 2016 and included within the Supplementary Guidance, the site does not lie 
within an area of underlying landscape capacity that could accommodate turbines with 
a tip height of over 120m, when taking into account the constraints identified in the 
Study. The precise impacts of the proposal must, of course, be assessed in detail 
against the relevant Local Development Plan policies to establish whether the proposal 
is acceptable.

Landscape and Visual Impacts

Policy ED9 requires consideration of the landscape and visual impacts, including the 
effects on wild land and the cumulative impact, taking into account the “Renewable 
Energy” Supplementary Guidance and the Ironside Farrar Landscape Capacity and 
Cumulative Impact Study. The latter was updated in 2016 to:

 take cognisance of turbine approvals since 2013 to build a clearer picture of 
landscape capacity



 adopt new turbine typologies with the upper scale of turbines heights extended 
from 100m+ to 120m+ to reflect industry changes where there is a greater demand 
for larger turbines

Assessment of the landscape and visual impacts should also take into account the 
relevant guidance from Scottish Natural Heritage. 

Landscape Character

In terms of the Borders Landscape Assessment 1998, as updated by SNH in February 
2019, the site lies within Landscape Character Type (LCT) 1MP : Dissected Plateau 
Moorland: Moorfoot Plateau.  This is an “Upland Type” landscape close to lower-lying 
upland fringe and lowland LCTs that predominate to the north, coinciding with the 
reduction in elevation at the watershed between the Forth and Tweed River 
catchments. The key characteristics for the “Dissected Plateau Moorland” are listed 
as:

 Plateau landform consisting of a series of level-topped hills and ridges
 Individual hill masses separated by steep-sided valley features of differing scales
 Semi-natural peatland, heather moorland and grassland communities dominant
 Very low settlement density
 Sense of wildness created by wide horizons and distant, unobstructed views

The specific characteristics for the “Moorfoot Plateau” are listed as:

 Very deeply dissected, individual hill masses tend to be quite distinctly defined
 Presence of additional “step” in terrain with high plateau summits rising above 

surrounding plateau moorland to over 650m above sea level
 Extensive coniferous plantations in the south and west at Glentress and Leithen 

Water forests.

Whilst the landscape character of the site is identified as upland type and normally 
more suitable for wind farm development due to grandeur of scale, SNH guidance 
refers to the sensitivity of fringe areas of transition between Landscape Character 
Areas (LCAs). In this particular case, the Moorfoot Plateau and Lauder Common LCAs 
experience a sudden transition from upland to upland fringe and lowland LCAs to the 
north within Midlothian. The affected LCAs include Gladhouse and Auchencorth 
Moorland, the western part of the North Lammermuir Platform, Rosewell/Carrington 
Spur and Mayfield/Tranent Ridge. Whilst the overall character of the landscape is large 
scale, there can also be variations in scale as demonstrated by the viewpoints 
selected. Clearly, any wind farm development would have to be assessed against not 
only the actual and prevalent landscape character types but also the variations of 
landscape scale within the same character types.

The site is not one of the nationally designated areas of Wild Land, being at least 30km 
distant from the designated Talla/Hart Fell WLA. The Borders Landscape Assessment 
does identify a key characteristic of the Moorfoot Plateau LCA as “wide horizons with 
distant uninterrupted views” which create a sense of wildness. However, this has been 
impacted in recent years by the development of Carcant and also partly by other wind 
farms to the east and south-west.

Although the site is distant from Special Landscape Areas (SLAs) within the Borders 
(the nearest being the Lammermuir Hills and Tweed Valley), it does lie within 5km of 
several in Midlothian, all with widespread views of the proposed wind turbines on the 



Moorfoot escarpment skyline to the south. These include Gladhouse Reservoir and 
Moorfoot Scarp, South Esk and Carrington, Tyne Valley and Fala Moor. Between 5 
and 7km and when in view, the turbines dominate an area of skyline not previously 
affected by development. Viewpoint 14 also demonstrates surprising visibility and 
prominence from the Pentland Hills SLA, despite being more than 17km distant.

Landscape Capacity

The Ironside Farrar Landscape Capacity and Cumulative Impact Study is referred to 
within policy ED9 and the 2016 version is a material consideration in respect of this 
application, forming part of the adopted “Renewable Energy” Supplementary 
Guidance. The applicant refers to the Study throughout the ES and also within the 
“Planning Statement” and “Design and Access Statement”. The Study uses the 
Borders Landscape Assessment, recently updated by SNH, to assess the suitability of 
each landscape type for differing turbine typologies. It is also incorporated within the 
Adopted “Renewable Energy” Supplementary Guidance, which also advises other 
guidance to be considered. These include publications by SNH “Siting and Designing 
Windfarms in the Landscape Version 3” 2017 and “Assessing the Cumulative Impact 
of Onshore Wind Energy Developments” 2012. Local Development Plan Policy, 
Supplementary Guidance and relevant guidance notes must all be used to assess the 
landscape impact and visual effects of the development. The Council Landscape 
Officer’s consultation replies are included in full on the Public Access website and use 
the Policy and guidance in assessing the landscape impact of the proposal.

The purpose of the 2016 Ironside Farrar Study is “….to determine the landscape 
capacity of (the) Scottish Borders to accommodate wind energy development and to 
determine the levels of cumulative development that would be acceptable across the 
local authority area.”

The application site is covered in the 2016 Ironside Farrar Study at Table 6.1(ii) 
covering the Lammermuir and Moorfoot Hills. The Landscape Character Type 1MP 
(Dissected Plateau Moorland – Moorfoot plateau) is classified as having a ‘low 
capacity’ for turbines, defined as being over 120m high to blade tip.  It identifies 
potential for up to ten further turbines across the Moorfoot Plateau LCA but also states 
there should be 10km separation between groups of turbines. The Study comments 
further as follows:

“Landscape Analysis : The Moorfoots are a range of large scale rolling and undulating 
moorland hills dissected by steep sided valleys. Largely unforested except to the south. 
They form a prominent escarpment and skyline above the Esk Valley seen from 
Edinburgh and the Midlothian towns to the north….”

“Development Capacity: The LCA could accommodate further larger scale wind energy 
development. Turbines of 120+ could be accommodated in smaller numbers where 
topography aids screening….Turbine developments should not adversely encroach 
onto the visually prominent escarpment and skyline facing Edinburgh.”

This analysis is further interpreted in Figure 6.1e of the Study which identifies a shaded 
area to represent the underlying landscape capacity for this LCA. The shaded area is 
meant to “…show an indicative level of capacity and the extent within and across 
different landscape character areas. These areas should not be interpreted as a hard 
boundary and reference should be made to the detailed capacity assessment and 
locational guidance given in Table 6.1”.



The shaded area, nevertheless, is based upon the advice within Table 6.1 which is 
seeking to keep turbines away from the northern edge of the escarpment but also north 
of the Tweed Valley. There is no doubt that the area is well to the south of the 
application site boundary and also of a scale and position to enable much of the 10km 
buffer distance from the Carcant group of turbines to be accommodated. As the 
Landscape Architect has stated in her responses, she does not feel the Capacity Study 
advice has been followed in locating this windfarm, as the original application layout 
“…could hardly be located closer to the escarpment than it is”. She expresses serious 
concerns over the lack of compliance with the Study, which is an embedded part of the 
adopted LDP Policy ED9 and Supplementary Guidance.

Although the location of the turbines was revised to move them further south and east 
of the initial positions by between 800m and 1.6km, the Landscape Architect remains 
of the opinion that the impacts on the landscape character of the escarpment, plateau 
and the fringe and lowland landscapes to the north remain significant, adverse and 
unacceptable. The Capacity Study advises, when taking into account the relevant 
table, constraint descriptions and figures, that there is no capacity for development on 
the application site. This is a factor of material significance in assessing the landscape 
acceptability of a wind farm on the application site. 

Theoretical Visibility

In assessing effects on landscape character, the Council’s Landscape Architect 
advises that it is helpful to focus on those areas which are affected directly by the 
development i.e. focus on those areas which have a clear view of the development.  

The Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) Maps) illustrate the potential visibility of the 
turbines to hub height and blade tip height within 15, 25 and 35km zones and the extent 
of landform containment. There are also a series of ZTVs showing potential cumulative 
impacts (Figures 6.10 – 6.15) and a comparative ZTV showing the changes in visibility 
resulting from the revised location of the turbines under the SEI. The main visual 
impacts can be expected at the closer range and so assessment should particularly 
focus on the 15km range.  

The Council’s Landscape Architect assesses the overall visibility of the proposed wind 
farm using the ZTV maps and concludes that, in terms of landform, there is little 
landform containment, the site being at the northern edge of the Moorfoot Hills and 
viewed uninterrupted across large parts of Midlothian, East Lothian and Edinburgh 
Council areas. Comparing the expected visibility from across this large area to the 
visibility within the Borders itself, it is clear that there are significant visual impacts 
expected across this wide area, affecting larger areas of population, transport routes 
and recreational locations. This visibility is depicted in a variety of Viewpoints including 
2, 7-10 and 13-16. Within the Borders, the ZTVs demonstrate more limited areas of 
visibility to the east and the A7 (Viewpoints 5 and 6), further east to the A68 (Viewpoint 
11), Lauder Common (Viewpoint 12), southern Moorfoot Hills area (Viewpoints 3 and 
4) and some visibility north of Peebles and West Linton.

The revision to the layout in the SEI and the level of change to the ZTV is depicted in 
Figure 2.2b. In terms of actual predicted visibility, it is considered that the changes and 
any reductions are minimal and that the revised scheme still has little containment to 
the north. Reductions are experienced in the area immediately below the escarpment 
(adjoining Viewpoint 1) and in a swathe north from Newtongrange to Musselburgh. 
There are also a number of other small locations north of the application site that 
experience reductions but, overall, the visibility is still widespread. There are also some 



small areas that could experience more visibility, mostly within the Borders to the south 
of the site, around the A7 at Fountainhall and around the edges of areas already 
experiencing some visibility such as Heriot.

It is concluded that, overall, the site is not well contained in the wider landscape and 
that this contributes to the identified landscape and visual impacts which are 
considered unacceptable, significant and adverse.  

Landscape Impact

As mentioned, the site does not have any special landscape designations nor does it 
include or lie within close proximity to any designated Wild Land Areas. The receiving 
landscape is defined as a large scale upland character type but is close to upland 
fringe and lowland character types. The Landscape Architect considers that there are 
significant adverse impacts both on the scale and panoramic open nature of both the 
Moorfoot Plateau and Lauder Common LCAs, but also on the character and perceptual 
influences of the fringe and lowland LCAs to the north i.e. Gladhouse and Auchencorth 
Moorland, the western part of the North Lammermuir Platform, Rosewell/Carrington 
Spur and Mayfield/Tranent Ridge. Her concerns also relate to the impacts of visibility 
and prominence from the designated SLAs in Midlothian including Gladhouse 
Reservoir and Moorfoot Scarp, South Esk and Carrington, Tyne Valley and Fala Moor, 
all being within 5km.

Although it is accepted that the SEI has moved turbines further away from the fringe 
and lowland LCAs and SLAs, the Landscape Architect remains of the opinion that the 
scale of the Moorfoot escarpment will be undermined and that there will still be 
significant adverse landscape impacts on the fringe and lowland areas. This is 
demonstrated within a number of Viewpoints as follows:

Viewpoint 1 – Broadlaw

The turbines appear dominant in the foreground with other wind farms in the 
background and Carcant lower to the side. The turbines appeared on the highest part 
of the plateau and although the SEI removed four turbines from the highest part of the 
site and made some general height reductions, there are still adverse and significant 
impacts. 

Viewpoint 2 – Gladhouse Reservoir

The turbines were more dominant in this view than Bowbeat, albeit they were rising up 
the saddle of land and not on the highest part. The SEI has improved the visibility by 
reducing the number of hubs and blade tips now visible, from six hubs down to one 
and reduced the linear spread. Nevertheless, the Landscape Architect still considers 
the impacts to be significant and a moving distraction in views across the reservoir, as 
identified in the SEI.

Viewpoint 7 – Middleton
 
The impacts of the turbines from this location were more significant than from most 
other viewpoints, being in close proximity to the B7007. There was unbroken views of 
the turbines with little intervening screening. Although the SEI has improved the 
impacts due to a reduction in turbine heights and hubs visible, the linear spread has 
increased by 40% and impacts will still be significant and adverse.



Viewpoint 8 – Gorebridge

This Viewpoint indicated the issues with the prominence and visibility of the turbines 
on the skyline of the Moorfoot escarpment. There was significant unbroken impact and 
the scale of the turbines was diminishing the scale and impact of the escarpment. 
Carcant is not visible in this view. The SEI does make slight improvements in this 
viewpoint but the spread of the turbines increases and all eight hubs remain visible. 
The impacts remain significant and adverse.

Viewpoint 9 -  Tynehead

Whilst there was some impact from Carcant, the proposed original turbine locations 
would result in prominence on the skyline above the trees and in the direct line of 
travel. The SEI makes some improvements in terms of the spread of the development 
and removal of the cluster of three from the top of the escarpment. Nevertheless, there 
would remain a significant detrimental impact within the line of travel westwards along 
the B6458. 

Viewpoint 14 – Pentland Hills

The Landscape Architect was surprised at the impact and prominence of the turbines 
on the Pentland Hills SLA given the 17.4km distance. Their prominent and isolated 
foreground location compared to other existing and proposed wind farms was obvious 
from this viewpoint, vertical scale being particularly incongruous. Despite the revisions 
in the SEI and the reductions in height below the horizon, the Landscape Architect 
continues to be concerned over the impacts from this sensitive SLA and considers that 
the SEI understates the significance of the landscape impacts.

The aforementioned effects are examples of locations where there remain significant 
and adverse landscape effects. Clearly, given the widespread nature of visibility 
demonstrated on the ZTVs to the north, there are likely to be sustained and 
uninterrupted adverse impacts on the escarpment and surrounding SLAs/LCAs from a 
variety of locations other than demonstrated by the viewpoints. The Landscape 
Architect remains of the opinion that the revised location of the eight turbines has failed 
to reduce these landscape impacts to any acceptable level. It is considered that the 
impacts will be significant and adverse on the landscape character of the area, as a 
rolling, level-topped ridge enclosing a more lowland type landscape of trees and 
woodlands, well managed farmland, moss and occasional moorland. The scale of the 
Moorfoot escarpment will be undermined as a result and the turbines will disturb the 
simple pattern of land use and visual separation between the escarpment and the 
lower ground to the north.

Similarly, SNH stated the following:

“The site’s location makes a particularly strong and valuable contribution to the skyline 
and scarp slope that defines the northerly edge of the Moorfoot Hills when seen in 
views from the north. Therefore, the proposed 8 turbines located upon it would 
adversely affect its scale and prominence and would, due to its elevated nature, be 
highly visible from across much of the Lothians…”.

SNH identified that other wind farm developments, such as Carcant, had successfully 
avoided such impacts by being sited back from the edge of the escarpment and that 
approval of this scheme would “…undo the good design principles” that have been 
followed with the siting and design considerations of other wind farm schemes in the 
vicinity. SNH did not alter their position following the SEI and relocated turbines.



Midlothian Council similarly note that the development will have major landscape 
effects from various viewpoints within their area, including Gorebridge, Middleton, 
Gladhouse Reservoir and transport routes. They are concerned the development will 
be on the skyline and will have a greater impact than the Carcant turbines. Their 
concerns are such that they wish the area to remain free of large turbines.

Impacts from other viewpoints are generally discussed in the remaining sections of this 
report, as they affect different receptors such as roads, public paths, cultural heritage 
assets and residential properties. 

In summary, the revised scheme remains highly prominent and visible on the Moorfoot 
escarpment, especially from the north, and will have unacceptable and significant 
adverse impacts on landscape character contrary to LDP Policy ED9, the “Renewable 
Energy” SG and the Landscape Capacity Study.

Visual Impacts – Roads and Paths

The submitted ZTV plans confirm the extent of theoretical visibility of the wind farm and 
viewpoints have been selected based on this to illustrate the visual impact of the 
development from various high sensitivity receptors, including public roads, paths and 
the Borders Railway.  The ES has considered a number of such receptors, with 
significant effects identified in locations close to the site. The viewpoints mentioned in 
the previous section are considered to be significant in the consideration of impacts on 
landscape character and quality. These viewpoints remain important and have 
identified significant impacts from public roads such as the A7, B6458 and B7007. 

The ES includes a specific section on impacts on roads and paths, revised in the SEI 
at Section 2.74 – 2.88. This concludes that whilst there will be some significant 
impacts, such as from the B7007 and Core Path 33, overall impacts are not considered 
to be sufficiently significant to justify refusal of the scheme. However, given the 
uninterrupted and widespread visibility of the turbines from the north, it is considered 
that the visual impacts on roads and paths in this area are significantly adverse to a 
large number of users and receptors in this wide area, as evidenced by Viewpoints 7, 
8, 9, 13 and 15.

Viewpoints 7-9 were discussed above but there are also impacts from Viewpoints 13 
and 15;

Viewpoint 13 – Bonnyrigg, Andy Kelly View

All turbines prominent and significant on the skyline, much more significant in impact 
than either Dun Law or Bowbeat. The SEI revision reduces the vertical height slightly 
but increases the linear spread. The SEI believes the impact will be consistent with 
other windfarms on this horizon but it is considered that the impacts will be more 
prominent and significant than the SEI states. Photomontage not reproduced for the 
SEI.

Viewpoint 15 – Tranent, A199

All turbines prominent and significant on the skyline, more significant in impact than 
either Dun Law or Bowbeat, but similar to Gilston. The SEI revision reduces the vertical 
height slightly but increases the linear spread significantly. The SEI believes the impact 
will be consistent with other windfarms on this horizon but it is considered that the 



impacts will be more prominent and significant than the SEI states, exacerbated by the 
increased linear spread. Photomontage not reproduced for the SEI.

The A7 is a major tourist route through the Borders and is the nearest A Class road to 
experience potential effects.  The ZTV demonstrates that the wind farm would 
potentially be visible from long sections of the A7 to the north and east, especially 
within Midlothian and parts within the Gala Water valley. The ES accepted that there 
was almost continuous visibility displayed on the ZTV between Edinburgh and 
Middleton Moor with intermittent visibility then from Heriot to Burnhouse. It argues that 
the visibility and visual effects will be less significant due to intervening planting and 
buildings screening views. The only significant impacts are stated to be for a 2km 
stretch over Middleton Moor.

It is considered that the sequential visibility from the A7 as users travel the route will 
result in more sustained and adverse effects than described in the ES and SEI, given 
the linear extent of predicted visibility and the evidence in relevant photomontages. 
The only direct Viewpoint on the A7 is Viewpoint 5 Gilston Road/Stagebank although 
Viewpoint 6 at Nettlingflat is also described in the ES as representing views from the 
nearby stretch of A7, albeit at a higher elevation:

Viewpoint 5 - Gilston Road/Stagebank

The turbines would overtip woodland within a slight saddle in the hillform, the six hubs 
and eight blade tips screened by the intervening woodland. However, the SEI moves 
turbines nearer this Viewpoint (by 700m) and based upon the wireframe, increases the 
likelihood of blade overtipping of forestry and creating more significant impacts. In the 
absence of a photomontage, the SEI conclusion that the effects are minor is unproven.

Viewpoint 6 - Nettlingflat

The impacts from this viewpoint, which is taken from half way up the valley side from 
the A7, is of unbroken and unscreened impact at approximately 3.8km initially. The ES 
identified major significant effects. Following the SEI revision, the nearest turbine is 
now 700m closer and the previously significant visual impact is now even greater as a 
result of the revised layout.

Impacts from the B7007 are also significant for stretches from the junction with the A7, 
with unbroken theoretical visibility to the boundary with the Scottish Borders, visibility 
then becoming increasingly intermittent to the south. Viewpoint 7 is the only direct 
viewpoint on this road, the major and significant impacts having been described above 
and exacerbated by proximity of the road to the turbines.

In terms of impacts on other roads with predicted visibility in the Scottish Borders, no 
significance is attached to impacts from roads such as the A68 (Viewpoint 11), the 
B709 or Gilston Road, albeit the latter will have sections of visibility as the road travels 
south. Nevertheless, the significance of these impacts is generally agreed as being 
lower, the SEI and revised layout not altering the impacts to any noticeable degree.

The ES and SEI recognise that impacts could be experienced from the Borders 
Railway. Whilst it is stated that the majority of users are likely to be commuters, this 
both underestimates the number of tourist users and also understates the sensitivity 
of those users. Indeed, user surveys of the railway in its first few years revealed the 
fact that proportions of commuter and tourist users were evenly split. In addition, the 
railway is currently promoted by Scotrail as one of Scotland’s six scenic railways. The 
ES also does not reflect that travellers on such public transport may be looking at and 



appreciating the views more than motorists who are concentrating on road conditions. 
The ES considers there to be a 1km stretch of significant impacts north of Borthwick 
and no significant impacts for other stretches with predicted visibility. Although the 
ES/SEI may have understated the sensitivity of users, the significance of the impacts 
is for a short stretch and it is accepted that embankments, cuttings and vegetation will 
probably restrict impacts to the level identified.

Finally, there is visibility experienced from numerous core paths, public rights of way, 
cycle routes etc within the area, together with hill summits.  The recreational use of the 
area is recognised both by SNH and Midlothian Council in their responses and the 
closest Core Paths and Rights of Way to the wind farm have been noted by the 
Council’s Access Officer and Scotways. The ES and SEI list a number of the most 
affected routes including the National Cycle route 1 (using the B7007) and various 
other Core Paths in the Heriot, Borthwick and Fala areas. Two routes are identified as 
having moderately significant effects and one route with major significant effects (Core 
Path 33). Viewpoints from recreational paths are represented by Viewpoint 7(B7007), 
Viewpoint 12 (Girthgate path on Lauder Common). Viewpoints from hill summits are 
represented by Viewpoint 1 Broad Law, Viewpoint 3 Blackhope Scar, Viewpoint 14 
Pentland Hills and Viewpoint 16 Arthur’s Seat.

Given the widespread visibility predicted in the ZTV, especially in the Lothians, it is 
expected that there will be a number of significant and major adverse impacts 
experienced by users of the paths and hills. Viewpoints 1, 3 and 7 demonstrate 
moderate to major impacts and Viewpoint 14 demonstrates an isolated and obtrusive 
impact, highlighted the careful setback of other wind farms schemes compared to the 
forward and prominent proposal. Impacts from Lauder Common are described as 
minor in the SEI but even this demonstrates the breaking of the skyline by the proposed 
turbines, compared to the lower impact Toddleburn and Carcant turbines, due to their 
heights below skyline. 

In summary, significant visual impacts are experienced from roads and paths despite 
the revisions incorporated into the SEI. The widespread visibility to the north of the 
Moorfoot escarpment results in numerous roads and paths experiencing significant 
and adverse visual effects, especially within the Midlothian area and from stretches of 
roads and paths within the Scottish Borders, particularly the A7, B7007 and Core Path 
33. Other paths and hill summits experience similarly adverse impacts, exacerbated 
by the detachment and elevated position of the wind farm compared to surrounding 
groups of turbines. It is concluded that the development will have unacceptable and 
significant adverse visual impacts from roads, paths and hill summits contrary to LDP 
Policy ED9, the “Renewable Energy” SG and the Landscape Capacity Study.

Visual Impacts – Residential Amenity

Scottish Planning Policy advocates the identification in Local Development Plans of an 
area not exceeding 2km around settlements (that have settlement boundaries within 
Local Development Plans) as a community separation for consideration of visual 
impacts.  This separation distance was not specifically referred to individual properties 
but it is regularly used as a threshold by Reporters in decisions and it is generally 
recognised that most overbearing and unacceptable impacts on residential amenity 
would tend to occur within that distance rather than between 2 and 5km distance. The 
Council’s “Renewable Energy” SG also clarifies that individual properties within 2km 
should be considered.

Visual impacts on residential amenity, whether from settlements or individual 
properties, tend to use a type of methodology that has become known as the “Lavender 



Test”. The “Test” is an assessment approach that has been taken in a number of 
appeal cases to assess impacts, even though it is not universally applied nor is there 
any agreement or Scottish Government guidance recommending its usage. The 
“Lavender Test” not only refers to the impact on houses but also their gardens. It sets 
quite a severe threshold of whether a wind farm would be so overbearing and dominant 
on a property that it would make it an unattractive place to live. Much would contribute 
to that assessment including proximity, elevation, main outlook from windows, 
interruption by screening or buildings, location of garden ground, approach roads and 
tracks etc. These matters are considered and advised in the “Renewable Energy” SG. 

Whilst all matters must be considered in the overall assessment, the greatest weight 
simply has to be given to direct and unavoidable impacts from inside dwellinghouses 
and, in particular, main habitable room windows. There is also evidence that decisions 
are taken on the number and proportion of properties within an area that may 
experience such impacts. The fewer the properties impacted, the less weight that 
would hold in the overall planning balance. This argument was unsuccessfully 
defended by the Council at the Whitelaw Brae PLI in Tweeddale where the Reporter 
stated that “…assessment of this issue has had regard to both the number of properties 
affected and … the severity of the predicted effects”.

Chapter 6.276 of the ES contained assessment of impacts from settlements and 
residential properties. This consisted of written text only and was not supported by any 
specific maps, photomontages or wirelines, except where there were coincidental 
visual information from the edge of settlements such as Bonnyrigg, Tranent, and 
Gorebridge. The lack of a specific Residential Amenity Assessment was raised with 
the developer and they submitted this as part of the revised layout within the SEI. This 
was supported by text, maps and wirelines but no photographs or photomontages.
The Assessment is contained as Technical Appendix TA2.1 with maps and wirelines 
at SEI Figures 2.32 and 2.33.

The Assessment is stated to have been prepared using the Landscape Institute’s 
Guidance Note 2/19 on “Residential Visual Amenity Assessment”. Whilst it does follow 
many of the recommendations in that Guidance Note, it has not followed other 
recommendations such as carrying out visits within the affected properties (nor even 
within gardens). It also does not utilise aerial photographs or other photographic aids 
to demonstrate the findings. It concludes that impacts on individual properties and 
groups of properties would not exceed the thresholds of overbearing and dominant 
impacts, despite not demonstrating, by means of recommended visual material, that 
the main reasons for this related to screening caused by trees, topography and 
buildings. This could have been demonstrated by way of photographs, aerial images 
and photomontages. Consequently, assessment of the impacts on residential amenity 
has had to be based upon the wirelines, text and officer site visits to the closest affected 
properties.

In terms of settlement impact, Middleton is perceived to experience major impacts from 
a small part at Wester Middleton Cottages (a distance of 3km), but impacts from other 
settlements such as Gorebridge, Bonnyrigg and Carrington are considered to be minor 
or negligible due to distance and the relocation of the turbines further away from them. 
This assessment is generally accepted as, whilst the development would still be 
prominent and noticeable in the landscape from these settlements, the impacts would 
have to be more severe in dominance and overbearing nature to exceed the general 
threshold of acceptability in relation to residential amenity. 

Within the Scottish Borders, Heriot is the nearest settlement with a defined settlement 
boundary in the LDP. Despite there being some predicted visibility within the ZTV 



based upon the original scheme and increased visibility within the SEI, there appears 
to be no consideration of impacts on Heriot, despite being within 2.5km. There is 
reference to Heriot Mill and properties on the B709 being outwith the ZTV but no direct 
consideration of impacts on the defined settlement of Heriot which lies within the ZTV. 
Figure SEI 2.32 shows the likely visibility from the nearest properties at Shoestanes 
and, albeit more elevated, they will need to be used as a guide to likely impacts from 
Heriot.

The SEI identifies five individual properties and groups of properties within and just 
over a 2km range from the nearest turbine. Heriot Cleugh would be the closest to any 
turbine but this is now potentially financially involved with the wind farm and has been 
discounted. Nevertheless, given the significance of the likely impacts to this property 
and the fact that the developer has stated it would only be purchased by the developer 
(and taken out of residential use) if the wind farm was being constructed, then had the 
wind farm been acceptable in other respects, there would be justification for a pre-
commencement condition to ensure no development was commenced until evidence 
of the purchase had been provided. 

The remaining identified properties are Whitelaw (to the north), Carcant group (to the 
south), Falahill group to the north-east and Shoestanes Farm and Cottage group to 
the east, immediately west of Heriot. Other groups such as Nettlingflat and 
Brothershiels lie further outwith the 2km range but given their elevation and proximity 
to the Study area, residents argue they should have been considered. Impacts from 
Viewpoint 6 at Nettlingflat do indicate unbroken and prominent impacts, although at 
2.9km range, it is unlikely they could be considered to create an overbearing and 
dominant impact to enjoyment of residential amenity. Having visited Nettlingflat in the 
absence of any wireframe and although some of the houses and conversions do have 
directly west-facing aspects, the separation and similar elevation with the development 
dictate that, whilst impacts are major in terms of the ES, they are not overbearing.

Figures 2.32 and 2.33 of the SEI accompany the Residential Amenity Assessment in 
the SEI. Of the five properties or groups of properties assessed, the greatest impacts 
are predicted at Shoestanes Farm and Cottage group, with lesser effects at Whitelaw 
and negligible effects at Falahill and Carcant. Wirelines have been provided for all 
these properties but, as previously mentioned, there is no other supporting illustrative 
material nor has there been any apparent visits within any of the affected properties or 
their curtilages. The conclusions within the Assessment are that even where major 
effects are predicted, such as at Shoestanes, the intervening distance, screening, 
orientation of windows etc result in there being no overbearing dominant impacts that 
exceed the threshold whereby residential amenity impacts would influence the 
decision on the application.

The affected properties and groups have been visited by Officers, and taking into 
account the information that has been presented in the Residential Amenity 
Assessment, the following comments are relevant:

Carcant – these properties are the closest to the nearest turbine that are not financially 
involved, at 0.69km. There would also appear to be one additional property in addition 
to the three noted. However, due to the steep incision of the valley and existing 
screening afforded by the topography and buildings, it is accepted that the impacts 
from the properties would not be significantly adverse, especially compared to the 
impacts from the current Carcant wind farm turbines

Shoestanes Farm – the turbines are closer and more prominent to this property than 
the Carcant turbines. However, whilst the ES states that the property has west facing 



windows and is two storey, site visits confirmed that the house was single storey and 
the outlook from the house was significantly screened by large agricultural buildings. 
The garden and approach road will have views of the turbines and it is agreed that, 
where there are views, the impacts from this property at 1.88km will be major. 
However, particularly in consideration of the lack of direct impact from the house itself, 
it is accepted there would be no overbearing or dominant impact.

Shoestanes Cottages – impacts similar as experienced at Shoestanes Farm but 
slightly further away at 2.2km. Carcant turbines are likely to be slightly less visible with 
the proposed turbines prominent in the foreground, visible from some rear windows of 
two of the houses, the access track and gardens. There is little in the form of 
intervening screening. Only one wireframe has been produced to represent these 
cottages and Shoestanes Farm. The impact on Shoestanes Cottages is considered to 
be major but, given the orientation of the houses and the distance, not overbearing or 
dominant. 

Falahill – this group of houses lies 2.16km from the nearest turbine. Whilst the 
wireframe displays prominence of all eight turbines and hubs on the skyline with little 
evidence of Carcant behind, the assessment concludes that the screening effects of 
woodland and farm buildings are such that there are negligible impacts with only 
oblique views possible from the garden of the main farmhouse, but only through 
deciduous shelterbelts in the winter. Woodland, agricultural buildings and orientation 
restrict visibility to the other houses. Impacts are further diluted by the presence of 
numerous small scale wind turbines in and around the farm. The assessment is 
agreeable.

Whitelaw – this house lies 1.63km north of the nearest turbine but as a result of the 
revised turbine locations in the SEI, impacts have been reduced here. Two hubs and 
six blade tips are potentially visible from the access track but the woodlands 
surrounding the property would screen views to the turbines. Although there will be 
significant impacts from the access track, the lack of visibility from the house itself 
determines that the impacts are not considered to be overbearing. 

The SEI concludes that from settlements and from properties and property groups 
within and around 2km, the visual effects and impacts will vary but will generally be 
reduced by alignment of houses and intervening topography, buildings and woodland. 
It concludes that in no case would the level of residential amenity impacts reach the 
threshold whereby it must be considered in the planning balance. Having considered 
the submitted information, visited the properties in question and noted the broad level 
of surveying and lack of visual aids to demonstrate the level of screening mitigation 
that is claimed to exist, it is considered that whilst there are some major impacts, 
especially at Shoestanes, residential amenity thresholds are not breached to the 
degree whereby the impact would influence the final recommendation on the 
application. This includes assessment from the settlement of Heriot where it was 
considered that impacts receded due to the distance and lower-lying nature of the 
majority of the settlement.

Cumulative Landscape and Visual Impacts

Policy ED9 requires all cumulative landscape and visual impacts to be considered and 
recognises that in some areas the cumulative impact of existing and consented 
development may limit the capacity for further development. The “Renewable Energy” 
SG contains advice on cumulative impact as does the Ironside Farrar “Landscape 
Capacity” Study. Both the Policy and the Guidance advise that there will be a 



presumption against development where cumulative impacts are expected to be 
significant, adverse and unacceptable.

SNH define cumulative impacts in their Guidance Note “Assessing the Cumulative 
Impact of Onshore Wind Energy Developments” (2012) as “..the additional changes 
caused by a proposed development in conjunction with other similar developments”. 
Where a particular receptor will be affected by more than one wind farm, there can be 
a greater incremental effect either directly or in sequential progression. They state that 
consideration needs to be given to “…how developments relate to each other in design 
and relationship to their surroundings, their frequency as one moves through the 
landscape and their visual separation to allow experience of the character of the 
landscape inbetween”. SNH also produced further guidance on cumulative impacts in 
“Spatial Planning for Onshore Wind Turbine – natural heritage considerations”.

The ES (at Chapter 6.325, Appendix 6.1 and Figures 6.10-6.15) and the SEI (at 
Chapter 2.89) contain cumulative assessments and the magnitude of impacts 
expected in terms of visibility and visual effects. The nearest wind farm directly to the 
south is Carcant, the development being most closely related to this wind farm. Within 
the 15km buffer, Bowbeat lies to the south-west and several larger groups of turbines 
lie to the north-east including Dun Law, Dun Law Extension, Toddleburn and Pogbie. 
Outwith the 15km but within the 25km buffer also lie Long Park and Fallago Rig. 

The cumulative assessment also takes into account wind farms that had been 
consented at the time of assessment, but not constructed. Notably, this included 
Gilston which consists of 7 turbines to 126.5m tip height. As Members may be aware, 
this wind farm had been consented on appeal but, through successful challenge in the 
Court of Session, the wind farm is back at appeal stage and is still being considered. 
Nevertheless, given the 7.5km proximity to the application site and the fact that it raises 
similar issues over prominence and cumulative impact, the ES correctly takes it into 
account in assessing the impacts. Other changes in status since the ES was prepared 
relate to Keith Hill now being operational and both Pogbie Extension and Huntershall 
under construction. The assessment does not take into account schemes at Scoping 
stage or earlier.

The Landscape Capacity Study identifies the requirement for separation from wind 
farm groups to be 10km minimum, suggesting that there would be an area of 
underlying landscape capacity some distance south of the application site, where the 
separation distance could mostly be preserved from the nearest wind farm which is 
Carcant. Clearly, this separation distance is not achieved with Carcant as proposed 
and, from a number of the viewpoints, the difference between set-back and sensitively 
sited turbines at Carcant, compared to the more elevated and prominent Wull Muir 
turbines, is very evident. Whilst it is recognised that the revised layout in the SEI has 
improved this relationship from some viewpoints, it has not improved it sufficiently to 
avoid contextual and cumulative adverse impacts through comparison with the two 
schemes. Even if the 10km separation buffer is dismissed and Carcant argued to 
appear as an extension of Wull Muir, the prominence and height of the eight proposed 
turbines compare unfavourably with the more concealed and lower-lying Carcant 
turbines that sit within a shallow bowl of land dissected by the Heckle Burn.

In the Committee Report on the Gilston application, similar issues were raised through 
its comparison and relationship with the Dun Law group, stating:

“A wider discordant appearance would be liable to result in wider views as a 
consequence of the introduction of larger turbines into a medium scale upland fringe 
landscape below smaller scale turbines occupying the higher, large scale upland 



plateau landscape.  Where these two different situations were visible alongside or in 
superimposition with one another the proposal would be liable to appear out-of-
perspective relative to the existing schemes.  This would be visually confusing; 
distorting viewers’ perception of scale contrary to established principles for the 
relationship between turbine typology and landscape scale.  Views from the north 
would be particularly unsympathetic due to the potential perception that large scale 
wind farms were no longer confined to the large scale upland landscape of the Soutra 
plateau, but were descending into the upland fringe to the lowlands in the foreground.”

The SEI identifies several improvements to the layout in terms of cumulative impacts 
and does not believe that the development creates a step change into a wind farm 
landscape but, rather, a landscape with occasional wind turbines, with Carcant, 
Bowbeat and Dun Law groupings all contributing to that impression. However, as 
previously stated, the more prominent and elevated turbines at Wull Muir provide a 
significantly greater impact, especially from the north, appearing more in the 
foreground of many views and with greater vertical scale and incongruity when 
compared to the more distant and set-back existing schemes.

The original Carcant wind farm scheme was reduced by half, the Committee Report at 
the time stating:

“Three of the most northerly turbines were visible over a wide area when viewed from 
the north of the site from within Midlothian. As such it was considered that the original 
layout failed to satisfy certain of the criteria of Policy D4 in the Finalised Local Plan, 
specifically non-interference with a prominent skyline …………The applicants agreed 
to reconsider their proposal and to modify the layout to mitigate as far as possible these 
adverse impacts, whilst at the same time produce a layout that would result in a viable 
wind farm development. The amended scheme for three turbines was submitted, 
removing the three most northerly turbines from the layout. This has resulted in 
significantly reducing the visual effects on the prominent Moorfoots skyline when 
viewed from within Midlothian…..”

The improvement to that scheme has contributed to concerns that the turbines at Wull 
Muir have not followed such mitigation, despite being moved south and east within the 
SEI submission. SNH believe the scheme could “undo the good design principles” that 
are exhibited by the current wind farms in the area. From a number of the viewpoints 
(including 4, 6, 9 And 15) the relationship and comparison with Carcant is not 
integrated, the proposed turbines appearing higher, more prominent on the plateau 
and poorly related.

Given their more prominent and noticeable nature compared to existing wind farms, 
especially from the north, the Landscape Architect is concerned that there will be a 
perception of the introduction of a wind farm into this part of the Moorfoots, partly as a 
result of the success and receded visibility of Carcant, Bowbeat and the Dun Law 
groupings set back from the upland fringe edge. The Landscape Architect also 
considers that this section of the Moorfoots only includes three turbines at Carcant and 
there would be creation of a “wind farm landscape” extending from the Lammermuirs 
across the A68 and A7 into the Moorfoots. This western extension of wind farms into 
an area previously free of larger scale development has also been raised by consultees 
and objectors, including Midlothian Council and Heriot and Stow Community Councils. 

There is also concern that should the Gilston scheme receive approval upon appeal, 
then this would exhibit many similar prominence and visibility impacts when compared 
to existing developments which are set-back from the northern escarpment and upland 
fringe areas. It would contribute, with Wull Muir, to the greatest impact on receptors 



within the Lothians as they would both breach the skyline of the Lammermuir/Moorfoot 
escarpment and undermine the original intent of Dun Law and Carcant to keep them 
set back from the escarpment edge. From a number of the viewpoints, such as at 
Tranent and Bonnyrigg, these two schemes would have much greater impact across 
the horizon and skyline, existing schemes behind being much less noticeable.

It is concluded that in terms of cumulative impacts, the revised layout at Wull Muir, 
when viewed in combination with existing and proposed wind farms, would have 
unacceptable significant and adverse landscape and visual effects, introducing a wind 
farm into an area largely free of wind farm development and, through height and 
prominence, spreading the impacts of wind farm development westwards along the 
Lammermuir/Moorfoot Escarpment and creating the impression of a wind farm 
landscape when viewed from the north. This would be contrary to LDP Policy ED9, the 
“Renewable Energy” SG and the Landscape Capacity Study.

Visual Impact – Construction

The associated works would include crane hardstandings, turbine bases, a 
substation/switchgear building, battery storage, access tracks, temporary construction 
compounds, borrow pits and underground cabling. The sensitivity of the site is 
considered to be low in terms of land use change and any visual effects of construction 
are predicted to be of moderate significance for the duration of the construction period. 
The ES evaluates the construction impacts on the moorland as well as forestry, 
landscape character and viewpoints. Access tracks utilise the existing Carcant site 
access from the B7007, where new tracks and structures are required, no key 
landscape features will be removed and land take will be relatively small. There will be 
some impacts from the control building and battery storage containers but, overall, the 
relative visual impacts will be minor and ancilliary to the main impacts from the turbines 
and can be mitigated to acceptable levels though careful design and siting. 

It is the intention that the majority of the associated infrastructure is to be removed 
either at the end of the construction period or the operational life of the wind farm which 
is generally consented for 25 years. The ES basically states that the decommissioning 
will reverse the landscape to its pre-development state. Whilst it is not clear whether 
tracks and bases will remain (and tracks are often sought to be retained by the Access 
Officer), there is no reason to oppose the scheme on the basis of the level of restoration 
of the landscape.

Turbine Micro-siting

The ES states that a micro-siting allowance of 100m is sought, with safeguards in place 
to protect various constraints as identified.  As with all wind farms, the principle of 
micro-siting is generally accepted and a standard 50m distance is nominally included 
in the Government recommended conditions. Whilst a degree of flexibility is suitable 
to allow for further investigation into ground conditions, all other potential impacts of 
micro-siting need to be considered, including visual and other environmental effects. 

Given the concerns expressed in relation to peat, protected species, hydrology etc 
there are particular reasons why micro-siting would have to be controlled, or even 
prevented, in relation to certain turbines. Similarly, any benefits and advantages that 
may have arisen as a result of the revision to the initially submitted scheme, could be 
reduced with any micro-siting of up to 100m. Such micrositing could also extend the 
linear spread of the development or even reduce the distances between turbines 
resulting in design conflicts and potential clutter.



As with similar requests on other wind farms in the Scottish Borders, it is not considered 
that there is any reasonable justification for a micro-siting allowance of 100m and, 
should the scheme be accepted, a suggested condition should limit the distance to 
50m, subject to no micro-siting nearer residential properties not financially involved 
with the scheme, to areas of deep peat, access paths or to watercourses, private water 
supplies or Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystem (GWDTEs). Any increase 
in ground level height Above Ordnance Datum would require the applicant to undertake 
wireframe analysis to illustrate that each turbine’s revised position can be tolerated in 
the landscape without increased adverse visual impacts.

Forestry

Impacts of a wind farm development on existing forestry are taken into account under 
the general considerations of landscape, ecological and visual impacts under Policy 
ED9 and the “Renewable Energy” SG. The original scheme placed the most westerly 
turbine within a triangular coniferous plantation resulting in the clear felling of 9HA of 
the woodland. This led to an objection by both the Ecology Officer and Forestry 
Commission Scotland as there was insufficient evidence that woodland removal and 
compensatory planting complied with Government Policy. The latter suggested further 
liaison to agree mitigation and provides model conditions for compensatory planting.

Following submission of the revised layout within the SEI, the turbines were moved 
east and south from their original positions, resulting in there no longer being a 
requirement to clear fell any plantations on the site. The turbine positions and access 
tracks avoid any of the scattered areas of woodland on the edges of the site. Loss of 
woodland is, therefore, no longer an issue with the development and it is considered 
that this revision has met the aforementioned objections, subject to the requested 
condition from SEPA that avoids the re-use of any woody debris should there be any 
small scale felling.

Residential Amenity

Policy ED9 requires the impacts on communities and individual dwellings (including 
visual impact, residential amenity, noise and shadow flicker to be considered.  Policy 
HD3 states that development that is judged to have an adverse impact on the amenity 
of residential areas will not be permitted. Members will note that visual impacts have 
been considered earlier in the report. 

Noise

The “Renewable Energy” SG states that noise assessments should be carried out 
within 2km of the site and should follow The Assessment and Rating of Noise from 
Wind farms (ETSU-R-97) in conjunction with the Institute of Acoustics Good Practice 
Guide 2013 (IOA GPG).  Environmental Health have been consulted to provide advice 
on whether noise generated by the proposed development, either individually, or 
cumulatively in association with noise from other schemes, will have an unacceptable 
impact on residential receptors.

A noise assessment was carried out by the applicant and is contained within the ES at 
Chapter 10.  This is partially derived from the background noise survey carried out for 
the Carcant wind farm scheme and partly from new surveys. Whilst this methodology 
has been queried by Heriot Community Council who believe the Council should be 
seeking the raw data, the methodology has been accepted by Environmental Health 
who consider the assessment has been undertaken in accordance with the 
aforementioned regulation and good practice guide.  



Noise levels arising from the development have been calculated and a table of noise 
limits has been produced, giving a maximum level for each identified receptor at each 
integer wind speed.  Separate tables have been produced for day time and night time.  
At the stage of the original assessment, there were no financially involved properties 
identified. The Assessment has also undertaken a cumulative impact study including 
noise from schemes further away.

Environmental Health has confirmed that the modelling and assessment work 
undertaken in connection with this application has demonstrated that there will be no 
unacceptable noise impacts on local receptors from the operation of the wind farm. 
There was one property, Heriot Cleugh, where a risk of exceeding of noise thresholds 
during the daytime had been identified at wind speeds of 6 and 7m/s by the levels of 
0.7 and 1.4dB as a result of the development along with Carcant wind farm. Although 
the applicant had argued this was acceptable, Environmental Health sought a 
condition ensuring the levels were not exceeded.

This is standard practice, adopting conditions, as also used by the Scottish 
Government, to limit and control noise levels from the development.  If planning 
permission is granted it would then be the responsibility of the developer/operator to 
comply with these noise limits.  The condition sets out a requirement on the operators 
of the development to provide detailed information on the turbines to be used and to 
provide further noise assessment should turbines differ from the ones detailed in the 
ES.

As a result of the SEI procedure and the revised layout of turbines, a new noise 
assessment was carried out, contained within Chapter 7 and Appendix 7.1. This 
reveals, in Table 12, that most of the properties experience a slight increase in noise, 
with the exception of Whitelaw which experiences a slight reduction. With one 
exception, all of the noise predictions still comply with standard noise limits. The 
exception is Heriot Cleugh where there is a greater increase in noise experienced not 
only over a greater range of wind speeds during the day but also over a range during 
the night. This would normally be of significant concern but the SEI states that Heriot 
Cleugh would be purchased by the developer in the event that the wind farm proceeds 
and would be taken out of residential use. Consequently, there is a greater noise level 
threshold applied to financially involved properties and the SEI considers that the 
predicted impacts are acceptable. At the time of writing this report, there is no revised 
response from Environmental Health but Members will be updated of any response at 
the meeting. It is not envisaged, however, that operational noise will be at any level 
unmanageable and could be controlled by appropriate conditions. This would include 
a pre-commencement condition to ensure no development was commenced until 
evidence of the purchase of Heriot Cleugh had been provided. 

In terms of construction noise, the ES has undertaken assessment in line with BS5228.  
The applicant has assessed all noise arising from construction of the scheme, including 
traffic movements within the site and along local roads.  This concludes that no major 
noise impacts are predicted although it is intended to control noise impacts by condition 
via a final Construction Method Statement and Environmental Management Plan.  This 
will involve liaison with Environmental Health, Roads Planning and Midlothian Council

In summary and subject to final response from Environmental Health, there are no 
noise-related reasons to consider that the scheme could not be in compliance with 
LDP Policies and Supplementary Guidance. 



Shadow Flicker

Policy ED9 and the “Renewable Energy” SG require assessment of residential amenity 
to include the impacts caused by shadow flicker. The ES includes the relevant 
assessment at Chapter 13 and displayed within Figure 13-1. The Study Area used was 
1.17km which equated to ten rotor diameters and 130 degrees either side of north. 
This is less than the 2km suggestion within the SG, following on from a 2015 research 
paper which extended the effects zone from 10 rotor diameters to 2km. Only Heriot 
Cleugh (at 1.17km from the nearest turbine) was demonstrated to experience any 
effects.

In terms of established maximum shadow flicker effects that are considered to be 
acceptable, there are no statutory UK figures although best practice suggests a worst 
case scenario of 30 hours per year or 30 minutes on the most affected day. The results 
demonstrate that there is no significant shadow flicker effect. The greatest impact 
would be expected at Heriot Cleugh where in the worst case scenario, 0.50 hours on 
the most affected day and 24 hours per annum would be within the best practice 
threshholds. 

Following the revision to the scheme where all turbines were moved east and south, 
only Heriot Cleugh remains within the aforementioned catchment study area for 
shadow flicker although additional properties at Carcant, Shoestanes Farm and 
Whitelaw now lie within a 2km distance. An updated assessment was carried out in 
the SEI at Chapter 8 and demonstrated in Figure 8.1. The movement of the turbines 
still only indicated any discernible flicker at Heriot Cleugh, albeit this was worsened to 
45 minutes on the most affected day and 66 hours in the year. This would not normally 
be an acceptable level of impact on the property but, as the SEI now points out, this 
property has become financially involved with the development and, consequently, the 
impacts are agreed not to be sufficiently significant to be contrary to this element of 
Policy ED9 and the SG.

There has been third party opposition to potential shadow flicker from properties at 
Nettlingflat and Falahill. Whilst it is appreciated that these properties (as well as 
Shoestanes and Carcant) are either within the 2km nominal Study Area suggested in 
the SG, or just outside it, the predicted effects of shadow flicker shown in the SEI and 
demonstrated at Figure 8.1 do not suggest that there would be any effects. Given this 
and the limiting factors listed at para 13.54 of the ES which limit the true impacts of 
shadow flicker, it is considered there is no evidence to oppose the development of the 
wind farm on this issue.

Cultural Heritage Impacts

The application has to be assessed against Policy ED9 in respect of impacts on the 
historic environment and principally Policies EP7 and EP8 which seeks to protect the 
appearance, fabric or setting of Listed Buildings and Scheduled Monuments or other 
national, regional or local assets.  Development proposals that adversely affect such 
assets would only be permitted if it is demonstrated that the benefits of the proposal 
clearly outweigh the heritage value of the asset and there are no reasonable alternative 
means of meeting the development need.  The supporting text of Policy EP8 
establishes the aim of the policy is to give Scheduled Ancient Monuments and any 
other archaeological or historic asset or landscapes strong protection from any 
potentially damaging development.

The Council’s “Renewable Energy” SG contains advice on assessing the impacts of 
wind energy developments on the historic environment, both direct and indirect 



impacts. It augments the aforementioned Policies and also provides information on 
how setting of historic structures and places are assessed, including the use of 
guidance from Historic Environment Scotland – “Managing Change in the Historic 
Environment: Setting”.

In terms of direct impacts on archaeology, 19 assets were identified in the 
Environmental Statement. The Council Archaeology Officer notes there has been little 
survey of the site in the past but still identifies a further four assets of interest within 
the site, including circular enclosures and old tracks. Whilst he feels most are of 
agricultural origin, some may point towards the possibility of settlement. Nevertheless, 
he is content that prior recording of certain features and a Watching Brief can be 
controlled by an appropriate planning condition.

In terms of indirect impacts on the setting of cultural heritage assets, the Environmental 
Statement clarifies that there are 48 heritage assets of national importance and high 
sensitivity within 10km from which there may be theoretical visibility of the wind farm. 
These comprise 35 scheduled monuments and two Gardens and Designed 
Landscapes. Within 5km, there are three scheduled monuments. Following 
assessment, the Environmental Statement concludes that impacts on any of the assets 
would be no more than of moderate significance, even after consideration of the 
proposal with Gilston Wind Farm. This is supported by a series of wireframes and 
photomontages demonstrating predicted impacts on some of the assets, including 
Crichton Castle (Scheduled Monument), Arniston House (Category A Listed) and 
various hill forts (Scheduled Monuments) to the south.

Neither the Council Archaeology Officer nor Historic Environment Scotland object to 
the proposals in terms of impacts on the aforementioned assets. The Archaeology 
Officer agrees with the findings of the Environmental Statement that there will be no 
moderate to major significant effects. Whilst Historic Environment Scotland are of the 
opinion that some of these effects have been underestimated in the Environmental 
Statement with regard to the impacts on the scheduled monument of Crichton Castle 
and some scheduled hill forts to the south, they do not consider that the development, 
as revised, will “..fundamentally disrupt our ability to understand, appreciate and 
experience the monument in its setting and will not raise issues of national interest”. 
They take this view after a full assessment of the views to and from the Castle, 
including the approach road.

Subject to conditions controlling direct impacts on known and unknown archaeology, 
it is considered that the development would be generally in compliance with LDP 
Policy ED9 and the “Renewable Energy” SG. 

Other Cultural Heritage Impacts

Policy EP7 seeks to safeguard the character, integrity and setting of listed buildings. 
Policy EP9 has similar aims for Conservation Areas and EP10 for Gardens and 
Designed Landscapes. Policy ED9 also requires wind energy development to consider 
the effects on these cultural heritage assets and this is augmented in the “Renewable 
Energy” SG. 

There are no such cultural heritage assets within the site nor within 1km. Within the 1-
5km range, there is one Category A listed building, 22 Category B and C listed 
buildings and two Conservation Areas. Overall within the 10km study distance, there 
are 87 listed buildings (11 Category A), and 12 Conservation Areas. Predicted effects 
from these assets are no more than moderate in the Environmental Statement and 
there have been no objections from the Archaeology Officer, Historic Environment 



Scotland or Midlothian Council in terms of impacts on such regional and locally 
important assets.

Whilst Historic Environment Scotland had made comment on the setting of Category 
A Listed Arniston House and potential impacts, they noted that the revised turbine 
positions resulted in fewer turbines being visible and are content to agree with the 
Environmental Statement findings, that impacts would not be significant and would not 
raise national issues.

The findings of the Environmental Statement are, therefore, accepted in relation to 
impacts on cultural heritage assets other than archaeological sites and it is considered 
that the proposal complies with LDP Policies ED9, EP7, EP9 and EP10 together with 
the “Renewable Energy” SG

Ecology, Ornithology and Hydrology Impacts

The proposal has to be assessed against policies EP1, EP2 and EP3, which seek to 
protect international and national nature conservation sites, protected species and 
habitats from development.  Policy ED9 requires consideration of the impacts on 
natural heritage, hydrology and the water environment, augmented by the “Renewable 
Energy” SG. The ES contains an assessment of the likely impacts on ecology, 
ornithology and hydrology and proposes mitigation measures through a series of 
reports.

There are no nature conservation designations within the site although the Moorfoot 
Hills SAC/SSSI and River Tweed SAC/SSSI lie within 2km. SNH noted that the Carcant 
Burn and Gala Water, which are tributaries of the Tweed, connect with the SAC and is 
likely to have a significant effect resulting in the need for the Council to undertake an 
Appropriate Assessment, albeit this could be addressed through planning conditions 
achieving a Construction Method Statement (CMS) and Environmental Management 
Plan (EMP), in liaison with the Council and SEPA. The Ecology Officer has noted this 
and has carried out the Assessment, concluding there will be no significant effect with 
the aforementioned conditions being applied. SEPA also consider there needs to be 
further details on tracks and drainage, although this could be addressed by planning 
condition relating to the aforementioned CMS and EMP.

The site largely occupies a habitat of wet modified bog, heathland, unimproved and 
semi-improved grassland and some coniferous and mixed woodland. The Ecology 
Officer notes habitat loss could be more clearly presented but also accepts that 
monitoring, management and improvement are detailed in an Outline Habitat 
Management Plan. Full habitat loss compensation should be detailed in the Habitat 
Management Plan which should be addressed by planning condition.

SNH note that some tracks cross areas of deep peat and that floating tracks are 
intended where peat exceeds 0.5m. They require this to be mitigated and detailed 
through submission of a Peat Management Plan by planning condition. 

In relation to ornithology, the Fala Flow SPA lies within 10km, principally designated 
for golden plover and pink footed geese. The Ecology Officer notes the surveys carried 
out for the latter which suggest a low collision risk, albeit resulting only from surveys 
over one winter 2017/18. He was concerned that data recorded for the following year 
had been collected but not presented and objected to the application until this was 
presented and he could be assured that the qualifying interests of the Fala Flow SPA 
were maintained. Within the SEI, the additional surveys were subsequently provided 
and the Ecology Officer now accepts that impacts would not be significant.



Golden plover will also be affected by the wind turbines, being  a notified feature of the 
Moorfoot Hills SSSI. Collision predictions suggest a significant number of birds will be 
lost over the operating life of the wind farm but, given the numbers of breeding pairs 
known, neither SNH nor the RSPB raise objections over this effect. The latter also 
expresses concern over the impacts on the dwindling curlew population and 
recommends on-site management, by condition, utilising the Council’s Biodiversity 
Offset Initiative. The Council Ecology Officer also had serious concerns over the 
potential impact on curlew but noted the RSPB lack of objection, subject to mitigation 
using the aforementioned Offset Initiative. Furthermore, the Ecology Officer noted 
potential impact on hen harriers and would request a monitoring programme by 
planning condition.

Impacts on black grouse are also of concern. The Environmental Statement recorded 
two leks within and near to the site. These accommodated up to 17 males and are 
considered of regional significance, given the Borders Hill Natural Heritage Zone 
population was 89 males in mid-2019. Nevertheless, the Ecology Officer would not 
object provided full mitigation and compensation measures are proposed in the Habitat 
Management Plan, including any off-site measures as appropriate. SNH and the RSPB 
support this using the latest mitigation from the black grouse conservation plan.

In terms of protected species and mammals, no bat roosts were found within 200m of 
the proposed turbines and most activity was associated with the edge of coniferous 
plantations and watercourse. The turbines appeared to comply with the recommended 
stand-off ensuring at least 50m between blade tip and the bat habitat feature although 
it would be important to ensure micrositing did not allow movement nearer the habitat 
features, controlled by condition. The relocation of the turbines moved nearer to one 
bat habitat but still outwith the buffer space required. In terms of other protected 
species and mammals, there were no issues that could not be adequately addressed 
by condition within Species Protection Plans. SNH also recommend pre-
commencement surveys for legally protected species.

The Ecology Officer recommends further conditions to cover an Ecological Clerk of 
Works, a Construction Environmental Management Plan including a Peat Protection 
Plan (CEMP) and an Ecological Monitoring Programme. There would also be a 
significant ecology involvement in the details of the Decommissioning and Aftercare 
Plan that would be required. SEPA have confirmed their requirements for pollution 
prevention measures in the CEMP and Construction Method Statement. They also 
require a Peat protection Plan condition.

In terms of hydrology and impact on the water environment, SEPA initially objected to 
the application on grounds of lack of information on flood risk, regulated operations 
and ecology. They had concerns that Turbine 6 was within 50m of the Whitelaw Cleugh 
Burn, that watercourse crossing information was inconsistent, drainage information 
was lacking from the haulage route and there was insufficient information on borrow 
pits, forestry removal, pollution control, air and waste protection provision. There were 
also groundwater dependant terrestrial ecosystem (GWDTE) impacts and peat 
crossings to clarify.

Following the submission of the revised scheme within the SEI and additional 
information, SEPA noted that Turbine 6 and track were now an acceptable distance 
from the watercourse, albeit the buffer distance of 50m from watercourses would still 
need to be maintained in any micrositing condition. In terms of impacts of the revised 
scheme on GWDTEs, SEPA continue to dispute that that there are none within the site 
but, nevertheless, would be content with pre-commencement planning conditions 



detailing drainage, location of GWDTEs, track composition etc. They also seek a 
condition regarding reinstatement of any borrow pits.

In terms of flood risk, SEPA have now withdrawn their objection on this issue, based 
upon the revised scheme within the SEI relocating turbines a sufficient distance away 
from watercourses. Any watercourse crossings should still adhere to established good 
practice. Overall, there is minimal flood risk to the site and the Council’s Flood 
Protection Officer has no objections to the proposal, provided greenfield run-off rates 
are maintained, silt traps used to minimise the amount of sediment entering the 
watercourse and a buffer of at least 25m provided between turbines and watercourses, 
a constraint that would need to be applied to micrositing.

In terms of private water supplies, the revised SEI scheme identified ten potentially 
affected supplies but concluded that only the supply serving Heriot Cleugh was 
hydrologically connected and could be impacted. The SEI lists a series of safeguards 
and precautions that would be taken including following good practice, SEPA controls 
and mitigation in the CEMP overseen by the Ecological Clerk of Works. In their 
consultation reply on the original layout, Environmental Health had requested a 
condition on planning consent requiring a scheme of mitigation to protect the private 
water supplies pre-commencement. Although the scheme has moved turbines, fewer 
properties are now affected as the catchment to the north-west of the ridge at Whitelaw 
Cleugh. There is no reason to believe that private water supplies could not be 
adequately protected through planning conditions and schemes of mitigation.

Scottish Water have confirmed no public water supply catchments would be affected 
by the development. However, they have identified infrastructure within and adjoining 
the site that could be affected and would seek direct contact from the applicants, 
should the scheme proceed.

Subject to the aforementioned conditions, the impacts of the development on ecology, 
habitats and hydrology are considered to be acceptable and in compliance with LDP 
Policy ED9 and the approved “Renewable Energy” SG.

Traffic and Road Safety

Policy ED9 of the LDP requires impacts of the construction on wind farms on public 
and trunk roads to be considered, the approved “Renewable Energy” SG also requiring 
full consideration of the impacts including the structural and physical ability of the 
network to accommodate the traffic and impacts on local communities. 

The Environmental Statement states that construction traffic is likely to approach the 
site access from the north via the A7 and B7007. Abnormal loads are also likely to 
approach from the north, originating in Rosyth then using the A985, A90, M9, M8 and 
A720 before reaching the A7. It is, therefore, noted that the greatest impacts on road 
users would be likely to be outwith the Scottish Borders Council administrative area.

The findings of the Environmental Statement are that only the B7007 would experience 
a percentage increase in HGV traffic that would warrant further assessment, it being 
above 30%. After this assessment was carried out, it concludes that there will be 
negligible impacts on road users on the B7007. This will be augmented by a 
Construction Traffic Management Plan that will detail staff travel, parking, HGV routing 
and deliveries to further reduce the potential effects on the surrounding network.

The Roads Planning Service has no objections to the principle of a wind farm in this 
location, noting that the route and access point were used for the construction of the 



Carcant wind farm with some accommodation works still in place. They recommend 
conditions, however, detailing the precise access works at the junction with the B7007 
and also swept path analysis plans for the turbine delivery, including any necessary 
accommodation works. They also seek grid connection details by condition, in order to 
control the impacts on public roads and users.

The use of, and impacts on, the existing road system are likely to be greater within the 
Midlothian Council area. They have not objected to this aspect of the application 
although they would wish to be involved in agreeing the details of the Construction 
Traffic Management Plan and also may require a legal agreement to remediate any 
excessive damage to the road system arising from construction works. They also raise 
an issue over noise and vibration impacts on local communities on the A7 to the site 
and would require planning conditions to ensure HGV movements are restricted to 
daytime six days per week, excepting perhaps police escorted abnormal loads.

Neither Roads Planning nor Midlothian Council have raised any issues with the 
Environmental Statement methodology or findings with regard to impacts on the road 
system and appear to be content with the development in this respect, subject to 
appropriate conditions, agreements and safeguards as identified above. It is concluded 
that there are no transport grounds to reject the application against Policy ED9 or the 
approved “Renewable Energy” SG.

Public Access and Footpaths

Policy ED9 requires impact on public access to be considered and the “Renewable 
Energy” SG seeks proof that any turbines within 2km of a core path or other significant 
access route would not have a significant impact on the path or route. Core Path 33 
adjoins the site to the immediate east, passing from Heriot Mill in the south to the 
B7007 to the north. There is also a Right of Way BE5 passing within the application 
site and other Core Paths identified to the south and east of the site linking Heriot Mill, 
Heriot, Borthwick Hall and Fala.

Although the Environmental Statement identified that the nearest Right of Way was 
the Cross Borders Drove Road 15km to the south-west of the development, the SEI 
now reflects the advice given by Scotways that Right of Way BE5 passes through part 
of the site and requires to be maintained obstruction-free. The SEI states that a set-
back distance of the height of the turbine plus 10% would be maintained from the 
nearest turbine to the right of way. Scotways consider that this statement has not been 
demonstrated on the layout but, had the development been supported, then this buffer 
would be used as a constraint with regard to the micrositing allowance. The SEI 
advises that managing access during and after construction will follow SNH guidelines 
and will be detailed in the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP).

The requirement in the SG for 2km separation from Core Paths or other significant 
access routes is unlikely to be able to be achieved, at least for BE5 and Core Path 33, 
albeit the buffer is qualified by the significance of the impact within 2km needing to be 
considered. Given neither Scotways or the Access Officer have objected and both 
suggest buffer distances well within 2km, it is not considered that there is reason to 
oppose the development in relation to direct impacts on paths and access. Buffer 
distances of either the 143m suggested by the developer or up to four times the height 
of the turbine as suggested by the Access Officer could have been investigated, via 
positional adjustment and micrositing restriction, had the development been 
supported. There are other Core Paths and Rights of Way but these are at greater 
distances from the development.



Although there was no objection from the Access Officer, consideration was given to 
conditions covering agreement of a Path Planning Study, no obstruction to the Core 
Path and the availability of new tracks to the public once the development is complete. 
These matters could have been addressed in conditions.

The Access Officer also recommends that developer contributions should be sought 
for the promotion, maintenance and management of the wider path network in the local 
area.  However, this is not considered to be appropriate as this would affect land 
outwith the applicant’s control and is not a direct requirement of the development. This 
is a similar stance to that taken on other wind farm developments where the request 
has also been made.

Subject to the aforementioned conditions, it is considered that the impacts on the path 
network are in compliance with Policy ED9 of the Local Development Plan and the 
requirements of the “Renewable Energy” SG.

Ministry of Defence/Aviation

Policy ED9 of the Local Development Plan advises that proposals will be assessed 
against “..aviation and defence interests and seismological recording”. This is 
augmented in the “Renewable Energy” SG by a statement that schemes will be 
supported unless there would be significantly detrimental effects on such interests. 

The applicant has addressed aviation and defence in Chapter 13 of the Environmental 
Statement and Table 12.1 of the SEI. This states that the development is a minimum 
of 28km from Edinburgh Airport and 64km from Deadwater Fell Radar at RAF 
Spadeadam, albeit the latter distance has now reduced to 62.8km for three of the 
relocated turbines within the SEI scheme. Although not having previously objected, the 
movement south of the turbines has now led to an MOD objection. They state that the 
three turbines (1, 6 and 7) are now detectable by the ATC Radar at Deadwater Fell 
and will cause unacceptable interference to it. 

The reasons for their objection are set out in their response dated 22 November 2018, 
presenting unwanted aircraft returns to the Radar caused by the turbines and also 
potentially resulting in real aircraft returns being masked or missed. The full impacts 
are listed in points a) to n) of the MOD response. They invite the applicant to “consider 
investigating suitable mitigation options”. Whilst dialogue with the MOD on this matter 
has occurred on other wind farms with similar issues, there is no evidence that the 
applicant has yet engaged with the MOD on this wind farm. The objection has been 
raised with the applicant but they wish the application to be determined without any 
delay that could have allowed them time to discuss matters with the MOD. Should 
there be any update on this matter, Members will be informed at the Committee 
meeting.

Whilst there have been other cases within the Scottish Borders where the MOD have 
withdrawn their objections, subject to an appropriately worded suspensive condition, 
these have been cases where there has been evidence of dialogue over solutions to 
the issue and have been clearly set out by the MOD in their responses. Nevertheless, 
given the current objection from the MOD on interference with the ATC Radar, it must 
be concluded that the application does not comply with LDP Policy ED9 or the 
“Renewable Energy” SG in relation to aviation and defence interests.

Had there been no issues with the ATC Radar, then any aviation lighting could have 
been addressed through infra-red lighting, resolving any visual impact concerns that 
have been expressed by SNH. In addition, there appear to be no aviation or radar 



issues affecting civilian aircraft as no objections have been received from Edinburgh 
Airport or NERL. There been also been no issues raised by the MOD with regard to 
low-flying or the Eskdalemuir Seismological Array noise budget.

Economic and Socio-Economic Benefits

Wind energy developments can make an important contribution to the UK economy.  
Net economic impact is a material planning consideration and local and community 
socio-economic benefits include employment, associated business and supply chain 
opportunities.

SPP states that where a proposal is acceptable in land use terms, and consent is being 
granted, local authorities may wish to engage in negotiations to secure community 
benefit.  The Scottish Government’s Good Practice Principles for Shared Ownership 
of Onshore Renewable Energy Developments advises that where local benefits are 
proposed through a shared ownership opportunity and there is an intention to secure 
a partner organisation, this may be taken into account in determining a planning 
application.

The ES outlines the socio-economic benefits of the development and these include:

 42 staff employed during the main construction phase with an associated £5.7 
million local spend. 

 operation of the turbines would create 7 local jobs with a GVA of £378,053 per 
annum. 

 Community Benefit Fund for community projects (estimated at £168,000 per 
annum) and/or

 Shared Ownership Scheme allowing the community to invest in the project and 
receive an annual return.

It is accepted that some jobs would be created during construction if the developer 
uses local firms and businesses and there is the potential for employees to use local 
facilities and services, such as accommodation and shops.  Following the construction 
phase a relatively low level of employment would be generated, though this would rise 
again during decommissioning. It is also noted that a number of objectors query the 
benefits of the construction of the wind farm to the local economy, stating that 
experience of other development resulted in little local employment. They also 
significantly question why the developer has not provided net economic gain forecast, 
taking into account the constraint payments that are claimed to be increasing due to 
National Grid limitations.

One issue of significance investigated in the Environmental Statement is the impact of 
the wind farm development on tourism, especially given the visibility of the wind farm 
at the entrance to the Scottish Borders along a major tourist route (A7) and from the 
Borders Railway. Tourism is a well-established and valuable contributor to the Borders 
economy based on the scenery and the natural and cultural environment.  Policy ED9 
and the approved “Renewable Energy” SG seek an impact statement on tourism and 
recreation to be submitted with any application. The Environmental Statement draws 
on previous research into tourist attitudes towards wind farms and concludes that there 
will be minor to negligible adverse effects.

Whether the wind farm would deter visitors from this area is difficult to quantify.  There 
is no firm evidence that the proposal would have significantly adverse effects on 
tourism in the Borders.  The ES relies on a series of Customer Surveys by the 



Government and, in particular, the Biggar Economics Report from 2016. The 
conclusions are that wind farms would not detrimentally impact on tourism. This is 
contested in submissions by objectors who claim there would be increased detrimental 
economic impacts, including the impact of constraint payments.

The socio-economic benefits of the proposed wind farm development can be taken 
into account as a material consideration in assessing the application, although the 
potential for Community Benefit cannot.  It is clear that there are arguments on 
economic impact from both sides. It is possible that there may be some economic gain 
but the objectors believe this would not be the case.  The potential for such benefits in 
the consideration of energy proposals, however, must be balanced against any 
potential adverse environmental impacts that are likely to occur. In this case, it is 
considered that there are unacceptable significant adverse impacts on landscape and 
visual amenity, combined with aviation problems that outweigh the claimed socio-
economic benefits within the overall planning balance.

Renewable Energy benefits

The national background to renewable energy progress and targets is set out in the 
Planning Statement accompanying the Environmental Statement. NPF3 is clear that 
the planning system must facilitate the transition to a low carbon economy and facilitate 
the development of technologies that will help to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
from the energy sector.  The efficient supply of low carbon and low cost heat and 
electricity from renewable energy sources are vital in reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions and can create significant opportunities for communities. This has been 
augmented by more recent publications, including the Climate Change Plan, Onshore 
Wind Policy Statement and Scottish Energy Strategy. These are all summarised in the 
“Planning Statement” submitted with the Environmental Statement. LDP Policy ED9, 
therefore, requires consideration of the scale of contribution to renewable energy 
generation targets and the effect of greenhouse emissions.

SPP supports the development of a diverse range of electricity generation from 
renewable energy technologies, presuming in favour of any development that 
contributes to sustainability.  It contains the following targets:

 30% of overall energy demand from renewable sources by 2020;
 The equivalent of 100% of electricity demand from renewable sources by 2020.

The 2017 Scottish Energy Strategy updated the contribution percentages to 50% of 
overall energy demand by 2030 from renewable resources and an increase in 
production of energy use by 30% across the Scottish economy. The 2019 Climate 
Change Bill also set a target of 75% emission reduction by 2030. The “Planning 
Statement” lists the Government aims for increasing the deployment of installed 
capacity in order to reach the targets for energy from renewable sources.

The applicant, in their “Planning Statement”, reiterates Government advice that the 
contribution made by renewable energy development towards the Government aims 
should be a material factor in any planning balance, given that the latest Government 
renewable energy guidance reiterates that targets are not caps and that weight should 
continue to be attached to the contribution of every scheme, even if those targets have 
then been met. The applicant quotes figures from 2016 that demonstrate only 54% of 
Scotland’s electricity demand was being met by renewables and that there is still much 
progress to be made in order to reach Government targets.



This proposed development would have a total installed capacity of 33.6MW, 
producing electricity to serve up to 24,000 homes and saving 41,159 tonnes of carbon 
emissions each year. The weight to be attached to this contribution is questioned by 
objectors who submit information to suggest that ample consented and operational 
capacity exists to comfortably meet targets and that constraint payments also indicate 
that the grid infrastructure cannot presently keep pace with the continued 
implementation of wind farm schemes. They quote that schemes operational or in 
planning are more than sufficient to reach targets and should allow less weight to be 
attached to the proposed scheme. They cast doubt on the figures relating to 
operational capacity by 2030 (which is cited as 17GW), the latest figures suggesting 
installed capacity and schemes under construction reduce and eliminate the shortfall 
when consented schemes are also considered.

However, in the decision on the appeal at Whitelaw Brae, the Reporters concluded 
that “…it would be inappropriate to give any significant weight to the pool of consented 
but not constructed wind energy schemes”. It was identified that Government support 
for further onshore wind energy development was undiminished and that a positive 
weight must still be given to the capacity contribution of a particular scheme.

Local Development Plan Policy ED9 does state that there should be consideration in 
any proposed renewable energy development of both greenhouse emissions and the 
scale of contribution to renewable energy targets. In the case of this scheme, the 
contribution would be relatively modest compared to larger developments and the 
amount of weight to be attached in the overall planning balance, albeit still positive, 
potentially reduces as a result of the scale of the scheme and as progress towards 
renewable energy targets continues. The Reporter took this view when rejecting the 
first appeal at Barrel Law, north of Roberton. The applicant will view the contribution 
as valuable, believing the shortfall is still significant. However, given the degree of 
significant and unacceptable adverse effects on the environment and aviation, the 
renewable energy contribution of this scheme, whilst positive, is not considered 
sufficient to outweigh those effects. This is the test of planning balance that is outlined 
in Government advice such as SPP – that renewable energy contribution must not be 
used to outweigh unacceptable impacts on the environment.

The same should be considered for the contribution towards carbon reduction, the 
scheme claiming 41,159 tonnes of CO2 per annum. The applicant points out the 
increased targets in the latest Climate Change Bill of 75% reduction by 2030. Given 
there is no specific evidence to disprove the level of carbon reduction claimed, the 
scheme’s contribution to lowering CO2 should be considered positive in the overall 
planning balance, albeit weighted in accordance with the modest scale of the scheme 
and not sufficient to outweigh the adverse environmental and aviation impacts 
identified.

CONCLUSION

The Council remains supportive of wind energy development, as reflected in its policies 
and guidance.  This application must be fully considered against current Policies and 
Guidance, including new Government publications, the Council’s approved 
“Renewable Energy” SG and the Ironside Farrar Landscape Capacity Guidance. As 
required by policy considerations, the advantages of energy production and the 
disadvantages of environmental impacts must be carefully weighed against one 
another.

In terms of environmental impacts, the site is not well contained in the wider landscape 
and this contributes to the identified landscape and visual impacts which are 



considered unacceptable, significant and adverse.  Despite turbine relocation, the 
revised scheme remains highly prominent and visible on the Moorfoot Hills 
escarpment, especially from the north, and will have unacceptable and significant 
adverse impacts on landscape character, contrary to LDP Policy ED9, the “Renewable 
Energy” SG and the Landscape Capacity Study. The latter identifies that there is no 
capacity for large turbines within the application site, once its constraints are 
considered.

The widespread and uninterrupted visibility to the north of the Moorfoot Hills 
escarpment also results in numerous roads and paths experiencing significant and 
adverse visual effects, especially within the Midlothian area and from stretches of 
roads and paths within the Scottish Borders, particularly the A7, B7007 and Core Path 
33. Other paths and hill summits experience similar adverse impacts, exacerbated by 
the detachment and elevated position of the wind farm compared to surrounding 
groups of turbines. 

In terms of cumulative impacts, the revised layout at Wull Muir when viewed in 
combination with existing and proposed wind farms, would have unacceptable 
significant and adverse cumulative landscape and visual effects, introducing a wind 
farm into an area largely free of wind farm development and, through inappropriate 
height and prominence, spreading the impacts of wind farm development westwards 
along the Lammermuir/Moorfoot Escarpment and creating the impression of a wind 
farm landscape when viewed from the north. 

In terms of aviation, the movement south of the turbines has now led to an MOD 
objection. They state that the three turbines (1, 6 and 7) are now detectable by the 
ATC Radar at Deadwater Fell and will cause unacceptable interference to it. There is 
no apparent mitigation agreed between the MOD and the applicant. As there is an 
outstanding objection from the MOD, it must be concluded that the application does 
not comply with LDP Policy ED9 or the “Renewable Energy” SG in relation to aviation 
and defence interests.

Given the degree of significant and unacceptable adverse effects on the environment 
and aviation, the socio-economic impacts and renewable energy contribution of this 
scheme, whilst positive, are not considered sufficient to outweigh those effects.

Other aspects of the development could be mitigated and controlled through conditions 
and various reports and mitigation strategies required. This will include cultural 
heritage, ecology, noise, road and traffic impacts. 

RECOMMENDATION BY CHIEF PLANNING AND HOUSING OFFICER:

I recommend that the application is refused for the following reason:

The proposal is contrary to Scottish Borders Council Local Development Plan 2016 
Policy ED9, the “Renewable Energy” Supplementary Guidance and the Landscape 
Capacity and Cumulative Impact Study, in that it would have unacceptable significant 
adverse impacts on the landscape and aviation that cannot be satisfactorily mitigated 
and are not outweighed by the wider socio-economic and renewable energy benefits 
that could otherwise be derived from the development.  In particular:

 the scale, form and location of the development would represent a significant, 
detrimental change to the existing landscape character of the area, impacting 
adversely on the scale, appreciation and character of not only the Landscape 
Character Area containing the site, but also upland fringe and lowland 



Landscape Character Areas that lie close to, and interact with the site including 
a number of Special Landscape Areas

 the scale, form and location of the development is poorly contained within the 
wider landscape, especially from the north, resulting in significant adverse 
visual impacts from a variety of sensitive receptors in the area, including 
settlements, roads, paths and hill summits

 the development would result in unacceptable cumulative landscape and visual 
impacts, through greater prominence and perceived height and proximity when 
viewed with surrounding wind farm schemes, creating a windfarm landscape 
along the Lammermuir/Moorfoot Escarpment by extending such development 
westwards into an area currently with little development,

 the development would have unacceptable impacts on defence and aviation 
safety as it would potentially disrupt Air Traffic Control Radar operated from 
Deadwater Fell at RAF Spadeadam.
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