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1 Introduction
On the 7th December 2017 Whitelaw Brae Windfarm Limited (the “Applicant”) was granted
consent (the “Consent”) by Scottish Ministers, under section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989,
to construct and operate a 14 turbine wind farm known as Whitelaw Brae Wind Farm.
Scottish Ministers also directed that, under Section 57 (2) of the Town & Country Planning
Act (Scotland) 1997, planning permission was deemed to be granted (Ref WIN-140-4).
The Consent was issued following submission of the Section 36 application including the
following documents:
•
•

Whitelaw Brae Windfarm Environmental Statement (2014) (ES)
Whitelaw Brae Windfarm Further Environmental Information (2016) (FEI)

In addition a Public Local Inquiry (Inquiry) was held in Tweedsmuir Hall in August 2016
with further supporting documentation being submitted during this process.
The Applicant intends to submit an application to vary the Consent under Section 36C of
the Electricity Act 19891 and seek amendment to the deemed planning approval, in order
to:
•
•
•
•

Extend the generation lifetime of the wind farm from 25 years to 30 years;
Increase the consented tip height from 133.5m to up to 136.5m;
Increase the associated rotor diameter of the candidate turbine from 107m to up to
117m;
Provide clarification on the Drawing listed as Annex E in the consent

These amendments are being submitted following a review of the currently available
turbine model and assessment of the energy yield. The above amendments will lead to an
overall energy increase of approximately 8.5%.
Prior to the application to vary being submitted, the Applicant is seeking an Opinion from
the Scottish Ministers, under Regulation 8 of The Electricity Works (Environmental Impact
Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017 as amended by The Electricity Works
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Amendment Regulations 2017 (the EIA
Regulations), as to whether these amendments constitute “EIA Development”.
This Screening Report/Request has been submitted in support of this request and it
provides an assessment of the environmental effects predicted to arise as a result of
requested variations to the Consent.

2 Amendments Requested
The Section 36C application intends to request amendments to the Section 36 Consent
as well as the deemed planning conditions listed in Table 2.1.

1

As enabled by Section 20 of the Growth and Infrastructure Act 2013.
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Table 2.1: Requested changes to wording of Section 36 Consent and deemed planning conditions

Condition / Section
Original wording
Changes to Section 36 Consent Wording
The Scottish
The consent and deemed planning permission hereby
Ministers’
granted will last for a period of 25 years from the earlier
Determination
of: i) the date when electricity is first exported to the
electricity grid network from all of the wind turbines
hereby permitted; and ii) the date falling 18 months after
electricity is generated from the first of the wind turbines
hereby permitted.
Annex 1
• 14 turbines each with a height to blade tip of up to
133.5 metres
Amendment to Deemed Planning Conditions
Condition 5
(1)Except as otherwise required by the terms of this
Implementation in
consent and deemed planning permission, the
accordance with
Development shall be undertaken in accordance with the
approved plans and Application:
requirements of the
(a)Including the approved drawings listed at Annex E to
section 36 consent
this decision (as supplemented or amended by any
further or additional environmental information) and;
Other documentation lodged in support of the
Application’
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Amendment Requested
The consent and deemed planning permission hereby granted
will last for a period of 30 years from the earlier of: i) the date
when electricity is first exported to the electricity grid network
from all of the wind turbines hereby permitted; and ii) the date
falling 18 months after electricity is generated from the first of
the wind turbines hereby permitted.
•

14 turbines each with a height to blade tip of up to
136.5 metres

Condition 5 of the deemed planning consent makes reference
to approved drawings listed in Annex E however no Annex E is
included in the consent. Clarification of the reference is
therefore requested as per suggested wording below.
(1)Except as otherwise required by the terms of this consent
and deemed planning permission, the Development shall be
undertaken in accordance with the Application:
(a)Including the approved drawings listed at Annex E (Figure
FEI 3.1: FEI Site Layout) to this decision (as supplemented or
amended by any further or additional environmental
information) and;
Other documentation lodged in support of the Application’

Condition / Section
6 Design and
Operation of
turbines

24 Site
decommissioning,
restoration and
aftercare

Original wording
(1)There shall be no commencement of Development
unless and until full details of the proposed wind turbines
(including the size, type, external finish and colour which
should be non-reflective pale grey semi-matt), any
anemometry masts and all associated apparatus have
been submitted to and approved in writing by the
Planning authority.
(2)The turbines shall be consistent with the candidate
turbine or range assessment in the environmental
statement, and the tip height shall not exceed 133.5
metres above ground level.
(3)The Development shall be constructed and operated
in accordance with the approved details and maintained
in the approved colour until such time as the wind farm is
decommissioned.
(4)All wind turbine blades shall rotate in the same
direction.
(5)None of the wind turbines, anemometers, power
performance masts, switching stations or transformer
buildings/ enclosures, ancillary buildings or above ground
fixed plan shall display any name, logo, sign or other
advertisement (other than health and safety signage)
unless otherwise approved in advance in writing by the
Planning Authority.
(1) The wind turbines shall be decommissioned and
cease to generate electricity by no later than the date
falling 25 years from the date of Final Commissioning.
The site shall be restored in accordance with a
decommissioning, restoration and aftercare scheme to
be submitted for the written approval of the Planning

Amendment Requested
It is requested that a 3m tip height increase is applied to
Condition 6 Part 2 and the wording amended as follows:
(2) The turbines shall be consistent with the candidate turbine
or range assessment in the environmental statement, and the
tip height shall not exceed 136.5 metres above ground level.

It is requested that an additional 5 years is added to Condition
24 Part 1 and the wording amended as follows:
(1) The wind turbines shall be decommissioned and cease to
generate electricity by no later than the date falling 30 years
from the date of Final Commissioning. The site shall be
restored in accordance with a decommissioning, restoration
and aftercare scheme to be submitted for the written approval
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Condition / Section

4|Page

Original wording
Authority prior to the start of the 25 year permission
period.
(2)The Development shall be decommissioned, the site
restored and aftercare undertaken in accordance with the
approved scheme or any variation to it agreed in writing
with the planning authority. Decommissioning shall be
completed within 12 months of the end of the permission
period or any alternative timescale that has been agreed
in writing with the planning authority and shall include the
dismantling and removal from the site of all turbines,
buildings and ancillary development other than the
access tracks which may remain in situ if the planning
authority has agreed to this in writing.
(3)The scheme shall include provision for monitoring and
reporting. The approved plan and Decommissioning
Method Statement shall be implemented as approved
and overseen by an Ecological Clerk of Works (ECoW)
appointed in accordance with condition 12.

Amendment Requested
of the Planning Authority prior to the start of the 30 year
permission period.

3 Information Required to Accompany Screening Request
In terms of the EIA Regulations, “EIA development” means development which is either
(a) Schedule 1 development; or (b) Schedule 2 development likely to have significant
effects on the environment by virtue of factors such as its nature, size or location.
Schedule 2 to the EIA Regulations includes, at Part 2
“Any change to or extension (including a change in the manner or period of operation) of
development of a description listed in schedule 1 or in paragraph 1 of this schedule where
that development is already authorised, executed, or in the process of being executed,
and the change or extension may have significant adverse effects on the environment
Part 1 of Schedule 2 refers to, amongst other things, a “generating station”.
The proposed variations therefore fall into Schedule 2 and as such the Applicant is entitled
to seek an opinion, “Screening Opinion” from the Scottish Ministers as to whether the
development i.e. the amendments to the proposals constitute “EIA Development”. This
report constitutes such a request for a Screening Opinion and sets out the information
required under Regulation 8(2) of the EIA Regulations. These requirements are set out in
Table 3.1 with a reference to where this information is presented within this report.

Table 3.1: Required Information

Required Information

Section Information
Presented

(a) a description of the location of the development, including a
plan sufficient to identify the land;

Section 5.1

(b) a description of the proposed development, including in
particular—

Section 5.2

(i) a description of the physical characteristics of the proposed
development and, where relevant, of demolition works;

Section 5.2

(ii) a description of the location of the proposed development,
with particular regard to the environmental sensitivity of
geographical areas likely to be affected;

Section 6

(c) a description of the aspects of the environment likely to be
significantly affected by the proposed development; and

Section 6

(d) a description of any likely significant effects, to the extent of
the information available on such effects, of the proposed
development on the environment resulting from—

Section 6

(i) the expected residues and emissions and the production of
waste, where relevant;
(ii) the use of natural resources, in particular soil, land, water
and biodiversity.
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4 Scope of the Assessment
For the purposes of this assessment the baseline is considered to be the existing
consented scheme and the assessment therefore considers the impacts arising as a result
of the following changes:
•
•
•

A 3m tip height increase from 133.5m to 136.5m;
Increase in rotor diameter from 107m up to 117m; and
An additional 5 operational years.

5 Project Description and Need for Amendment
Wind turbine technology is continually evolving, with more productive and efficient designs
becoming available on the market. As part of the turbine procurement process, a review
of the turbines currently available on the market and suitable for the site conditions has
been carried out. This review resulted in a number of turbine models being identified which
do not fit the parameters assessed within the ES (2014) and FEI (2016) due to their rotor
diameter. The ES and FEI considered a turbine up to 133.5m tip height with a rotor
diameter of 107m however the ‘best fit’ turbines currently available have a rotor diameter
of 117m and tip height of 133.5m.
In addition, following more detailed discussions with turbine suppliers and an analysis of
the energy yield, it is clear that a height increase of 3m to would substantially increase the
energy yield per turbine, as shown in Table 5.1. Moreover, there would consequently be
a greater saving of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases – as shown in Table 5.1.

6|Page

Table 5.1: Energy Generation Comparison

Consented EIA candidate
turbine

Proposed

Turbine tip height
(metres)

133.5m

136.5m

Turbine rotor diameter
(metres)

107m

117m

Power Output (MW)

3.6

4.2

Approx. Energy Yield
(GWh/y) (p50)

147

160

Equivalent number of
homes powered by
development2

37,461

42,544

CO2 Savings (tonnes)3

2,049,743 tonnes over 25
year lifetime

Approximately 2,902,017
tonnes over 30 year
lifetime4

Since submission of the original application in December 2014, the UK Government has
ended all new subsidies for on-shore wind and although this policy is currently under
review5, the economic climate for on-shore windfarms has changed considerably since
2014 such that the output of all windfarms must be maximised in order to ensure they are
economically viable. Based on the anticipated price set out in the consultation document,
onshore wind developments will effectively need to continue to be delivered at a subsidy
free price.
In spring 2019, a ‘Climate Emergency’ was declared in Scotland by the Scottish
Government. In response, the Climate Change (Emissions Reduction Targets) (Scotland)
Act 20196 was enacted. This Act builds upon the previous Climate Change (Scotland) Act
20097 by amending carbon reduction targets for Scotland; the 2019 Act sets out a legally
binding net zero target for 2045, with interim targets for 2020, 2030, and 2040.
In order to meet the new targets enshrined in law, there is a need to increase wind energy
production and utilise ever-improving wind energy technology. Combining the removal of

2

Homes equivalent calculated by multiplying energy yield per turbine with the annual UK average
domestic household consumption – 3,729kWh (Accessed April 2020. Available from URL:
https://www.renewableuk.com/page/UKWEDExplained)
3 Carbon reduction is calculated by multiplying the total amount of electricity generated by wind per
year by the number of tonnes of carbon which fossil fuels would have produced to generate the same
amount of electricity
4 Figures are based on Carbon Calculator version 2.9.0 consistent with previously submitted ES
(2014) Technical Appendix 16.1 for consistency
5 Consultation on Proposed Amendments to the CfD Scheme for Low Carbon Electricity Generation,
Department for Business Energy and Industrial Strategy (BEIS), March 2020.
6 Scottish Government (2019) Climate Change (Emissions Reduction Targets) (Scotland) Act 2019
[Online] Available at: http://www.legislation.gov.uk/asp/2019/15/enacted (Accessed 23/04/2020)
7 Scottish Government (2009) Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009 [Online] Available at:
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/asp/2009/12/contents (Accessed 23/04/2020)
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onshore wind subsidies in 20158 with substantial advances in global turbine technology, it
is necessary for new onshore wind sites to be designed to maximise site yield and
efficiency whilst minimising environmental impacts.
The Scottish Government’s “Onshore Wind Policy Statement” (December 2017) makes
specific reference to the move “towards larger and more powerful (i.e. higher capacity)
turbines and that these by necessity – will mean taller towers and blade tip heights”.
Notice is therefore given of market reality and the benefits larger turbines can bring in
terms of greater energy yield and consequently a larger contribution to targets.
Furthermore, the development could be subsidy free – this is a key challenge the Scottish
Government has set for the industry, namely for subsidy free wind farms to be developed
in Scotland, taking advantage of effective sites with excellent wind resource.

5.1

Location of the Development and Plan
As presented in the 2014 ES and 2016 FEI, Appendix 1 provides the following Figures
supporting this request:
•
•
•

Figure 1.1: Site Location Plan;
Figure 1.2: Application Site Boundary;
Figure 3.1: Proposed Site Layout.

The proposed development is in the Scottish Borders approximately 3km to the south of
Tweedsmuir and directly west of Fruid Reservoir. The Site comprises a mixture of
unimproved, rough, open grazing land and commercial forestry on hills and valleys
between the Fruid Reservoir and the River Tweed. The site is located within the
administrative area of the Scottish Borders Council (SBC), but is also close to the
boundaries of South Lanarkshire Council (SLC) (approximately 3km west of the Site) and
Dumfries & Galloway Council (D&GC) (approximately 5km south of the Site).

5.2

Description of the Proposed Development
The principle components of the consented wind farm and ancillary development comprise
the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

14 turbines each with a height to blade tip of up to 133.5m
Wind turbine foundations and associated hardstandings
Approximately 12.6km of access tracks
1 temporary and 1 permanent, 80m tall free-standing meteorological/ wind monitoring
masts
Substation and control room buildings and an associated compound
2 temporary construction and site storage compounds
2 battery storage units with a combined capacity of 4 MW and 1 inverter/ transformer
unit
Drainage works
Woodland and tree management
Landscaping and ecological enhancement works

8

UK Government (2015) Ending new subsidies for onshore wind [Online] Available at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/ending-new-subsidies-for-onshore-wind (Accessed
23/04/2020)
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•
•

Associated ancillary works
Engineering operations

The variation proposed to the principle components as outlined above is:
•

14 turbines each with a height to blade tip of up to 136.5m.

The remaining descriptions will remain unchanged.

6 Assessment of Potential Effects
An assessment has been undertaken to identify whether or not the potential exists for
significant environmental effects to arise as a result of the proposed variation to the
Consent. The findings of these assessments are presented within this report and the
following technical appendices:
•
•
•
•

Appendix 2: Whitelaw Brae Technical Note - Landscape and Visual Matters
Appendix 3: Whitelaw Brae Revised Collision Risk Modelling
Appendix 4: Whitelaw Brae Cultural Heritage Review
Appendix 5: Joint Radio Company Consultation

It should be noted that all mitigation committed to as part of the Whitelaw Brae Windfarm
consent will be delivered as part of this proposal and the assessment of predicted effects
presented included within this report takes account of these measures.

6.1

Assessed Development
The proposed development being assessed comprises the variations to the consented
scheme namely:
•
•
•

A 3m tip height increase on the turbines;
Increase in the rotor diameter from 107m up to 117m; and
An additional 5 years of operational life for the windfarm.

The potential impacts associated with these changes will be assessed against the
baseline scenario of the consented scheme.
Table 6.1 identifies the potential environmental effects associated with each of the three
proposed variations and it is structured as follows:
•
•
•

The first column provides reference to the relevant Environmental Topic assessed in
the original ES i.e. the baseline;
The second column provides the baseline description and indication of significant
residual effects reported in the original ES (2014); and
The next three columns considers the environmental effects of the 3m tip height
increase, the increase from 107m to 117m rotor diameter and the increase of 5 years
operational lifetime of the development.
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Table 6.1: Appraisal of Potential Effects of the Proposed Variations

Topic
Landscape
and Visual

Baseline Description (Environmental Sensitivity)
The landscape character assessment considered impacts on four designated
landscapes comprising two Special Landscape Areas, a Regional Scenic Area and a
National Scenic Area. No significant effects were predicted to impact the National
Scenic Area, one of the Special Landscape Areas or the Regional Scenic Area.
Localised significant impacts were predicted to the western part of the Tweedsmuir
Uplands Special Landscape Area, however it is not considered that the integrity of this
landscape will be compromised. Of the five Landscape Character Types (LCT) included
in the assessment, predicted significant effects were restricted to the one within which
the wind farm would be located - Southern Uplands with Scattered Forest LCT.
Localised significant effects are predicted to affect the Talla–Hart Fell Wild Land
Area, however the areas exhibiting the highest levels of wildness would not be affected.
The significant cumulative landscape effects identified for these landscape areas are
similar to those predicted for the scheme on its own.
Significant effects were predicted to occur at eight of the twenty two viewpoints,
mostly located within 3-4km of the wind farm, with the exception of three hills summits
to the south and east (Hartfell Rig, Firthhope Rig).

Potential Effects of increasing tip Potential Effects of increasing rotor Potential Effects of additional
height by 3m
diameter from 107m up to 117m
5 years operation
Pegasus Group undertook a review to consider the potential for the height No additional Landscape or
increase to bring about any change to the previously predicted landscape or Visual Effects predicted to occur.
visual effects.
Pegasus concluded that there would be no change to the assessment
findings and the effects would remain as previously reported in the FEI (2016)
and Inquiry documents. The Pegasus Report and accompanying wirelines
are included in Appendix 2.
Pegasus conclude that the 3m increase in turbine height, and associated
increase in rotor diameter, would be barely perceptible when considered in
the context of the scale and nature of the existing consented scheme. On this
basis, and with regard to the identified character and characteristics of the
local landscape, it is not considered that there would be any change to the
level of significant effects previously identified.

With regard to visual effects on residential properties, significant effects were
identified in relation to seven properties (eight dwellings).

Ecology

As part of this screening request Pegasus Group has undertaken a review of the original
baseline situation and identified that, since the submission of the ES (2014) and FEI
(2016), SNH has published an updated set of Landscape Character Type (LCT)
boundaries and descriptions (March 2019). The 2019 LCT map and associated
Landscape Character Type Descriptions supersedes the 1990s landscape character
descriptions and mapping, including the Borders Landscape Assessment (1998).
However, the findings presented in the FEI, in relation to the Southern Uplands with
Scattered Forest LCT, can be considered to apply equally to the “new” ‘Southern Uplands
– Borders’ LCT which now applies to the landscape in which the windfarm sits, and which
has the same identified characteristics.
The site overlaps the River Tweed SAC and SSSI in the north.
No changes to the layout are proposed, the number and location of the turbines will remain as per the consented
layout as will tracks, substation and borrow pits. Following the implementation of the previously agreed mitigation
The main habitats identified within the site include wet modified bog, blanket bog and and enhancement measures, in the form of pollution prevention, species disturbance reduction measures and
marshy grassland.
replanting of forestry by means of CEMP, PPP and Species Protection Plan, the proposed variations will not give
rise to any significant effects.
The bat surveys carried out demonstrated that bat activity on site is low.
Otter were recorded along a number of watercourses within the site and Atlantic Salmon
were recorded in high numbers in the River Tweed and low numbers in the River Tweed
and moderate numbers in Fingland Burn. No other protected species were recorded on
site.
With the implementation of the proposed mitigation and enhancement measures, it was
considered that all impacts associated with the proposed development, either alone or
cumulatively with other projects or activities, would be reduced to either Minor or
Negligible and would be therefore be Not Significant.
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Topic
Ornithology

Cultural
Heritage

Baseline Description (Environmental Sensitivity)

Potential Effects of increasing tip Potential Effects of increasing rotor Potential Effects of additional
height by 3m
diameter from 107m up to 117m
5 years operation
The ES (2014) and FEI (2016) reported no potentially significant effects for any species MacArthur Green has calculated the change to collision risk resulting from the increase in turbine dimensions
during construction, operation or decommissioning due to the proposed development.
and lifetime extension of 5 years. The results provided in Appendix 3 state that although the increase in rotor
diameter and lower ground clearance result in a slight increase to the predicted collision rates the differences are
generally small and therefore within a population context are considered to be negligible for all species, and as
such no significant effects are predicted.
There are 25 known Heritage Assets within the site boundary, two of which are Scheduled Headland Archaeology (UK) undertook a review (included in Appendix 4) of
Monuments and the remainder undesignated.
the existing legislation, policy and guidance to cultural heritage (as applicable
to the original ES (2014) and subsequent FEI) and concluded that although
Operational impacts upon Hawkshaw Castle were assessed as being of low magnitude, there have been changes to historic environment policy and guidance since
resulting in a minor effect that is not significant.
December 2017, these have not resulted in any substantive changes to the
methodology or validity of the conclusions of the 2014 ES and 2016 FEI.
All other operational effects were of negligible significance.
The supporting document also identified that both on-site and off-site heritage
assets defined in the 2014 ES and 2016 FEI remain valid and applicable to
the present screening document. Since there has been no changes to the onsite baseline and no changes to the construction and decommissioning
footprint, it is considered that predicted and potential direct impacts remain
as assessed in the 2014 ES and 2016 FEI.

In the 2014 ES and 2016 FEI
effects arising from the
construction, operation and
decommissioning of the wind
farm were all assessed as
permanent effects. The
operational lifespan of the wind
farm was effectively irrelevant to
the cultural heritage impact
assessment. Therefore, the
potential effects arising from a
proposed lifetime extension
have been scoped out of this
screening document.

It is also concluded by Headland Archaeology (UK) that the increase in tip
height and associated changes to rotor diameter and hub height will result in
no change to the operational effects as predicted in the 2014 ES and 2016
FEI.
Ground
Conditions
and
Hydrology

Noise

Traffic and
Transport

There River Tweed SAC and SSSI is within and immediately adjacent to the site.
No changes to the layout are being requested, the number and location of the turbines will remain as per the
The site covers three surface water Drinking Water Protected Areas (DWPA) and two consented layout as will tracks, substation and borrow pits. Therefore, as the proposed changes do not present
Drinking Water Protected Zones (DWPZ):
any additional likely effects or increase the levels of risk, the conclusion of no significant residual effect reported
- Fruid Reservoir (DWPA)
in the FEI (2016) and ES (2014) remains valid and unchanged.
- Fingland Burn (DWPA)
- Hawkshaw Burn (DWPA)
- The Upper Tweed Valley Sand and Gravel (DWPZ)
- Galashiels bedrock and localised sand and gravel aquifers (DWPZ)
The ES (2014) and FEI (2016) reported no significant residual effects following application
of consented mitigation measures.
The ES (2014) and FEI (2016) predicted that for dwellings neighbouring the wind farm, No changes to the layout are being requested, the number and location of the turbines will remain as per the
cumulative wind turbine noise would meet the Noise Criteria derived in accordance with consented layout as will tracks, substation and borrow pits. The final turbine model would comply with the noise
government guidance and agreed with Scottish Borders Council (SBC).
conditions set out in Condition 19 therefore it is anticipated that no further information is required at this time and
no significant effects are predicted.
The traffic generated by the wind farm will be at its greatest during the construction phase It is considered technically feasible to use the proposed
with the traffic generated during the wind farm operations being made up of occasional abnormal loads transportation route to the site from the A74(M)
maintenance and inspection vehicles.
using the A701 via Moffat. To facilitate the passage of turbine
delivery as specified in the ES (2014), some mitigation will be
The results of the traffic impact assessment reported in the ES (2014) and FEI (2016) required, primarily involving the temporary removal of street
that there would be no long-term or residual significant traffic and transport effects.
furniture.

There will be an additional five years of
operation and maintenance vehicles visiting the
site however the numbers of vehicles will
continue to be low and not significant.
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Topic

Socioeconomics

Aviation

Baseline Description (Environmental Sensitivity)

Potential Effects of increasing tip Potential Effects of increasing rotor Potential Effects of additional
height by 3m
diameter from 107m up to 117m
5 years operation
Prior to any deliveries consultation on the route will be held with
Local Planning Authority roads department.
The ES (2014) and FEI (2016) reported the overall effects of the wind farm on social and It is considered that the extension of operational life and the increase in tip height would yield positive effects,
economic conditions as positive.
whereby any benefits of the development may be sustained over a longer period. Likewise, the potential
extension of the employment created as a result of the operation of the windfarm is also considered to be positive.
The wind farm is within the operational range of National Air Traffic Services’ (NATS)
Lowther Hill Primary Surveillance Radar (PSR). At a blade tip height of 133.5m the
turbines would be within the Lowther Hill radar Line of Sight (LOS) and therefore
theoretically detectable by this radar system. The wind farm would be situated beneath
airspace established for the protection of commercial flights into and out of the Scottish
central belt airports.

Due to the existence of operational mitigation measures, in the form of the It is not anticipated that the
radar mitigation contract, it is considered that the conclusion of no significant addition of 5 years operation
residual effect reported in the FEI (2016) and ES (2014) remains valid and would have any significant effect.
unchanged.

A Radar Mitigation agreement has been entered into by the Applicant and NATS in order
to mitigate impacts on Lowther Hill Radar. In addition Condition 5 (not numbered) of the
S36 Consent requires approval and implementation of the Mitigation Scheme by NATS
and the Scottish Ministers prior to any turbines being erected.

Utilities &
Wireless

The ES (2014) and FEI (2016) reports no significant residual effects predicted for aviation
resulting from the proposed scheme.
Following consultation, assessment and the identification of proven mitigation measures The revised turbine specifications have been communicated to the Joint Radio Company (Appendix 5) who
it was considered in the ES (2014) and FEI (2016) reports no significant residual effects analyse proposals for wind farms on behalf of the UK Fuel and Power Industry. In this case JRC concludes to
predicted.
the changes to the turbine dimensions and additional 5 year operation period would not relay any foreseeable
problems based on the known interference scenarios.
Due to the existence of proven mitigation measures and responses received to date it is considered that the
conclusion of no significant residual effect reported in the ES (2014) and FEI (2016) Utilities and Wireless chapter
remains valid and unchanged.

Carbon
Balance

The ES (2014) reported that the wind farm would result in carbon savings by displacing
fossil fuel generated electricity. The wind farm would save approximately 2 million tonnes
of Carbon Dioxide equivalent (tCO2e) over its lifetime. Approximately 1.3 years after the
construction of the wind farm it is expected that it will have paid back the carbon that was
used in its construction. After this initial period all electricity generated by the wind farm
would be carbon neutral.

Forestry

The site is characterised by a small area of 30 year old commercial plantation forestry No changes to the layout are being requested, the number and location of the turbines will remain as per the
situated in its centre.
consented layout as will tracks, substation and borrow pits. Therefore, as the proposed changes do not present
any additional likely effects, the conclusion of no significant residual effect reported in the FEI (2016) and ES
The ES (2014) and FEI (2016) reported potential effects arising from the forestry (2014) remains valid and unchanged.
operations would be largely similar to those expected due to the forestry operations
required without the proposed development. Following felling and construction of the wind
farm, compensatory tree planting would be carried out on the site. The effects of these
changes, taking account of the habitat improvements and new planting mitigation, would
result in a net gain.

Other
Effects

The ES (2014) reported that during the operation, other than to infrastructure components There will be no material change to the shadow flicker assessment as no sensitive receptors were identified
on health & safety grounds (e.g. control buildings), there will be no restriction on access, within the revised study area (10x maximum rotor diameter (117m), 130 degrees either side of north). Badlieu,
recreation or tourism.
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These amendments are being submitted following a review of the currently available turbine model and
assessment of the energy yield. The above amendments will lead to an overall energy yield increase of
approximately 8.5%. This will result in further carbon savings and increase in homes supplied as shown in Table
5.1.

Topic

Baseline Description (Environmental Sensitivity)

Potential Effects of increasing tip Potential Effects of increasing rotor Potential Effects of additional
height by 3m
diameter from 107m up to 117m
5 years operation
The ES (2014) and FEI (2016) reported overall that effects on shadow flicker, recreation, the closest property is approximately 1360m from the closest turbine, i.e. outside the 1170m study area buffer,
tourism and access and health and safety resulting from the proposed development are therefore a shadow flicker assessment is not required.
considered to be not significant and so no residual effects were reported.
Following the implementation of the previously agreed mitigation and health & safety protocols it is assumed that
the proposed changes do not present any additional likely effects or increase the levels of risk, and the conclusion
of no significant residual effect reported in the FEI(2016) and ES(2014) remains valid and unchanged.
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6.2

Major Accidents and Disasters
The Development is not located within an area prone to such disasters and the likelihood
of such an event is extremely rare. Therefore, it is concluded that no significant effects
would arise due to major accidents and natural disasters as a result of the Development.

6.3

Population and Human Health
Considerations of Population and Human Health (including Safety) have been assessed
within the ES (2014) and FEI (2016) under the headings of ‘Other Effects’ and ‘SocioEconomics’. It was concluded that no significant effects were identified.

6.4

Climate Change
It is relevant to note that extending the life of the windfarm will result in the continued
generation of electricity from a renewable resource which, compared to fossil fuel based
generating methods, will reduce the amount of carbon dioxide from long-term carbon
stores being emitted into the atmosphere. It is likely that there would be no significant
adverse effect.

7 Planning & Energy Policy
7.1

The Development Plan
As at the date of consideration by the Scottish Ministers of the Application, the
Development Plan for the SBC area was (and remains) as follows:
•

•

The Strategic Development Planning Authority for Edinburgh and South East
Scotland Strategic Development Plan (“SDP”) (adopted 27 June 2013) (“SESplan”);
and
The Scottish Borders Local Development Plan (adopted 12 May 2016) (“the LDP”).

The policies from SESplan are of limited relevance for the consideration of the proposed
development. The replacement SDP known as “SDP2” has been through the Examination
process. However, following Examination the Scottish Ministers rejected the proposed
SDP2 and its provisions are of no relevance.
The policies from the SBC LDP relevant to the consideration of the proposed development
and for the purposes of a comprehensive policy assessment are set out below:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Policy PM1 Sustainability;
Policy PMD2 Quality Standards;
Policy ED9 Renewable Energy Development;
Policy HD3 Protection of Residential Amenity;
Policy EP1 International Nature Conservation Sites and Protected Species;
Policy EP3 Local Biodiversity;
Policy EP5 Special Landscape Areas;
Policy EP8 Archaeology;
Policy EP15 Development Affecting the Water Environment;
Policy IS8 Flooding; and
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•

Policy IS9 Waste Water Treatment Standards and Sustainable Waste Water
Drainage.

The key policy within the LDP against which the proposed development should be
assessed is policy ED9.
Relevant Supplementary Guidance (“SG”) with statutory status now comprises that
entitled ‘Renewable Energy’ (July 2018). This SG sets out a Spatial Framework as per
Scottish Planning Policy (“SPP”) and provides further guidance on criteria referenced
within LDP policy ED9 but does not introduce any new policy ‘tests’ as such. The SG also
makes reference to the SBC Landscape Capacity Study which was updated in 2016.
The supporting text set out at page 55 of the LDP (paragraph 1.1 et seq) sets the context
of the policy and highlights that increasing the proportion of power generated from
renewable energy sources plays a vital role in reducing greenhouse gas emissions. It
adds that the generation of renewable energy also supports the transformation of the
change to creating a low carbon economy and, furthermore, helps to increase the sale of
economic growth.
The LDP adds that the aim of the policy ED9 is to support renewable energy, to guide
development to appropriate locations and to advise on the factors to be taken into account
in considering individual proposals. Reference is also made to the wider national level
policy context in terms of renewable energy and electricity targets.
Paragraph 1.3 of the LDP states that the “policy is supportive of a wide range of renewable
energy mechanisms including the development of onshore wind farms and turbines….”.
No effects would arise from the works which are proposed to be sought under a section
36C variation application that are considered unacceptable, individually or cumulatively,
with other developments having specific regard to the criteria contained within the key
renewable energy policy ED9.
Moreover, through consideration of the other relevant policies of the LDP to the proposed
development, including the Supplementary Guidance, against consideration of the
proposed works, it is considered that the proposed development would accord with the
Development Plan when it is read as whole – insofar as that is a relevant consideration
for an application under the Electricity Act 1989.

7.2

National Planning Policy & Guidance
Key documents in this regard are The National Planning Framework 3 (NPF3) and Scottish
Planning Policy (SPP).
Both NPF3 and SPP set out a strong position of support in relation to renewable energy
and renewable energy targets and recognise the significant energy resource provided by
onshore wind. This is clearly not at any cost and development continues to be guided to
appropriate locations and environmental effects need to be judged to be acceptable before
consents are forthcoming.
It is considered that the proposed development would satisfy the principles set out at
paragraph 29 of SPP and it would assist in delivering planning Outcomes indicating that
the proposal is consistent with sustainable development.
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It is considered that the proposed development can benefit from the presumption in favour
of development that contributes to sustainable development, not only because it is the
right development in the right place (paragraph 28 of SPP) – as confirmed by the extant
section 36 consent, but also because what is proposed has a strong consistency with the
declared desirable planning Outcomes within SPP.
Finally both NPF3 and SPP are under review and have to some extent been overtaken by
new renewable energy targets and statutory provisions on greenhouse gas emissions
reductions. The expression of the need case can only intensify in future policy documents
such as NPF4.

7.3

The Renewable Energy Policy Framework
The Scottish Energy Strategy (SES) (2017) sets out that onshore wind is recognised as a
key contributor to the delivery of renewable energy targets - specifically the new 2030 50%
energy from renewable sources target – which could see renewable electricity rise to over
140% of Scottish electricity consumption. The Government has set out that this may
require in the region of 17GW of installed renewables capacity by 2030 (SES, page 34).
The SES did not take account of what may be required in terms additional renewable
generation capacity to attain the new legally binding ‘net zero’ targets – this is expected
to be addressed in a new Climate Change Plan to be published later in2020.
Furthermore, the Government’s 2020 renewable electricity target remains unmet and has
been supplemented by these new stretching targets.
One of the key messages in the Onshore Wind Policy Statement (OWPS) is the
recognition that onshore wind is to play a “vital role” in meeting Scotland’s energy needs,
a “material” role in growing the economy and it is specifically stated that the technology
remains “crucial” in terms of Scotland’s goals for an overall decarbonised energy system
and to attain ambitious renewable targets for the milestone dates of 2020, 2030 and 2045.
The increased importance of the contribution that onshore wind is expected to make to
targets and meeting future energy needs should be afforded substantial weight.
As noted earlier, the OWPS also makes specific reference to the move towards larger and
more powerful (i.e. higher capacity) turbines and that these by necessity – will mean taller
towers and blade tip heights.
Overall, both documents represent the leading edge of Government policy for the
technology and land use proposed. Whilst the SES and the OWPS are yet more evidence
of a continuum of ever stronger positive advice on onshore wind development as part of
the Scottish Government's renewables strategy, the latest documents and legally binding
targets for net zero introduced in 2019 go further.
The Climate Change (Emissions Reduction Targets) (Scotland) Act 2019 received Royal
Assent on 31 October 2019. The Act sets out more ambitious targets – which reflect the
recommendations of the CCC for a net zero GHG emissions target by 2045 at the latest,
with challenging interim stages – a 75% reduction target by 2030 and 90% by 2040.
The scale of the challenge presented by the new targets adopted by the Scottish
Government in the context of the declared ‘Climate Emergency’ is considerable and the
proposed development, by way of its increase in energy yield and carbon and greenhouse
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gas savings (compared to the consented development) would make an important
contribution to these targets.

8 Summary and Conclusion
This report and assessment has not identified any predicted significant environmental
effects arising from the proposals and the Applicant’s view is that the works which are
proposed to be sought under a section 36C variation application do not constitute EIA
development as defined under the EIA Regulations. The Applicant requests that the
Scottish Ministers issue a Screening Opinion.
Following receipt of a Screening Opinion from the Ministers it is the Applicant’s intention
to submit the application to vary the existing s36 Consent. This application will be
accompanied by a range of supporting documents to confirm the adopted position and
address the planning policy context.
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Appendix 1: Figures supporting this request (as per 2014 ES and 2016 FEI )
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1.0

INTRODUCTION

1.1

This report considers the potential landscape and visual effects associated with
a proposed increase in turbine tip height at the consented Whitelaw Brae
Windfarm.

1.2

The proposal is to increase the turbine rotor diameter from 107m to between
107m and 117m, resulting in an overall tip height of up to 136.5m. This would
represent an increase in 3m when compared with the tip height of the scheme
of 14no. turbines, 133.5m to blade tip, which was consented in December 2017
(Energy Consents Unit Application reference WIN-140-4).

1.3

This Technical Note sets out the findings of a review of the potential landscape
and visual issues arising from a proposed change in the turbine dimensions of
the Whitelaw Brae Wind Farm.

1.4

The review has been led by Brian Denney of Pegasus Group, the Landscape
Architect who prepared the landscape and visual impact assessment section of
the Further Environmental Information (FEI) submission (Whitelaw Brae
Windfarm Further Environmental Information (2016) and also provided expert
witness services at the Public Inquiry which was held in 2016 to consider the
proposals. Brian and the Pegasus team have undertaken extensive site work
in and around the local landscape of the Whitelaw Brae site and are fully
familiar with the key characteristics of the landscape and the experience of
travelling along the local roads and footpath network.

1.5

The review has focussed on identifying whether the revision to the proposed
turbine dimensions would bring about any change to the assessment of
significant landscape or visual effects which were identified in relation to the
consented scheme. Specifically, whether there would be any increase in the
extent and nature of any of the effects previously identified.

1.6

In order to provide an evidence-base to support the Technical Note, a
comparative Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) Plan has been prepared,
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included at Appendix 1 to this report. A series of comparative wireline
visualisations, have also been prepared based on an indicative candidate
turbine of 78m hub/117m rotor diameter and 136.5m blade tip. This represents
the ‘worst-case’, scenario within the range of candidate turbine dimension now
being considered. These wirelines, included at Appendix 2, illustrate the view
from a number of the key assessment viewpoints from the LVIA material which
was included with the application submission. These are as follows:

• Viewpoint 2 - Between Glenbreck and Hawkshaw on A701
• Viewpoint 3 - A701 Tweedhope Layby
• Viewpoint 4 - Fruid Dam
• Viewpoint 21 - Right of Way BT100 leading from Fruid Reservoir
1.7

In addition, the Cumulative Sites included in the Assessment Figure, which was
last updated in April 2016 as part of the Further Environmental Information
(FEI) submission which accompanied the planning application, has been further
updated to reflect changes in the cumulative baseline, and is contained at
Appendix 3.

2.0

UPDATES TO LANDSCAPE POLICY

2.1

The EIA Report dated December 2014 detailed the planning policy which was
current at that time. Namely the National Planning Framework for Scotland
[NPF3] (2014); Scottish Planning Policy [SPP] (2014); the South East Scotland
Strategic Development Plan (2013), which sets the strategic land use context
until 2032, and the Scottish Borders Consolidated Local Plan (2011). Each of
these remain extant other than the Scottish Borders Consolidated Local Plan,
an updated version of which was adopted in May 2016.

2.2

With

regard

to Supplementary

Guidance,

the EIA

Report

considered

‘Supplementary Planning Guidance “Wind Energy” (2011)’, and the Scottish
Borders Wind Energy Landscape Capacity and Cumulative Impact Study
(2013). The Scottish Borders Wind Energy Landscape Capacity and Cumulative
Impact Study was updated in November 2016, and formally adopted by
Scottish Borders Council alongside updated ‘Renewable Energy Supplementary
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Guidance’, dated July 2018.

These documents form part of the adopted

Development Plan.

2.3

The updated Scottish Borders Wind Energy Landscape Capacity and Cumulative
Impact Study sits within the Renewable Energy Supplementary Guidance. It
includes updates to the landscape, visual and cumulative situation in relation
to wind energy development at that time, and to Scottish Planning Policy. In
particular, the updated study included the following main objectives:

•

To take cognisance of turbines approvals since January 2013, adopting new
turbine size typology ranges as follows: 15m –<35m, 35m –<50m, 50m –
<80m, 80m –<120m, 120m+ to allow more detailed consideration of
greater turbine heights which are becoming more prevalent;

•

Updating the landscape capacity and guidance summary tables; including
turbine distribution maps accompanying the analysis of Regional Landscape
Areas and landscape analysis and guidelines for each landscape character
area;

•

Consideration

and

guidance

given

to

repowering

and

extension

opportunities for large scale commercial wind farm sites;
•

Update and appraisal of cumulative impact issues, taking cognisance of
updated approvals. Reference to be made emphasising support for
development around the more appropriate sites;

•

Consideration of the potential to protect particular areas from inappropriate
development;

•

To give further clarity as to how the boundaries of potential cumulative
capacity areas have been identified within the relevant figures.

2.4

The updated and confirmed assessments set out in this Technical Note have
been fully cognisant of the updated policy and supplementary planning
documents which are now applicable to the proposals.

3.0

EFFECTS ON LANDSCAPE CHARACTER

3.1

It was previously identified in relation to the consented scheme that there
would be significant effects on some parts of one landscape character type, the
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Southern Uplands with Scattered Forest Landscape Character Type (LCT) as
identified in the Borders Landscape Assessment, 1998 (within which the
proposed development would be located). These effects were identified to be
localised to within 5km to 6km of the Site.

3.2

In order to aid the consideration of whether there would be any potential
change to the effects on landscape character a comparative ZTV Plan, included
at Appendix 1, was prepared. This plan illustrates the limited extent of any
areas (shown in green) where the consented scheme would not have been
theoretically visible (before screening by vegetation and built form is
considered) but the revised proposals now would.

3.3

Having considered the visual material prepared in order to allow a comparative
analysis of the revised turbine dimensions, it is acknowledged that the overall
turbine height to blade tip would be increased by 3m, as would the swept area
covered by the blades. However, at the same time there would also be a 2m
reduction in the hub height of the turbines.

3.4

Notwithstanding the minor increase in the overall height to blade tip, the
change to the turbine dimensions would nonetheless be barely perceptible
when they are considered in the context of the scale and nature of the existing
consented scheme. On this basis, and with regard to the identified character
and characteristics of the local landscape, it is not considered that there would
be any change to the level of significant effects previously identified.

3.5

It is acknowledged that since the application was determined SNH published
an updated set of Landscape Character Type boundaries and descriptions in
March 2019. The 2019 Landscape Character Type map and associated
Landscape Character Type Descriptions now supersede the 1990s landscape
character descriptions and mapping, including the Borders Landscape
Assessment, 1998. However, the findings which were identified in relation to
the Southern Uplands with Scattered Forest LCT, can be considered to apply
equally to the ‘Southern Uplands – Borders’ LCT which now covers the
landscape in the vicinity of the site, and which has the same identified
characteristics.
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4.0

EFFECTS ON VISUAL AMENITY

4.1

With regard to visual amenity, significant effects were previously identified for
eight out of 22 representative viewpoints that were included in the LVIA. Each
of these viewpoints were located within an area up to 4km from the site, with
the exception of three hill summits to the south and east (Hartfell Rig,
Firthhope Rig and Broadlaw) which lie up to 7.5km from the Site.

4.2

With regard to visual effects on seven residential properties, significant effects
were identified in relation to seven properties (eight dwellings). These
comprise two properties within the Tweed Valley (Badlieu and Hawkshaw
[Hawkshaw is one property divided into two separate dwellings]) and five
within the Fruid Valley (Blacklaw Cottage, Craiglaw Cottage, Fruid Cottage,
Waterend and End Cottage).

4.3

The LVIA also identified that significant visual effects would be obtained from
the minor road which runs alongside Fruid Reservoir and on an unmarked but
recorded Right of Way (Right of Way BT100) which leads from Fruid to the
Annandale Way and which serves as a continuation of the reservoir road.

4.4

As part of our site work undertaken at Whitelaw Brae, Pegasus have considered
the properties where residents are likely to experience visual effects (either by
visiting the properties or from the closest publicly accessible location) and
have also walked the public rights of way and travelled the road network in the
vicinity of the site, including the A701 which was considered in detail.

4.5

The comparative ZTV Plan, included at Appendix 1, also assists with the
consideration of whether there would be any potential change to the effects on
visual amenity. This plan illustrates the limited extent of any areas (shown in
green) where the consented scheme would not have been theoretically visible
(before screening by vegetation and built form is considered) but the revised
proposals now would. Any such areas do not include any notable additional
visual receptors, such as settlements or recognised highpoints which might
attract visitors wishing to take in the view.
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4.6

Comparative wireline visualisations were also prepared for 4no. of the
viewpoints in close proximity to the site in (Viewpoints 2, 3, 4 and 21). When
these are reviewed, notwithstanding the 3m increase in overall turbine height,
it can be seen that there would be no notable change to the visibility of the
wind farm when seen from any of these viewpoints. With regard to our site
knowledge and understanding of the local area, these images are therefore
considered to be appropriately representative of each of the viewpoints and
other visual receptors with the study area and that there would therefore be
no change to the level of significant effects previously identified.

5.0

EFFECTS ON LANDSCAPE DESIGNATIONS

5.1

The site does not fall within any nationally designated landscapes and no
significant visual or character effects were identified for the Upper Tweeddale
NSA which lies approximately 9km to the north-east of the Site boundary.

5.2

The Scottish Borders Development Plan brought about no substantive change
to the position regarding Special Landscape Areas, which were already
identified in the previous Local Plan.

5.3

It was previously identified in relation to the consented scheme that there
would be a significant effect on the Tweedsmuir Uplands SLA (within which the
proposed development would be located) localised to within 5-6km of the Site
Boundary. This area comprises a small portion overall of this SLA and therefore
it was set out that the integrity of the SLA would not be compromised, and its
function would not be harmed by the consented scheme.

5.4

The comparative ZTV indicates that there would be very little additional
visibility of the revised turbines from the SLA. In addition, each of the 4no.
comparative wireline visualisations illustrates a location within the Tweedsmuir
Uplands SLA from which the localised significant effects were identified to
occur. Having considered the visual material prepared to aid the comparative
analysis of the revised turbine dimension, and with regard to our site
knowledge of the landscape of the SLA in the vicinity of the site, it is not
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considered that there would be any change to the level of significant effects
previously identified for the SLA.

6.0

EFFECTS ON WILD LAND

6.1

The Whitelaw Brae wind farm site lies adjacent to the Talla-Hart Fell Wild Land
Area (WLA) on its north-western edge, with the proposed turbines positioned
between 0.75km and just over 3km from the boundary of the WLA.

6.2

As part of the process of reviewing the ES assessments in relation to the FEI,
Brian Denney undertook two site visits to walk across and within the Wild Land
Area within the ZTV of the amended scheme, having previously undertaken
three days of walking within the Wild Land as part of his initial appraisal and
understanding of the project. Further members of the Pegasus landscape team
also made two visits to the wild land, to gather photography and provide a
further understanding of the area and its intrinsic characteristics.

6.3

The visibility of the consented Whitelaw Brae turbines within the WLA was
considered in detail in the FEI. It was established that 32.17% of the overall
WLA would have visibility of the Whitelaw Brae turbines (alongside views of
other existing turbines, as discussed below) but that only 3% of the Class 7,
and only 0.15% of the Class 8 areas, would have such views. The Whitelaw
Brae turbines were therefore identified not to have any significant effect on the
visibility of turbines from the most wild areas of this landscape. In addition,
the degree to which the visibility of the consented Whitelaw Brae turbines from
within the WLA would differ from the future baseline scenario was considered.
It was calculated that only 0.23% of the WLA would have visibility of only the
Whitelaw Brae turbines and no visibility of the existing wind farms. None of
this very small proportion of the landscape is located in the highest Classes of
relative wildness (7 and 8).

6.4

With regard to the above analysis, it was previously identified in relation to the
consented scheme that there would be a localised significant effect to the Talla
– Hart Fell Wild Land Area (WLA) upon some of the landscape up to 5km from
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the Site. However, the majority of the landscape displaying the highest levels
of wildness would not be affected, with the effects of the turbines primarily
occurring in the peripheral or less wild parts of the WLA. It was therefore
considered that the integrity of the WLA as a whole would not be compromised.

6.5

A review has been undertaken, with regard to our understanding of the
characteristics and nature of the WLA, and informed by the visual material
prepared, which has considered the manner in which the revised turbine
dimension would be seen from within the Wild Land. Having undertaken this
review, it is understood that there would be a negligible change to the visibility
of the proposals from within the WLA and no material change to how the
scheme would be perceived and experienced above that which was set out in
the previous application and Inquiry submission material. This can be seen with
reference to the comparative wireline visualisation for Viewpoint 21 - Right of
Way BT100 leading from Fruid Reservoir, which represents the viewpoint
location within the Wild Land in closest proximity to the site. There would be
no clearly perceptible difference between the consented scheme and the
revised turbine diameter scheme when seen from this location.

7.0

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

7.1

Wind energy developments that were operational, under construction,
consented, or subject to a valid full planning application, up to a cut-off date
of 16th April 2016, within 35 km of the Proposed Development, were identified
and reviewed as part of the cumulative assessment in the FEI Report (May
2016).

7.2

Since that time, it is noted that there have been some changes to the
cumulative situation and these have been reviewed as part of the preparation
of this Technical Note, based on a new cut-off date of 15th April 2020.

7.3

The original cumulative assessment extended to a study area of 35km. This
was reviewed and updated in April 2016 as part of the work which was
undertaken to assess the relocation of one of the turbines in the scheme that
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was set out in the FEI. The cumulative schemes which were considered in
detail within the original EIA Report (December 2014) and subsequently within
the FEI (May 2016) were illustrated on EIA Report Figure 6.12 ’Cumulative
Sites included in the Assessment’.

In undertaking this update to the

cumulative baseline, Figure 6.12 has been updated and is contained at
Appendix 3. Figure 6.12 shows the other wind farms which have been assessed
within the cumulative assessment, and in addition, adds other wind
development within the wider study area up to 35 km, which conveys the wider
pattern of existing and in planning wind development.

7.4

7.5

The following updates are applicable to the schemes previously considered:

•

Minnygap Wind Farm (formerly consented, now operational);

•

Clyde Wind Farm Extension (formerly consented, now operational);

•

Earlshaugh Wind Farm (formerly application, now withdrawn)

Other operational and consented wind farms remain as reported within the FEI
(May 2016):

7.6

•

Clyde Wind Farm (operational);

•

Glenkerie Wind Farm (operational);

•

Harestanes Wind Farm (operational);

•

Crookedstane Wind Farm (consented);

•

Glenkerie Wind Farm Extension (consented); and

•

Lion Hill Wind Farm (consented)

As had been undertaken in the cumulative assessment within the EIA Report
and FEI, the wind development which has been included within the updated
cumulative assessment is that which is located to the easterly edges of the
Lowther Hills, extending south to the operational Harestanes Wind Farm, and
north to the operational Glenkerie Wind Farm. To the west, the Whitelaw Brae
site is flanked by other operational wind development of the now operational
Clyde Wind Farm Extension, which adds 54 turbines to those of the operational
Clyde Wind Farm.
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7.7

Whilst there are some additional wind development proposals which are in
planning within both Scottish Borders and Dumfries and Galloway Council
districts, such as Cloich Wind Farm (revised scheme of 14 turbines up to 145
m to blade tip) and the Kennoxhead Wind Farm Extension (8 turbines of up to
180 m to blade tip), both of which lie more than 20km from the site, there are
no additional proposed wind farms which would be anticipated to alter the
previously assessed cumulative effects. This is by virtue of their distance and
location beyond other existing or consented wind development. The principal
wind development for consideration is contained at the updated Figure 6.12
(Appendix 3).

7.8

It is clear that the pattern of wind development in the study area extends to
the north and west. The most notable change to the cumulative baseline, is
the withdrawal of the Earlshaugh Wind Farm from planning, a proposed wind
farm which was located to the south east of the site. The aspects of cumulative
effects which were identified within the EIA Report which concern the
Earlshaugh application, therefore no longer apply.

7.9

The EIA Report, in assessing the cumulative effects of the now consented
Whitelaw Brae Wind Farm, identified significant (Moderate) effects upon some
parts of the Southern Uplands with Scattered Forest character area, the
Tweedsmuir Uplands SLA and Tall-Hart Fell WLA and where, in each instance,
significant effects would be localised to within 5 km to 6 km of the turbines.

7.10

The EIA Report also identified significant (Moderate) cumulative effects at two
of the nine selected cumulative viewpoint locations (Viewpoint 9, Hartfell Rig
and Viewpoint 11 Broad Law), resulting from the increased prominence of the
proposed development in relation to the baseline wind farm sites. In addition,
a significant (Substantial) cumulative effect was assessed in the EIA Report to
the Fruid Reservoir Road and a significant (Moderate) effect upon Right of Way
BT100.

7.11

It has been identified that there is a limited increase to the ZTV as a result of
the 3m increase in blade tip height, as illustrated at Appendix 1, and also that
visual changes from the proposal would be indeterminable, as evidenced by
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the wirelines at Appendix 2. This has been considered, in combination with
an updated cumulative baseline that is little altered from that previously
assessed within the EIA Report and FEI, and it is assessed that there would be
no change to the significant cumulative effects previously identified, albeit that
those effects which were derived from visibility of both the Whitelaw Brae and
the now withdrawn Earlshaugh Wind Farm, would no longer occur.

8.0

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

8.1

This Technical Note sets out the findings of a review of the potential landscape
and visual issues arising from a proposal to increase the turbine rotor diameter
from 107m to 117m, with a 78m hub, resulting in an overall tip height of
136.5m. This would represent an increase in 3m when compared with the tip
height of the scheme of 14no. turbines, 133.5m to blade tip, which was
consented in December 2017 (Energy Consents Unit Application reference
WIN-140-4).

8.2

The review has considered the potential for the revision to the proposed turbine
dimensions to bring about any change to the assessment of significant
landscape or visual effects which were identified in relation to the consented
scheme. Having undertaken this review it is concluded that no such changes
to the assessment would arise and the effects would remain as previously
reported in the application submission and Inquiry material.

8.3

It is therefore understood that the conclusions set out at paragraph 10.59 of
the Report to the Scottish Ministers in relation to the consented scheme, as
reproduced below, would be likely to continue to apply so far as landscape and
visual matters were concerned:

“In conclusion, we find that the proposal’s adverse effects are
outweighed by its positive contribution to very clear Scottish
Government aspirations for increased renewable energy generation
and reductions in greenhouse gas emissions.”
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Appendix 1 - Comparative Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) Plan
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Whitelaw Brae Wind Farm
Client: BayWa r.e UK Ltd

Appendix 2 - Comparative Wireline Visualisations
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Consented Scheme

Scenario 2 - 78m hub/136.5m blade tip height/117m blade diameter

Whitelaw Brae Wind Farm
Viewpoint 2: Between Glenbreck and Hawkshaw on A701

Viewpoint Information
OS Reference: E 306805 N 622064
Ground level: 290m (AOD)
Angle of view: 90 degrees
Distance to nearest turbine: 1409m - T4

Wireframes showing consented scheme and Scenario 2
DRWG REF: P20-0314.005

Consented Scheme

Scenario 2 - 78m hub/136.5m blade tip height/117m blade diameter

Whitelaw Brae Wind Farm
Viewpoint 3: A701 Tweedhope layby

Viewpoint Information
OS Reference: E 305256 N 617783
Ground level: 289m (AOD)
Angle of view: 90 degrees
Distance to nearest turbine: 1854m - T3

Wireframes showing consented scheme and Scenario 2
DRWG REF: P20-0314.006

Consented Scheme

Scenario 2 - 78m hub/136.5m blade tip height/117m blade diameter

Whitelaw Brae Wind Farm
Viewpoint 4: Fruid Dam

Viewpoint Information
OS Reference: E 308885 N 620514
Ground level: 315m (AOD)
Angle of view: 90 degrees
Distance to nearest turbine: 1436m - T12

Wireframes showing consented scheme and Scenario 2
DRWG REF: P20-0314.007

Consented Scheme

Scenario 2 - 78m hub/136.5m blade tip height/117m blade diameter

Whitelaw Brae Wind Farm
Viewpoint 21: Public Right of Way BT100

Viewpoint Information
OS Reference: E 308995 N 616390
Ground level: 478m (AOD)
Angle of view: 90 degrees
Distance to nearest turbine: 2181m - T14

Wireframes showing consented scheme and Scenario 2
DRWG REF: P20-0314.008

Appendix 3 – Cumulative Sites included in the Assessment
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Whitelaw Brae Wind Farm: Revised Collison Risk Modelling
1
INTRODUCTION
MacArthur Green was commissioned by Whitelaw Brae Windfarm Limited to undertake updated
ornithological collision risk modelling (CRM) for the consented Whitelaw Brae Wind Farm project as a
result of proposed changes to the consented turbine parameters and to review the assessment with
a view to the extended generation lifetime (25 to 30 years).
Whitelaw Brae Windfarm Limited intend to submit an application to vary the Consent under Section
36C of the Electricity Act 1989, and this report presents the results of the CRM and an assessment of
the implications of the changes to predicted collision rates associated with the revised turbine
specifications/extended generation lifetime on the relevant species’ populations. This report will be
submitted as part of the EIA Screening Report and subsequent Section 36C application.
2
TURBINE PARAMETERS
Table 2-1 lists the consented “EIA candidate” turbine parameters assessed in the CRM, and the
proposed new candidate turbine which allows for an assessment of the new maximum range of
potential turbine parameters (i.e. a ‘worst case’): 136.5m rotor tip height, 117m rotor diameter and
78m hub height/19.5m ground clearance.
Table 2-1 Turbine parameters
Turbine
EIA candidate
Proposed candidate

Tip height
(m)
133.5
136.5

Rotor diameter
(m)
107
117

Hub height
(m)
80
78

Ground
clearance (m)
26.5
19.5

3
EIA COLLISION RISK MODELLING SUMMARY
As presented in Chapter 8: Ornithology, Whitelaw Brae ES (December 2014), ten target species were
recorded during baseline flight activity surveys (December 2012 to August 2014). CRM was
undertaken for curlew, goshawk, greylag goose, hen harrier, herring gull, merlin, osprey and pinkfooted goose with none of these species scoped-in to the impact assessment on the basis of their
predicted collision rates, which were considered to be negligible in relation to effects on species’
populations. Black grouse and short-eared owl were only recorded in flight below the rotor swept area
and therefore CRM was not undertaken for these species.
Black grouse was the only species scoped-in to the assessment, on the basis of the presence of three
leks within 750m of the turbine locations and associated potential for disturbance-displacement
effects.
4
REVISED COLLISION MODELLING
Table 4-1 details the parameters in the collision modelling undertaken for the ornithological impact
assessment (the EIA candidate turbine) and indicates the parameters associated with the new
proposed candidate turbine. The breeding season was considered to be 15th March to the 31st August
and the non-breeding season was considered to be the 1st September to the 14th March, with the
exception of pink-footed goose for which the breeding season was considered to be 20th April to the
31st August and the non-breeding season was considered to be the 1st September to the 19th April.
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Table 4-1 Wind turbine parameters
EIA candidate
Size of wind farm envelope (hectares)
Number of turbines
Rotor diameter (metres, m)
Hub height (m)
Max. rotor depth (m (at 15° pitch angle))
Max. chord (m)
Pitch (degrees)
Rotation period (seconds)
Turbine operation time (percentage)
Risk height: highest (m)
Risk height: lowest (m)

107
80
0.996
3.85

Proposed candidate
168.65
14

15

4.61

85

133.5
26.5

117
78
1.245
4.00
4.76
136.5
19.5

Table 4-2 and Table 4-3 compare the predicted mean annual collision rate and number of years per
collision respectively for all target species that were recorded during baseline flight activity surveys.
Table A1-1 to Error! Reference source not found. in Annex 1 provide a breakdown of the collision
model outputs per species, per season for the proposed candidate turbine.
Table 4-2 Comparison of the predicted mean annual collision rates
Species
Black grouse
Curlew
Goshawk
Greylag goose
Hen harrier
Herring gull
Merlin
Osprey
Pink-footed goose
Short-eared owl

EIA Candidate
0.2384
0.0029
0.0456
0.0015
0.073
0.0426
0.0013
0.1934
-

Proposed candidate
0.0006
0.3730
0.0048
0.0573
0.0025
0.1312
0.0541
0.0017
0.2306
0.00002

Table 4-3 Comparison of the number of years per collision (mean annual collision rate)
Species
Black grouse
Curlew
Goshawk
Greylag goose
Hen harrier
Herring gull
Merlin
Osprey
Pink-footed goose
Short-eared owl

EIA candidate
4.19
345
21.9
667
13.7
23.5
769
5.17
-

Proposed candidate
1,667
2.68
208
17.5
400
7.62
18.5
588
4.34
50,000
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5
ASSESMENT REVIEW
As Table 4-2 shows, as a result of the larger rotor diameter/increased tip height/lower ground
clearance, the predicted collision rates have slightly increased for the proposed candidate turbine,
however the differences are generally small. Table 4-3 demonstrates that, solely on the basis of the
predicted mean number of years required for one bird to collide with a turbine (range of 208 years to
50,000 years,) there is considered to be no change to the conclusions of the ES (December 2014) with
regards to potential collision effects for black grouse, goshawk, hen harrier, osprey and short-eared
owl (i.e. that these species can continue to be scoped out of the assessment on the basis that the
collision estimates would remain negligible and therefore Not Significant in the context of the EIA
Regulations1).
It should be noted that where the ES assessment provided the potential number of collisions across
the lifespan of the development (25 years), the review below also presents the potential number of
collisions across the now proposed 30-year lifespan of the development for both the original ES
collision modelling and the revised collision modelling to allow for direct comparison. It should
however be noted that the lifespan of the development is not a parameter in the collision model nor
is it the key focus in assessing the magnitude of effect of predicted collisions on bird populations
(additional annual mortality (and its potential effects) is the key focus when evaluating potential
effects of collisions on bird populations), but rather an additional way of presenting the predicted
annual collision rates in a more relatable context.
Pink-footed goose collision rates for the proposed candidate turbine was estimated to be between
one every 4.34 years, compared to one every 5.17 years for the EIA candidate turbine. SNH guidance2
on potential wind farm impacts state the following for pink-footed geese: “We’ve also reviewed the
need to conduct collision risk modelling for pink-footed geese in support of wind farm applications. In
light of the robust population and its high avoidance rate of 99.8%, collision risk modelling for pinkfooted geese is only required if a proposal has connectivity with a protected area where this species is
a qualifying interest”. Pink-footed geese are not listed as a feature at any designated sites within 20km
of Whitelaw Brae Wind Farm (Chapter 8: Ornithology, Whitelaw Brae ES, December 2014) and the
pink-footed geese recorded are therefore considered to be part of the wider countryside population.
Consequently, there is considered to be no change to the conclusions of the ES with regards to
potential collision effects for pink-footed goose (i.e. that pink-footed goose will continue to be
scoped out of the assessment on the basis that the collision estimates would remain negligible and
therefore Not Significant in the context of the EIA Regulations).
The ES predicted the loss of 1.82 herring gull across the proposed 25-year lifespan of the development
(or 2.19 herring gull across the revised 30-year lifespan of the development). In comparison, the
updated collision modelling predicts the loss of 3.94 herring gull across the 30-year lifespan of the
development. Herring gull were recorded across the 2013/2014 non-breeding season and 2014
breeding season3 in low numbers (four flights of one or six birds and six flights of one, two or six birds
respectively) and there is no evidence of breeding within the study area, and no designated sites
within 20km of the site where herring gull is listed as a feature. Consequently, whilst the updated
collision modelling predicts an increase in the collision estimate for herring gull, the additional
1

The Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017.
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/planning-and-development/renewable-energydevelopment/types-renewable-technologies/onshore-wind-energy/wind-farm-impacts-birds
3
No herring gull were recorded during the 2012/2013 non-breeding season and 2013 breeding season.
2
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mortality is considered to be negligible in the context of the Scottish breeding (72,130 birds, Forrester
et al. 20124) and non-breeding (91,000 birds, JNCC5) populations and there is considered to be no
change to the conclusions of the ES with regards to potential collision effects for herring gull (i.e.
that herring gull will continue to be scoped out of the assessment on the basis that the collision
estimates would remain negligible and therefore Not Significant in the context of the EIA Regulations).
For curlew, the ES predicted the loss of 5.96 curlew across the 25-year lifespan of the development
(or 7.15 curlew across the revised 30-year lifespan of the development). In comparison, the updated
collision modelling predicts the loss of 11.19 curlew across the 30-year lifespan of the development.
Based on an annual baseline adult mortality rate of 0.126, this increase in the predicted collision rate
would result in a 0.05% increased additional mortality to the natural baseline mortality for breeding
curlew in Natural Heritage Zone (NHZ) 20 (1,400 breeding pairs, Wilson et al. 20157) – compared to a
0.03% additional mortality as a result of the ES collision modelling. Considering this negligible increase
to the additional mortality and that only two curlew territories were within 500m of the turbines
(Chapter 8: Ornithology, Whitelaw Brae ES, December 2014), there is considered to be no change to
the conclusions of the ES with regards to potential collision effects for curlew (i.e. that herring gull
will continue to be scoped out of the assessment on the basis that the collision estimates would
remain negligible and therefore Not Significant in the context of the EIA Regulations).
For merlin, the ES predicted the loss of 1.07 merlin across the 25-year lifespan of the development (or
1.28 merlin across the revised 30-year lifespan of the development). In comparison, the updated
collision modelling predicts the loss of 1.62 merlin across the 30-year lifespan of the development.
Based on an annual baseline adult mortality rate of 0.388, this increase in the predicted collision rate
would result in a 0.32% increased additional mortality to the natural baseline mortality for breeding
merlin in NHZ 20 (22 breeding pairs, Wilson et al. 20157) – compared to a 0.25% additional mortality
as a result of the ES collision modelling. Considering this negligible increase to the additional mortality
and that no merlin were recorded breeding within the study area (Chapter 8: Ornithology, Whitelaw
Brae ES, December 2014), there is considered to be no change to the conclusions of the ES with
regards to potential collision effects for merlin (i.e. that merlin will continue to be scoped out of the
assessment on the basis that the collision estimates would remain negligible and therefore Not
Significant in the context of the EIA Regulations).
Finally, for greylag goose the ES predicted annual collision rates of 0.015 for the breeding season and
0.061 for the non-breeding season. In comparison, the updated collision modelling predicts a breeding
season collision rate of 0.0776 and non-breeding season collision rate of 0.0185. Based on an annual
baseline adult mortality rate of 0.179, this increase in the predicted collision rate would result in (at
worst) a 0.009%/0.00013% increased additional mortality (breeding/non-breeding seasons) to the
natural baseline mortality for greylag goose in Scotland (5,000 naturalised breeding birds/85,000
wintering birds, Forrester et al. 20124) – compared to a 0.007%/0.00010% additional mortality as a
4

Forrester, R.W., Andrews, I.J., McInerny, C.J., Murray, R.D., McGowan, R.Y., Zonfrillo, B., Betts, M.W., Jardine,
D.C. & Grundy, D.S. (eds) 2012. The Digital Birds of Scotland. The Scottish Ornithologists’ Club, Aberlady.
5
https://jncc.gov.uk/our-work/herring-gull-larus-argentatus/#annual-abundance-and-productivity-bygeographical-area-scotland
6
https://app.bto.org/birdfacts/results/bob5410.htm
7
Wilson, M. W., Austin, G. E., Gillings S. and Wernham, C. V. (2015). Natural Heritage Zone Bird Population
Estimates. SWBSG Commissioned report number SWBSG_1504. pp72. Available from: www.swbsg.org
8
https://app.bto.org/birdfacts/results/bob3090.htm
9
https://app.bto.org/birdfacts/results/bob1610.htm
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result of the ES collision modelling. Considering this negligible increase to the additional mortality
(breeding/non-breeding seasons) and that greylag goose is not listed as a feature at any designated
sites within 20km of Whitelaw Brae Wind Farm (Chapter 8: Ornithology, Whitelaw Brae ES,
December 2014), there is considered to be no change to the conclusions of the ES (December 2014)
with regards to potential collision effects for greylag goose (i.e. that greylag goose will continue to
be scoped out of the assessment on the basis that the collision estimates would remain negligible and
therefore Not Significant in the context of the EIA Regulations).
In summary, whilst the revised candidate turbine parameters all result in a slight increase to the
collision rates predicted in the ES (December 2014), within a population context these changes are
considered to be negligible for all species, and as such there is considered to be no change to any of
the conclusions of the ES (December 2014) as a result of a change to the candidate turbine based on
turbine parameters of up to 136.5m tip height and 117m rotor diameter i.e. that these species will
continue to be scoped out of the assessment on the basis that the collision estimates would remain
negligible and therefore Not Significant in the context of the EIA Regulations.
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COLLISION MODEL OUTPUTS
Table A1-1 details the outputs of the collision models for the revised candidate turbine where ‘-‘
means no flights were recorded within the rotor swept area and therefore no collisions were predicted
for these species.
Table A1-1 Estimated collision rates: Proposed candidate turbine
Species
Black grouse
Curlew
Goshawk
Greylag goose
Hen harrier
Herring gull
Merlin
Osprey
Pink-footed
goose
Short-eared
owl

2012/2013
NBR
-

2013
BR
0.0007
0.1413
0.0004
0.0270
0.0035

2013/2014
NBR
0.0003
0.0185
0.0020
0.0246
0.0404
-

2014
BR
0.6048
0.0096
0.0776
0.0007
0.2132
0.0003
-

Mean
BR
0.0003
0.3730
0.0048
0.0388
0.0005
0.1066
0.0137
0.0017

Mean
NBR
0.0003
0.0185
0.0020
0.0246
0.0404
-

Mean
annual
0.0006
0.3730
0.0048
0.0573
0.0025
0.1312
0.0541
0.0017

0.1497

-

0.3114

-

-

0.2306

0.2306

-

-

-

0.00004 0.00002

-

0.00002
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WHITELAW BRAE WIND FARM: SCREENING DOCUMENT
1 INTRODUCTION
Headland Archaeology (UK) Ltd was commissioned by Whitelaw Brae Windfarm Limited to provide input to a
screening report in support of potential lifetime extension and tip height increase at the consented Whitelaw
Brae windfarm near Tweedsmuir, Scottish Borders. Specific objectives of this document are:
•

to review the existing legislation, policy and guidance relevant to cultural heritage (as applicable to the
original ES and subsequent FEI submitted in support of the consented Section 36 application) and to
identify any changes where necessary;

•

to review the existing cultural heritage baseline (as defined in the original 2014 ES and subsequent
2016 FEI) and to identify any changes where necessary;

•

to understand whether an increase in consented tip height from 133.5m to 136.5m, an increase in rotor
diameter from 107m to 117m and an associated reduction in hub height from 80m to 78m would be
likely to cause major / unacceptable impacts on any cultural heritage assets in the area;

•

to summarise implications for site design that any heritage issues may give rise to.

In the 2014 ES and 2016 FEI effects arising from the construction, operation and decommissioning of the wind
farm were all assessed as permanent effects. The operational lifespan of the wind farm was effectively
irrelevant to the cultural heritage impact assessment. Therefore, the potential effects arising from a proposed
lifetime extension have been scoped out of this screening document.
This programme of work has been done purely as a desk-based exercise. It is based on an inspection of on-line
data available through the PastMap website, Historic Environment Record (HER) data received from Scottish
Borders Council and my own knowledge of the project.
Whitelaw Brae Windfarm Limited have also provided comparative wirelines (included in Appendix 1 of this
report) and a ZTV (included in Appendix 2: Whitelaw Brae Technical Note - Landscape and Visual Matters) to
illustrate the potential changes in views from certain heritage assets.

2 LEGISLATION, POLICY AND GUIDANCE
2.1 Legislation
Since the Section 36 application was consented in December 2017, no new legislation relating to archaeology
and/or cultural heritage has been introduced.

2.2 Planning Policy
The Scottish Government’s planning policies in relation to the historic environment are set out in paragraphs
135-151 of Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) (The Scottish Government, June 2014) and the ES and FEI were
produced in accordance with SPP. Since December 2017, the Historic Environment Policy for Scotland (HEPS,
2019) and the Historic Environment Scotland Circular (HESC, 2019) have been introduced to complement the
SPP and provide further policy direction. In particular, HEPS provides more detailed policy on historic
environment designations and consents. Neither HEPS nor HESC have resulted in any substantive changes to
the methodology or validity of the conclusions of the 2014 ES and 2016 FEI.

2.3 Guidance
HES published Designation Policy and Selection Guidance (DPSG, 2019) to accompany HEPS. DPSG outlines
the policy and selection guidance used by HES when designating sites and places of national importance. The
criteria used for such designation remain substantively the same as those applicable to the 2014 ES and 2016
FEI, and the publication of DPSG has not resulted in any substantive changes to the methodology or validity of
the conclusions of the 2014 ES and 2016 FEI.
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3 BASELINE
3.1 On-site heritage assets
Comparison of the current Scottish Borders HER and designations data available from HES with the baseline
defined in the 2014 ES and 2016 FEI identified no changes to the cultural heritage baseline within the Whitelaw
Brae windfarm site boundary.
The baseline defined in the 2014 ES and 2016 FEI remains valid and applicable to this screening document.

3.2 Off-site heritage assets
Comparison of the current Scottish Borders HER and designations data available from HES with the baseline
defined in the 2014 ES and 2016 FEI identified no substantive changes to the cultural heritage baseline within
5km of the consented Whitelaw Brae windfarm turbines.
Of the 24 Scheduled monuments within the baseline, five have had their scheduled areas slightly amended
since 2017. This does not constitute a material change to the baseline and does not alter the conclusions
reached in the 2014 ES or 2016 FEI regarding the importance of the monuments or likely impacts upon them.
Because of restrictions arising from the COVID-19 pandemic, it was not possible to obtain current extracts from
the Dumfries & Galloway HER or the South Lanarkshire HER (maintained by the West of Scotland Archaeology
Service). However, it is not considered that any changes to these HERs would result in material changes to the
conclusions reached in the 2014 ES or 2016 FEI.
Thirteen new entries within 5km of the turbines to the SBC HER have been made since December 2017. One of
these records an archaeological watching brief undertaken in 2018 and is not considered to be a heritage asset.
Therefore, there are 12 undesignated heritage assets within 5km of the turbines in addition to those identified in
the 2014 ES and 2016 FEI.
It is considered that the baseline defined in the 2014 ES and 2016 FEI remains valid and applicable to this
screening document.

4 POTENTIAL FOR IMPACTS
4.1 Direct impacts
The proposed increase in tip height and/or lifetime extension of Whitelaw Brae windfarm will not result in any
alterations to the layout as consented in December 2017, and the construction and decommissioning footprint
will remain as defined in the 2014 ES and 2016 FEI.
Since there have been no changes to the on-site baseline and no changes to the construction and
decommissioning footprint, it is considered that predicted and potential direct impacts remain as assessed in
the 2014 ES and 2016 FEI.

4.2 Operational impacts
Three heritage assets within the site boundary were predicted by the 2014 ES and 2016 FEI as being subject to
operational effects. These assets were also raised by statutory consultees in their consultation throughout the
application process.
The Scheduled Monuments of Hawkshaw Castle (SM3132) and Grange Hill platform settlement (SM3688) and
the undesignated platform settlement at Fingland Burn (discussed in the 2014 ES and 2016 FEI as HA5) were
predicted to be subject to negligible or minor operational effects that will be not significant in EIA terms.
Operational impacts upon all three assets arose from the presence of turbines in views towards and from the
assets, rather than from the perceived height or size of those turbines. The ZTV (included in Appendix 3:
Whitelaw Brae Technical Note - Landscape and Visual Matters) and comparative wirelines (included in
Appendix 1 of this report)) demonstrate that the number of turbines visible from each heritage asset will not
increase, and the views from and towards each asset will remain substantively unaltered.
There will be no change to the operational effects upon Hawkshaw Castle, Grange Hill platform settlement and
the undesignated platform settlement at Fingland Burn as predicted in the 2014 ES and 2016 FEI.
A comparative ZTV produced to illustrate the differences in visibility between the consented 133.5m tip height
and the proposed 136.5m predicts no increased visibility of turbines from any of the remaining designated
heritage assets within the baseline.
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Of the 12 undesignated heritage assets, nine are outside the ZTV and will have no views of the turbines. None
of the remaining three are considered to have wider settings of particular sensitivity or relevance to their cultural
significance and no operational impacts are predicted upon them.
It is anticipated that there will be no change to the operational effects predicted in the 2014 ES and 2016 FEI.

5 CONCLUSIONS
This screening document has reviewed and updated the existing legislation, policy and guidance relevant to
cultural heritage, the existing cultural heritage baseline, and has considered whether an increase in the
consented tip height from 133.5m to 136.5m and associated changes to rotor diameter and hub height would be
likely to result in any changes to effects as predicted in the 2014 ES and 2016 FEI.
Although there have been changes to historic environment policy and guidance since December 2017, these
have not resulted in any substantive changes to the methodology or validity of the conclusions of the 2014 ES
and 2016 FEI.
It is also considered that the cultural heritage baseline defined in the 2014 ES and 2016 FEI remains valid and
applicable to this screening document, and that changes to the baseline identified during this screening process
will not materially affect the assessment undertaken in the 2014 ES and 2016 FEI.
Since there have been no changes to the on-site baseline and no changes to the construction and
decommissioning footprint, it is considered that predicted and potential direct impacts remain as assessed in
the 2014 ES and 2016 FEI.
It is also anticipated that the increase in tip height and associated changes to rotor diameter and hub height will
result in no change to the operational effects as predicted in the 2014 ES and 2016 FEI.
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Appendix 1: Cultural Heritage Wirelines
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Consented Scheme

Scenario 1 - 75m hub/133.5m blade tip height/117m blade diameter

Whitelaw Brae Wind Farm
Hawkshaw Castle (SM3132)

Viewpoint Information
OS Reference: E 308018 N 620354
Ground level: 332m (AOD)
Angle of view: 90 degrees
Distance to nearest turbine: 699m - T5

Wireframes showing consented scheme and Scenario 1
DRWG REF: P20-0314.011

Consented Scheme

Scenario 1 - 75m hub/133.5m blade tip height/117m blade diameter

Whitelaw Brae Wind Farm
Grange Hill Platform (SM3688)

Viewpoint Information
OS Reference: E 306805 N 622064
Ground level: 290m (AOD)
Angle of view: 90 degrees
Distance to nearest turbine: 1436m - T12

Wireframes showing consented scheme and Scenario 1
DRWG REF: P20-0314.012

Consented Scheme

Scenario 1 - 75m hub/133.5m blade tip height/117m blade diameter

Whitelaw Brae Wind Farm
Undesignated platform
settlement at Fingland Burn

Viewpoint Information
OS Reference: E 308303 N 620423
Ground level: 335m (AOD)
Angle of view: 90 degrees
Distance to nearest turbine: 989m - T5

Wireframes showing consented scheme and Scenario 1
DRWG REF: P20-0314.013

Consented Scheme

Scenario 2 - 78m hub/136.5m blade tip height/117m blade diameter

Whitelaw Brae Wind Farm
Hawkshaw Castle (SM3132)

Viewpoint Information
OS Reference: E 308018 N 620354
Ground level: 332m (AOD)
Angle of view: 90 degrees
Distance to nearest turbine: 699m - T5

Wireframes showing consented scheme and Scenario 2
DRWG REF: P20-0314.014

Consented Scheme

Scenario 2 - 78m hub/136.5m blade tip height/117m blade diameter

Whitelaw Brae Wind Farm
Grange Hill Platform (SM3688)

Viewpoint Information
OS Reference: E 306805 N 622064
Ground level: 290m (AOD)
Angle of view: 90 degrees
Distance to nearest turbine: 1436m - T12

Wireframes showing consented scheme and Scenario 2
DRWG REF: P20-0314.015

Consented Scheme

Scenario 2 - 78m hub/136.5m blade tip height/117m blade diameter

Whitelaw Brae Wind Farm
Undesignated platform
settlement at Fingland Burn

Viewpoint Information
OS Reference: E 308303 N 620423
Ground level: 335m (AOD)
Angle of view: 90 degrees
Distance to nearest turbine: 989m - T5

Wireframes showing consented scheme and Scenario 2
DRWG REF: P20-0314.016

Appendix 5: Joint Radio Company Consultation Response
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Laura Fleming
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

JRC Windfarm Coordinations <windfarms@jrc.co.uk>
16 April 2020 08:08
Laura Fleming
Wind Farm Coordinates with an increased tip height [WF883702]

Dear Laura,
A Windfarms Team member has replied to your coordination request, reference WF883702 with the following
response:

Dear Sir/Madam,
Site Name:
Whitelaw Brae Windfarm (Planning Ref WIN-140-4).
Turbine at NGR:
Turbine 1: 306693, 619665
Turbine 2: 306659, 619277
Turbine 3: 306744, 618889
Turbine 4: 307287, 620739
Turbine 5: 307378, 620071
Turbine 6: 307526, 619734
Turbine 7: 307499, 619248
Turbine 8: 307596, 618912
Turbine 9: 307205, 618599
Turbine 10: 307578, 618526
Turbine 11: 308183, 619624
Turbine 12: 308258, 619222
Turbine 13: 308442, 618891
Turbine 14: 308572, 618530
Hub Height: 83m Rotor Radius: 54m (3m tip height increase)
This proposal *cleared* with respect to radio link infrastructure operated by:
Scottish Power and Scotia Gas Networks
JRC analyses proposals for wind farms on behalf of the UK Fuel & Power Industry. This is to assess their potential to
interfere with radio systems operated by utility companies in support of their regulatory operational requirements.
In the case of this proposed wind energy development, JRC does not foresee any potential problems based on known
interference scenarios and the data you have provided. However, if any details of the wind farm change, particularly
the disposition or scale of any turbine(s), it will be necessary to re-evaluate the proposal. Please note that due to the
large number of adjacent radio links in this vicinity, which have been taken into account, clearance is given
specifically for a location within the declared grid reference (quoted above).
In making this judgement, JRC has used its best endeavours with the available data, although we recognise that
there may be effects which are as yet unknown or inadequately predicted. JRC cannot therefore be held liable if
1

subsequently problems arise that we have not predicted.
It should be noted that this clearance pertains only to the date of its issue. As the use of the spectrum is dynamic, the
use of the band is changing on an ongoing basis and consequently, you are advised to seek re-coordination prior to
submitting a planning application, as this will negate the possibility of an objection being raised at that time as a
consequence of any links assigned between your enquiry and the finalisation of your project.
JRC offers a range of radio planning and analysis services. If you require any assistance, please contact us by phone
or email.
Regards
Wind Farm Team
The Joint Radio Company Limited
Delta House
175-177 Borough High Street
LONDON
SE1 1HR
United Kingdom
Office: 020 7706 5199
JRC Ltd. is a Joint Venture between the Energy Networks Association (on behalf of the UK Energy Industries) and
National Grid.
Registered in England & Wales: 2990041
http://www.jrc.co.uk/about-us
JRC is working towards GDPR compliance. We maintain your personal contact details in accordance with GDPR
requirements for the purpose of "Legitimate Interest" for communication with you. However you have the right to be
removed from our contact database. If you would like to be removed, please contact anita.lad@jrc.co.uk.
We hope this response has sufficiently answered your query.
If not, please do not send another email as you will go back to the end of the mail queue, which is not what you or
we need. Instead, reply to this email keeping the subject line intact or login to your account for access to your
coordination requests and responses.
https://breeze.jrc.co.uk/tickets/view.php?auth=o1x0yeaaafujmaaamEC9mhsw87RbLQ%3D%3D
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