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1. SCOTTISH NATURAL HERITAGE 
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1.2 MacArthur Green Letter, 6th September 2017 
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1.3 SNH Response, 6th October 2017 

 
From: David Kelly [mailto:David.Kelly@snh.gov.uk]  
Sent: 06 October 2017 15:10 
To: Finley Becks-Phelps 
Cc: Michael Briggs 
Subject: RE: Over Hill 
 
Fin / Michael 
 
Thanks again for sending your revised Habitat Management & Research Plan to us for comment 
before we meet up on the 25th. I’ve let our peatland and landscape advisers have a look at what 
you’re proposing and we’d offer the following comments to help inform our discussion. I haven’t 
made any comments on the other points raised in David McArthur’s letter of 5th September but we 
can have a quick chat through them at the meeting – details of times etc. for the meeting at the end 
of this email. 
 
Peatland issues 
 
In general terms, the proposal to increase the area of bog to be maintained / enhanced and 
the area of forest plantation to be restored to bog is welcome. 
 
Inevitably though, there is a lot of detail that will need to be teased out: 
 
As currently proposed, the area of ‘forest-to-bog’ restoration is largely determined by the 
boundary of ‘Class 1 Carbon and Peatland Habitat’. At a strategic level this is appropriate, 
given the indicative nature of the classification. However, at a site management level, it 
should be based on peat depth, habitats and habitat management requirements, including 
hydrology. This may require some further assessment of the compartments to the east of the 
site. The revised proposals for the centre and west of the site would appear to be 
appropriate. 

 
We’re assuming that the forestry which appears on OS maps and aerial imagery (e.g. on 
Bing maps) to the west of Turbine 8 and immediately adjacent to the application boundary 
has already been felled as part of the work for the South West Scotland Connector. Has this 
area been restored? If not, then we would really want to see specific proposals for this area 
too (subject to any constraints the presence of the power line might impose). 
 
Management Unit A is still mostly focused on ‘preventing’ things rather than ‘doing’ things. 
However, there are some things that we think should be done. For example: 
 

 Blocking drains at north end of site 

 Blocking erosion gullies – even if vegetated - to raise water table of adjacent 
peatland 

 Removal of regenerating trees (we note that this is now included in the plan though 
and we welcome that) 

 As above, addressing restoration needs of felled forestry in the west of site as 
appropriate 

 
All of these measures are ones which could be carried out through Forestry Commission and 
SNH grants if there was no proposal for a wind farm (that’s not to say that they would be, but 
they could be). As such, the impact of the wind farm is additional to what could be achieved, 

mailto:David.Kelly@snh.gov.uk
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even if just in theory, in its absence. It would therefore seem appropriate that, in addition to 
the above measures, effort is made to reduce the impact of the wind farm. The most obvious 
way to do this is to reduce the amount or nature of infrastructure currently proposed to be 
sited on high quality peatland habitat with a good carbon store. 
 
Given that we’re aware of the different constraints acting on the proposed development, it’s 
probably not helpful for us to be overly prescriptive in this regard, but essentially it comes 
down to seeing what can be done by way of altering the location and/or number of turbines 
and/or the route and/or length of track. There may also be opportunities within generic 
design types (e.g. piled foundations, floating to tracks) to reduce impacts still further. 

 
Landscape issues 
 
On the basis of a desk-based appraisal of the original visualisations, the current mitigation 
/enhancement proposals would not significantly change our original advice on landscape and visual 
impacts. There would be a change in perceived landscape context (from forested to open landscape) 
in a limited number of views such as from Maneight on the B741 (VP1) and in longer distance, 
elevated views from Blackcraig Hill (VP 16) and Cairnsmore of Carsphairn (VP18). Locally the 
containment provided by the existing, surrounding forestry would certainly be reduced but this 
would generally not be perceived widely beyond VP 1. 
 
In most views there would be no discernable change to the landscape context of the wind farm. 
From VP 1 (Maneight) the most north-easterly turbines (numbered 1, 4, 6, 3 and 11 on Wireline 1b 
in the ES) would be clearly seen in the context of open ground whilst the remaining turbines would 
be appear located within the forest. Hence in this view the overall design context of wind farm 
would be perceived as ambiguous / not clear. The more open landscape context might also be 
discernable from more elevated viewpoint in the south such as Blackcraig Hill (VP 16) and 
Cairnsmore of Carsphairn (VP 18) from where viewers would be looking down in to the site – albeit 
obliquely.  
 
Meeting 
 
In terms of the meeting, I’ve booked a room in the SNH Hamilton office for 1.30pm on Wednesday 
the 25th. It would be helpful if we could have sight of anything else you prepare for discussion at the 
meeting beforehand – the earlier the better if possible. 
 
Going by the number of people who get slightly lost on the way, our office is apparently not the 
easiest place to find or get into (and apparently SatNav is no real help either!), so if you can let me 
let me know who’s coming from where and how they’re planning on getting here, I’ll send out some 
appropriate maps with directions. 
 
I hope this is helpful for the moment, but please let me know if there’s anything you want to discuss 
further prior to meeting up. 
 
Regards 
 
David 
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David Kelly | Operations Officer – Strathclyde & Ayrshire | Scottish Natural Heritage | 
Cadzow Court | 3 Wellhall Road | Hamilton | ML3 9BG | Tel: 01698 421668 
www.snh.gov.uk 
 
Year of History, Heritage and Archaeology 2017 
 
www.facebook.com/ScottishNaturalHeritage | www.twitter.com/SNH_Tweets 
 

 

http://www.snh.gov.uk/
http://www.facebook.com/ScottishNaturalHeritage
http://www.twitter.com/SNH_Tweets
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1.4 SNH, RSPB, EAC, EK and MG Meeting Minutes, 3rd November, 2017 
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1.5 SNH Response to EK email (1st December 17), 19 December, 2017 

 

Hi Alan 
 
Thanks again for sending the revised Over Hill proposals to us for review. 
 
In summary, while the proposed changes are welcome, they do not go far enough to enable 
SNH to withdraw its objection. Our detailed comments, including what further changes we 
wish to see, are as follows: 

 
Access Route Options 
Intuitively our preference is for Option 1, as the east-west track is further away from the main 
area of bog. However, we have no particular reason to object to Option 2 and so would be 
content for the application to progress on that basis. 
 
The reference to “the access to the historic settlements in this area in the late 1600s or 
before” does, however, make us wonder whether HES has an interest in this area (which 
would affect both Options 1 & 2). Have these proposals been discussed with them?  
 
Turbine Layout 
We welcome the removal of turbine 4. We would however like to see T7 (in particular) and 
some or all of T6, T9, T10 and T11 pulled back further from the bog. 
 
Habitat Management 
We consider that further tree removal is required as an important aspect of managing the 
peatland to retain its interest in the long term. It is not just that case that trees planted on 
deep peat are damaging. Adjacent trees provide a seed source which will readily find a seed 
bed on ground disturbed by wind farm construction, particularly along tracks and around 
crane hardstandings etc.  

 
I hope this is helpful, but happy to discuss - I’ll be on leave from midday tomorrow until 5th of 
January. 
 
Regards 
 
David 
 

 
 
David Kelly | Operations Officer – Strathclyde & Ayrshire | Scottish Natural Heritage | 
Cadzow Court | 3 Wellhall Road | Hamilton | ML3 9BG | Tel: 01698 421668 
www.snh.scot 
 
Year of History, Heritage and Archaeology 2017 
 
www.facebook.com/ScottishNaturalHeritage | www.twitter.com/SNH_Tweets 

http://www.snh.scot/
http://www.facebook.com/ScottishNaturalHeritage
http://www.twitter.com/SNH_Tweets
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1.6 SNH Response to EK email (17th January 18), 07 February 2018 

Michael 
 
Thanks for sending through your proposed revision to Over Hill for comment and thanks for your 
patience. Having reviewed the drawings from both the peatland and landscape & visual perspective, 
we’d offer the following initial feedback: 
 
Peatland issues 
 

Together with the earlier revision, what is now being proposed would be a significant 
improvement on the original layout from a peatland perspective. In particular: 

 

 Turbine 6: The proposed relocation of T6 on to shallower peat and the associated reduction 
in access track length would be welcome. 

 

 Turbine 7: The proposed relocation of T7, and its access track, from the bog into 
adjacent forestry on shallower peat would be welcome. 

 

 Turbine 10: The proposed relocation of T10 on to shallower peat and the associated 
reduction in access track length would be welcome. 

 

 Turbine 1: The proposed withdrawal of T11 from the edge of the bog would be 
welcome, although it is not obvious from the peat depth map that the peat is any 
shallower there. 

 
However, we do have a few queries that we would welcome further clarification on: 
 

1. We have assumed that further forest clearance will be associated with the relocation 
of Turbines 7 & 11. Is there still scope for more forest clearance from areas of peat? 

 
2. Is it still the intention to use pile, rather gravity, foundations for all turbines in deep 

peat? 
 

3. Given the presumption in SPP (para. 170) that areas identified for wind farms should be 
suitable for use in perpetuity, what assurances can be given that subsequent generations of 
wind farm at this site would not encroach in the bog? Currently, most repowering assumes 
new turbine foundations, with associated access track adjustments. Turbines 6 and 9 and, to 
a lesser extent Turbine 3 appear to be highly constrained as regards location. We’re 
concerned that much of the layout, particularly on the west side, is so constrained by water 
courses and the power line, that future repowering will be very difficult unless the same 
turbine bases are used.  

 

Landscape and Visual issues 
 
On the basis of the wirelines that we requested, the redesign would slightly reduce the number of 
visible blades in views from the Burnside and Rankinson viewpoints, which would be a slight 
improvement with regard to these particular views. However in middle-distance views (approx. 8km – 
15km) the layout would have noticeably more gaps which would result in an overall less clear design. 
This may draw attention to the height of the turbines in comparison to the adjacent landscape features 
and emphasise the large scale of the turbines in this landscape. 
 



  36 | P a g e  

We’d need to see full visualisations in order to be able to provide detailed comments on issues such 
as containment (i.e. how much containment is provided by the surrounding forest and topography or 
what would be perceived as the main landscape context) and how the turbines would appear in the 
landscape at varying distances from the development.  
 
I hope that these comments will be helpful in focussing further discussion of the scheme. In terms of 
meeting dates, could you let me know what your availability would be between 21

st
 and 28

th
 Feb and 

we can firm up a date on my return to work next week? I’ve copied this to Graeme at EAC as I think it 
would be useful if he could make it along too. 
 
Regards 
 
David 

 
 
 

 
 
David Kelly | Operations Officer – Strathclyde & Ayrshire 
Scottish Natural Heritage | Cadzow Court | 3 Wellhall Road | Hamilton ML3 9BG | t: 01698 421668 
Dualchas Nàdair na h-Alba | Taigh Cadzow | Pàirc Gnothachais Bhruach Chluaidh | ML3 9BG 
nature.scot – Connecting People and Nature in Scotland - @nature_scot 
 

https://www.nature.scot/
https://twitter.com/@nature_scot
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2. RSPB 

2.1 RSPB Response to Over Hill ES, 27 July 2017 
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2.2 RSPB Response to EK email (1st December 17), 19 December, 2017 

 



  36 | P a g e  

 
 
 
 
 
 


